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1. Introduction 
 

This non-technical summary sets out the development proposals and places them in a spatial 

context. It then goes on to describe the ways in which the applicant will reduce the impacts of the 

proposals. 

There is only one main alternative to the current proposals which is the ‘do-nothing’ option. There 

are ongoing Health and safety issues with the site and this option does not bring the land back into 

beneficial use. Therefore, the ‘do nothing’ option has been discounted. 

The purpose of Environmental Impact Assessment is to determine the likelihood and significance of 

impacts. Where an effect is both likely to occur and likely to be significant then the process should 

look at how those effects can be reduced using ‘mitigation measures’. If there are no significant 

effects then no mitigation is required. 

There are policy aims, outside of the EIA process, which seek to create a better situation than exists 

and additional works can be undertaken that will make this happen but they are not, strictly 

speaking, mitigation for the proposed development. 

Where there is an effect but there are no possible or practical mitigation measures then the 

Planning Authority needs to consider, in the Planning determination process, the balance of the 

‘harm’ caused by the development versus the benefits that it will bring. 
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2. Site and Proposals

The applicant is seeking to import 150,000 cubic metres of inert waste over a three year period 

plus soil making materials for the final cover. The inert waste will be used to fill the remaining 

lagoons and create a sloped profile with a perimeter drainage ditch. There will be no permanent 

water body created and the remainder, apart from a few patches will have soils and grasses 

placed upon it. 
Access to the site from the public highway is proposed along Frithwood Lane, an unadopted single 

width road and bridleway which runs west and south west from the A616 Mansfield Road to the 

south eastern corner of the disposal site. Prior to the importation of waste the applicant would carry 

out improvements to the junction of the A616 and the access road, Frithwood Lane, which will have 

the effect of improving visibility and preventing material from being tracked onto the public 

highway. 

The overall concept is that the waste will arrive at the junction of A616 from both directions 

(North/South) and turn onto Frithwood Lane.  At present the source of the waste is unidentified, 

although it will be sourced only through specified contracts. The anticipated number of deliveries 

should not exceed 40 per day. The types of vehicles will vary between dump trucks and artic lorries. 

The access road will be improved to allow for six passing bays from the public highway. The passing 

bays will seek to prevent the conflict between vehicle users of the land and horse riders who are 

using the land as a bridleway. The improvement to the haul road between the tipping area and the 

Robin Hood Line will involve the placing of material, from within the site. 

The first operation will be to knock down and crush/bury the remaining outfall structures and create 

internal haul roads. The perimeter drainage would be installed at the earliest opportunity. The filling 

would take place eastwards from the southwest corner to the southeast corner before moving 

northwards up the site. Materials would be tipped in layers of less than 1m thickness and then 

compacted using a vibrating roller.  

Depending on the source of the waste it may be necessary to screen the material and this would 

occur at the reception area in the north east corner of the site. The north-eastern corner of the site 

would be developed to install the office, welfare facilities and storage area for soil-making materials. 

Two areas of scrub and immature trees along the northern boundary of the tipping will be removed 

in the first and third years of tipping. It is proposed to compensate for this loss initially by planting a 

visual barrier of willow further up the slope and, in the final restoration planting, by planting shrubs 

and trees on the gap in the south east corner. 

When final levels are reached subsoils and topsoil (where required) will be separately placed in 

order to achieve a growing medium that is suitable for a grassland mix.  

The initial proposals have been modified by the findings and recommendations contained within the 

Environmental Statement and the applicant is willing to accept the proposed mitigation measures.  

The primary purpose of the proposals is to restore the land to a beneficial use. 
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3. Environmental Impacts 
The Environmental Statement that accompanies the application considered the impacts on the 

ecology of the area, the landscape and visual impacts, drainage and flooding, noise and air quality. 

The Environmental Statement also looked at how the predicted impacts might be affected by other 

projects that could come forward in the area which would produce their own impacts. 

Ecology 
The starting point is that the site has little value in ecological or landscape terms although there has 

been a sighting of a woodlark ‘family’ which is uncommon and there are also some rare grasses and 

trees (a type of alder) that are present.  The current level of interest on the site was established by a 

series of surveys over several seasons.  

It is possible that bats use the site for foraging but there is no evidence of roosting. A single grass 

snake was the only reptile found during the surveys. Five species of bird of principal importance 

were observed including a Barn Owl and four Woodlark. The Barn Owl was observed coming out of 

the lime dosing unit in one of the early visits but following a fire in this building no evidence was 

found of it having roosted. Given the safety issues involved with this building it was subsequently 

demolished.  The Woodlark family was observed on the site but it is not known if breeding or nesting 

has taken place on the site itself.  

Without the proposed development taking place there is unlikely to be a significant improvement to 

the wildlife situation. There are some sites of local wildlife interest adjacent to the site and some 

sites of national importance more than a kilometre away from the application area. 

During the development there will not be any significant impacts on wildlife as there is disturbance 

that is already ongoing through human activity on the site. Such impacts that do arise will come from 

the disturbance of the ground, the infilling of the ponds and the presence of machinery, personnel 

and noise. It is considered likely that the wildlife that does use the site will move elsewhere during 

the operations but will recolonise to a greater extent when the workings are complete.  

The impacts will cause an adverse effect on the site in ecological terms during the tipping period. 

Following the implementation of mitigation measures to relocate the grassland, remove reptiles in 

advance and the provision of nesting boxes there will only be a residual negative effect on the bat 

population that may be using the site for foraging, invertebrates and some of the grasses. 

Following the completion of the restoration programme which contains a series of mitigation 

measures there will be positive impacts on several factors including the grassland, woodland, 

reptiles, bats and several species of birds particularly Barn Owl and Woodlark. All other impacts are 

considered to be neutral in the long term. 

Transport 
The source of the waste is currently unknown and so the assessment looks at deliveries approaching 

the site entrance, off the A616 and along Frithwood Lane, from both the south and the north. The 

applicant is proposing to require all vehicles leaving the site to turn left (north) out of this junction so 

that those which are returning to the south will be required to turn right onto the B6042 in order to 
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rejoin the A60. The physical characteristics of the local highway network have been considered and 

this information has been supported by traffic surveys that recorded both numbers and speed of 

vehicles. Accidents data was obtained and has also been used inform the design mitigation 

measures. 

The assessment has looked at how affected communities could be separated by the change in traffic, 

the delays that are caused to drivers and pedestrians, the ‘experience’ of the pedestrian as well as 

the prospect of fear of/intimidation by the vehicles. The critical concerns of safety and accidents 

were also assessed.  

Because the new vehicles will be travelling on major roads with established crossing points and do 

not significantly increase the level of HGV traffic they will not give to a significant impact on the 

severance of communities. Whilst there should not be any delay to drivers there is the potential for 

a minor impact on pedestrians in the form of delay even though the majority of the pedestrian usage 

is at different times. According to the assessment method there will be no impact on pedestrian 

amenity, this experience of the individual, other than on Frithwood Lane. Again, there is the 

potential for a minor rise in the feelings of fear and intimidation based on the increase in traffic.  

The intensification of use of the junction of Frithwood Lane with the A616 will require mitigation in 

order to prevent accidents and to maximise the safety aspect of using it. The measures to be 

implemented here are the improvement of sight lines by the removal/reduction in height of 

hedgerows. 

The full list of mitigation measures is; 

 Delivery vehicles would access and egress the site from the A616, via Frithwood Lane; 

 The A616 / Frithwood Lane site access would be appropriately signed; 

 A routing strategy would be prepared and drivers advised of this in order to limit the impact 

of vehicles on the local highway network and in particular Creswell Village. The Traffic 

Management Plan would be agreed with the Local Highway Authority; 

 All contractors would be made aware of the agreed route and would be expected to enforce 

its use through the implementation of penalties etc; 

 Signage would be erected within the site to clearly direct traffic; 

 The site working hours are likely to be as follows 

o 8:00am to 6:00pm Monday to Friday; 

o 8:00am to 2:00pm on Saturday; and 

 No works would take place on Sundays or Bank Holidays. 

 Delivery vehicles, whenever practical, would avoid peak hours to reduce traffic congestion 

and nuisance on the local highway network; 

 Vehicles associated with the development would not park on the local highway network; 

 Where works impact on the ‘live’ public highway, appropriate temporary traffic regulation 

orders would be put in place; 

 On site car parking would be provided for essential contractor vehicles; 

 The entrance to the site would be kept clear and clean. Appropriate cleaning/sweeping 

would be carried out; 
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 In the interests of environmental and road safety all containers carrying materials would be 

appropriately covered or secured to prevent soiling of the highway network, causing a 

hazard to vehicles, pedestrian and cyclists; 

 The site would be appropriately secured; and 

 A 5-10mph speed limit could also be introduced across the site. 

 

When considered with the mitigation measures, the results of this assessment conclude the overall 

impact of the proposed scheme would be ‘Negligible’. 

 

Hydrology and drainage 
The site rests on the Magnesian limestone deposit which is fractured and allows the passage of 

groundwater.  

The assessment is informed by a formal Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and Drainage Strategy which 

rely, in turn, upon infiltration tests on the site to determine how quickly water will flow away 

through the bedrock. The FRA has looked at how water will arrive on the site and then leave it 

during a rainfall event of a level that would take place once in every hundred years with a margin 

included for predicted climate change. The FRA concludes that the site is at a low risk of being 

flooded from external sources and that with mitigation measures to reduce the surface water run-

off there is no risk of the proposed development from causing flooding to other locations. 

The assessment identifies the two adjacent, undesignated wildlife sites and the two nearest Sites of 

Special Scientific Interest as potential receptors to ground and surface water flooding from changes 

made during the development. 

The assessment identifies that without mitigation there would be adverse effects upon the receptors 

during the construction (infilling) period and therefore, a water management strategy during this 

period with a drainage strategy upon completion will be necessary. 

The drainage strategy consists of drainage ‘swales’ - large ditches that collect the surface water and 

are allowed some vegetation within them -  connecting a drainage depression in the north with 

three drainage columns in the south. Some standard measures to prevent pollution are also 

recommended. The assessment concludes that; 

“Through the implementation of good site working practices and a suitable drainage 

strategy, the impact of the development in respect to hydrology and drainage will be 

negligible during the construction phase and a beneficial impact is anticipated on completion 

of the works”. 

Landscape 
The site is part of the way through a transition that, if it had been completed, should have resulted 

in a landform similar to that which is now being proposed. This means that the current starting 

point, the ‘baseline’, is a landform that is alien in the area. 

The site lies wholly within Landscape Character Type 5 - Southern Magnesian Limestone: Limestone 

Farmlands of which the main characteristic features are; 
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 Gently rolling limestone plateau;  

 Fertile soils supporting productive arable farmland;  

 Large and medium estate woodlands; 

 Amenity trees around small rural villages and isolated farmsteads; 

 Large regular fields bounded by hedgerows; 

 Straight roads with uniform width verges; 

 Nucleated settlement pattern; 

 Historic buildings constructed of limestone with red clay pantile roofs; 

 Panoramic views across lowland to the west; and 

 Long distance views over plateau often ending in a wooded skyline 

 

No significant landscape impacts are expected to occur through the development taking place and 

any safeguarding measures can be realised through planning conditions. 

Visual Impact 
A set of seven viewpoints were agreed with the local Authority and these were all deemed to be of a 

high sensitivity to change. One of them (Viewpoint 2: Creswell Crags) was chosen due to the 

acknowledged importance of the location but the location has been eliminated from the assessment 

as there are no views from the Crags to the application site. 

The impact from the operations is limited to the vehicles that are delivering to the site and the plant 

that would be operating on the site. 

The remaining viewpoints considered the impacts in the two main phases of development – the 

infilling phase and the completed immature site. The longer term views also forms part of the 

consideration. 

During the operational periods there would be a low to negligible impact on the remaining six 

viewpoints with no significant impacts from any location. In the longer term the overall impact is 

considered to be slightly beneficial. Despite this finding there are a series of mitigation measures 

that can be employed which involve planting and retaining blocks of woodland, the reuse of the 

grass substrate to speed up the restoration process and shrub planting. 

Noise 
The noise Chapter looks at two sources of noise, firstly from the operations on site and secondly 

from the road traffic that will be required to deliver the waste to the site. The assessment of the 

noise on the site has been made on the basis of bringing together all of the noise generating sources 

into a location that is closest to the nearest noise sensitive receptor.  The highest sensitivity has 

been allocated to these receptors as they are residential. The traffic noise receptors are also 

residential, with the same sensitivity, but are located adjacent to the A616 public highway. 

The existing noise levels were established by placing recording equipment on the site and on the 

A616. These gave background levels which were then compared to the predicted levels when the 

site is working. Based on this analysis there would be an increase in noise levels at the receptors to 

the south west of the site  but the increase is determined to be negligible and ‘not significant’.  



 

7 
 

There is no predicted increase in the noise generated by the vehicular traffic over that which 

currently exists.  

No mitigation is required but a series of good practice measures are recommended in order to 

minimise the risk of any impacts from occurring. 

Air Quality 
The main potential air quality impacts are the generation of dust from on-site activities and 

increases in nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter concentrations from plant and road vehicles. 

The site is not in a designated Air Quality Management Area but there is one at Chesterfield Road, 

Barlborough. The impact on this area has been assessed within the Chapter as well as on the human 

receptors which would be the same receptors as for noise impacts. 

The distance of the receptor from the dust source and the sensitivity of the receptor are the main 

factors in determining the risk of an impact occurring. There are no sensitive ecological receptors 

within 50m of the site or the expected traffic routes. The assessment has determined that the levels 

of risk of dust impacts are ‘negligible’ or ‘low risk’ which is deemed to be not significant. However, 

standard mitigation measures for a ‘low risk’ site are recommended which include the monitoring of 

operations during windy periods and the use of dust suppression for specific tasks. 

With these measures in place the assessment acknowledges that individual dust impacts may still 

occur occasionally but the overall significance, including these rare events would be ‘minor adverse’ 

during the operational period. Following the tipping phase, once the site is vegetated, the impact 

from vehicles associated with the tipping and the dust impact will not occur from this site. 

Interaction of impacts 
One potential benefit of the drainage strategy is that it will generate a seasonally wet area which will 

make an ideal location to translocate the rare grasses from within the existing site. 

Cumulative Impact 
The Environmental Statement has considered the potential for the impacts of the proposed 

development to join with the impacts of other developments that may take place during the same 

period. Two local developments have been identified for all of the Chapters and an additional 

development for the Landscape and Visual Impact assessment. This additional development is the 

extension of ongoing extraction at Whitwell Quarry which will have an effect on the longer term 

Landscape in the wider area even though it is currently part of the baseline for other topics and is a 

temporary use.  

In ecological terms, a direct impact on the ecological features associated with the site as a 

consequence of either development is not anticipated because of geographical separation. Following 

the restoration there is the potential for an increase in human visitors to the application site due to 

an increased new population which would be detrimental to the aims of the proposed nature 

conservation restoration. This is an ‘inward’ impact which could occur if the current proposals do not 

go ahead. 
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The Transport Chapter has considered the two permitted developments and concluded that 

different routes and junctions would be affected by them which do not impinge on the proposed 

development. 

The drainage and hydrology impacts are contained by the proposed drainage strategy which 

represents an overall beneficial impact in the long term. The other developments which may take 

place will be subject to their own drainage requirements that will seek to control their own drainage 

such that there is no interaction between the sites. 

The Landscape impacts are considered to be highly beneficial on the visual outlook of any permitted 

residential development by the removal of derelict land. The visual impacts on these developments 

would also be beneficial by creating a locally characteristic landscape at this transitional zone that 

would improve the context of the residential area. 

As there is limited information on these proposals the cumulative noise has been considered based 

on typical values of the construction industry and traffic levels. Average combined noise levels over 

the recognised time periods are calculated to remain below the accepted threshold levels and as the 

tipping operations move further away from the receptors the noise impacts on them from the 

tipping operations will reduce. 

The Air Quality Chapter states that some of the sensitive receptors for the tipping operation will not 

be sensitive receptors for the other developments because of their distance from those 

developments and the change in air quality due to transport accumulation should not exceed the 

thresholds where a significant impact would then occur. 
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Conclusions 
The Environmental Statement contains the information that is needed in order to assess the likely 

significant effects of the development. The topics to be assessed were defined by a comprehensive 

Screening opinion issued by the waste Planning Authority. 

Those topics have been assessed using standard methods that have been agreed with the relevant 

regulatory bodies. The assessment process has been undertaken by qualified personnel at 

appropriate times and represents industry good practice. 

The findings are that there will be some short term negative impacts on local receptors and 

mitigation measures are proposed which will reduce the level of those impacts to either negligible or 

‘minor adverse’. None of the impacts are regarded as ‘significant’. The tipping element of the 

proposals is temporary and the long term impacts are related to the restored site. 

The proposals have been amended to incorporate the mitigation measures and so the return of the 

site to an amenity and agricultural use, as proposed, will have stronger, permanent, beneficial 

impacts in terms of wildlife, the landscape fitting in with the surrounding area, the removal of the 

visual impact of derelict land and improved drainage. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Introduction 

 
This Waste Recovery Plan is for the importation of suitable inert materials for the infilling 

of a number of disused lagoons at a former colliery site. The lagoons are located at grid 

reference SK 522 732 and as shown on the plans contained in Appendix A to the 

Environmental Permit Application. The lagoons are located to the south of the village of 

Creswell, in the county of Derbyshire. 
 
The site formerly housed a number of lagoons and ponds for the treatment of mine-water. 

Six lagoons have recently been infilled by pushing the banks into the settlement areas. 

The majority of structures have been demolished and the site generally levelled. The site 

is covered with general scrub and self-seeded saplings. 
 
 
The proposal is to infill the lagoons with recovered inert waste  to improve site safety with 

respect to trespassers and to improve the landscape value of the disused colliery. 

 

The proposal includes the improvement of the access/haul road from Frithwood Lane 

using recovered aggregates and the restoration of the site to beneficial use. 
 

At present the topography of the site is such that it provides an unacceptable risk to 

trespassers (e.g. walkers/vandals) and no clear ecological benefit. 
 
 

The recovery operation will involve the importation of approximately 150,000m
3
 of 

suitable waste materials to facilitate  the infilling of the lagoons, as illustrated on the plans 

contained in Appendix A. The materials will comprise recovered construction, demolition 

and excavation materials suitable for use as fill. The imported material will be carefully 

sourced and acceptance procedures will be in place to ensure the material meets the site 

specific Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC). 
 

The recovery operation will take place over a period of approximately 36 months with 

materials being predominantly imported from the local area. HGVs will access the site via 

Frithwood Lane using a dedicated site entrance leading onto a construction works 

temporary site office and compound area. During construction suitable wheel cleaning 

measures will be employed. 
 

1.1 Planning 

Planning permission for this proposal has been granted by Derbyshire County Council, a 

copy of which is contained in Appendix B. The Planning Application detailed the benefits 

of the proposal and calculated the minimum amount of imported materials required to 

complete the project. The Environment Agency were consulted as part of the planning 

process. The following technical assessments have been undertaken: 

 

▪ Site Condition Report; 

▪ Non-Technical Summary; 
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▪ Hydrology & Drainage Assessment; 

▪ Ecological Assessment; 

▪ Landscape Appraisal & Design; 

▪ Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA); 

▪ Construction Noise Assessment; and 

▪ Construction Transport Assessment. 

The proposed development is illustrated on the drawings included within Appendix A. A 

number of visuals and images of the site including viewpoints are included in the 

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment included with the application (App C). 

 

1.2 Environmental Permits 

The Applicant intends to apply for a bespoke environmental permit for the recovery of 

waste. 

 

1.3 DOWCOP 

The potential to use a Materials Management Plan following 'The Definition of Waste:   

Development Industry Code of Practice' which allows the sustainable re-use of materials 

both on the site of origin, and more importantly by direct transfer between sites, exists for 

minor works at the site (e.g. roads etc) where exemptions are not suitable. The 

preparation of Materials Management Plans (MMPs), is an integral part of the Code of 

Practice and would be reviewed by an independent Qualified Person, of Chartered 

CL:AIRE status. CL:AIRE (Contaminated Land: Applications In Real Environments) is an 

independent not for profit organisation promoting sustainable remediation of 

contaminated land and groundwater. The Application Site is NOT considered to be 

contaminated and nor would it receive any contaminated material. The CL:AIRE Code of 

Practice allows materials that are suitable to be transferred between sites to allow the 

infilling or remediation of land with suitable material. 

 

1.4 References 

This document has been written using ‘Regulatory Guidance Series NoEPR13, Defining 

Waste Recovery: Permanent Deposit of Waste on Land’. 



Ivy House Environmental              MRP 
 

IV.90.16.MRP 
3 

 

2.0 IS THERE A CLEAR BENEFIT FROM THE ACTIVITY 

 
2.1 Introduction 

 
The applicant can demonstrate that there will be clear benefit from the importation and 

recovery of the waste materials on site. This Waste Recovery Plan provides conclusive 

evidence that the amount of material being used within the scheme is proportionate to the 

benefit. 

 
Justification for the Activity 
 
The applicant’s aim is to undertake this project to greatly improve the existing  

environment by infilling the lagoons to enhance the landscape and make the site safe with 

respect to anti-social use. 
 
 

 The site was handed back to the owners, by the Coal Authority, in a condition where it has no 

potential for immediate beneficial use and emergency works have previously been completed 

to make the area safe with respect to anti-social use. In order for the application site to be 

returned to levels that fit in with the surrounding landscape, allowing for a nature conservation 

use and an agricultural use to be established, recovery of inert fill and soils is required 

 

Scope of the Project 
 
The overall project scope for the infill of the existing lagoons and associated creation of 

landscaping and drainage provisions includes the following:  

 

Translocation of areas of species-rich grassland from the southeast part of the plot to land 

alongside the west boundary that is at present not covered by any vegetation (part of the 

remediation). The exact location will depend on which area of land is cleared of vegetation 

when the cascades are removed and the land surface has been modified.  

 
The remaining area of land across the tip, upon completion of the land-forming and top-soil 

addition will be sown with mixed grass species to form a rough, ‘tussocky’ grassland that will be 

suitable for barn owl and other raptors. To replace the loss of immature scrub and woodland, a 

hedgerow on the internal face of the perimeter plantation woodland will be planted. 

 

The key deliverable is land remodelling. This to create a greatly improved environment with 

improved landscaping to reduce the visual impact and improve value and safety. The project 

will also create improved, well drained land that is fit for purpose by making it accessible  

and safe at all times. 
 

The creation of internal land profiles required by the planning permission alters the 

landscape by the recovery of suitable inert waste materials. Appendices C and F to this 

document set out the design details of the proposal and explain the benefits to the local 

environment.



Ivy House Environmental              MRP 
 

IV.90.16.MRP 
4 

 

There are no prior dependant projects to be completed by the applicant. However, other 

local area plans for other works requiring inert imported material may impact, restrict or 

dictate timescales on modelling work for importing materials to site. The applicant’s aim 

is to complete all land modelling work in a timely manner, and in line with any other 

timescale restrictions imposed by the planning permission. 

 

2.2 Clear Benefits 

 
The benefits on completion are listed below: 

 
• Provides a greatly improved safer environment in relation to users and 

trespassers. 

• The remodelled drained land will greatly reduce water logging resulting in 

improved landscape value. 

• Increased habitat value via creation of improved soil profiles, specific 

planting and landscape design. 

• Potential for land to be returned to agricultural and amenity use. 

• Reduction in the potential for anti-social behaviour. 

• Reduction in liabilities relating to anti-social behaviour (e.g. motorbikes/ 

scrambling, general vandalism and theft) and general trespass (i.e. dog 

walking). 

• Completion of site restoration to a condition resembling the former 

agricultural use. 

• The project creates a legacy from a liability. 



Ivy House Environmental              MRP 
 

IV.90.16.MRP 
5 

 

3.0 IS THE RECOVERED WASTE MATERIAL SUITABLE FOR ITS INTENDED USE 

 
3.1 Environmental Setting 

The Site Condition Report is contained with Appendix D.  
 
The proposed development does not overly a Groundwater Source Protection Zone, although the 

underlying solid strata is classified as a Principal Aquifer. The hydrogeology and hydrology of the 

site is presented within Section 2.5 of the Site Condition Report. 
 

The site is not at risk from flooding from rivers or local surface watercourses.  
 

The site has not been subject to previous infilling. A Phase II Intrusive investigation is presented 

with the Site Condition Report. This concludes that the site poses no risk to the proposed 

development or future users. 
 

Ecological surveys contained within the planning application conclude that the proposed works 

will create a beneficial habitat. 
 

The proposed development is not within: 
 

• 50 metres of any spring or well, or of any borehole not used to supply water for 

domestic or food production purposes; 
 

• 50 metres of a site that has relevant species or habitats protected under the 

Biodiversity Action Plan that the Environment Agency considers at risk to this 

activity; and 
 

• 50 metres of a National Nature Reserve (NNR), Local Nature Reserves(LNR), 

Local Wildlife Site (LWS), Ancient woodland or Scheduled Ancient Monument. 
 

The applicant will ensure the appropriate regulatory controls are in place (Environmental 

Permit/CL:AIRE Materials Management Plan), which will allow the operator to import suitable 

waste materials for recovery. 

 

Appropriate Inert Waste Types 
 
The Applicant wishes to import a selection of wastes that conform to types A, B and D uses as 

outlined within Appendix 2 of ‘RGN13 Defining Waste Recovery: Permanent Deposit of Waste’. 

The drainage, structural fill and temporary road construction is defined as type A use; the 

construction of bunds and other structures is defined as type B use; and the car park and site 

road/track refurbishment is defined as type D use. The following waste types may therefore be 

deemed as being suitable for use within this project: 
 

• 01 01 02   wastes from non metalliferous excavation 
 

• 01 04 08   waste gravel, crushed rocks other than those containing dangerous 
substances 
 

• 01 04 09   waste sand and clays 
 

• 17 01 01   concrete 
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• 17 01 02   bricks 
 
• 17 01 03   tiles and ceramics 
 
• 17 01 07   mixtures of concrete, bricks, tiles and ceramics other than those 

mentioned in 17 01 06 
 

• 17 03 02   road base and road planings only other than those containing coal tar 
 
• 17 05 04   soil and stones including chalk other than those mentioned 17 05 03 
 
• 17 05 06   dredging spoil other than those mentioned in 17 05 05 
 
• 17 05 08   track ballast, soil and stones other than those mentioned in 17 05 07 
 
• 19 12 09   minerals (for example sand, stones) 
 
• 19 12 12   treated bottom ash including IBA and slag other than that containing 

dangerous substances only 
 

• 20 02 02   soil and stones 
 

The applicant will ensure that the incoming waste types will only be accepted if: 
 
• The material is of a type listed within the environmental permit; 
 
• The material has been identified as a suitable waste type in the approved waste 

recovery plan; 
 

• The material conforms to the description in the documentation supplied by the 

producer and holder; and 
 

• the chemical, physical and biological characteristics make it suitable for its 

intended use on the site. 
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4.0 IS THE MINIMUM AMOUNT OF WASTE MATERIAL BEING USED TO ACHIEVE THE INTENDED 
BENEFIT? 

 
4.1 Proposed Design 

The proposed development has been designed by landscape architects and ecologists in 

consideration of the existing topography, ecology and general environment to improve the site in line 

with the original land use and surrounding landscape. The design is fit for purpose, provides a 

greatly enhanced landscape and does not represent ‘sham’ disposal of materials. 
 

In order to facilitate the improvements, approximately 150,000m
3
 of suitable inert material will be 

imported from minerals operations, construction and demolition sites across the locality. 
 

The final site levels will be revised in comparison to the existing, as a result of the recovery 
operation, with sections and plans contained in Appendix A. 

 
The activities will be undertaken in accordance with a bespoke environmental permit and, if 

required, an associated CL:AIRE Materials Management Plan (MMP). The Operator on completion of 

the recovery works will survey the final levels relative to Ordnance Datum. These levels will be 

submitted to the Environment Agency and planning authority within one month of completion so 

that the levels can be checked against the approved plans contained in Appendix A. 
 

The proposed development has been designed by a landscape architect in consultation with a 

specialist minerals and waste planner. Copies of the Design Statement and all related planning 

documentation is provided in Appendices A, C & D. The design is driven by the requirements of 

the landowners to improve the landscape and amenity value and reduce potential health and 

safety liabilities and is not influenced by the quantity of material required; the design has dictated 

the levels needed to infill the lagoons and create the desired finished levels. 

 

4.2 Project Budget 

The financial appraisal contained in Appendix E illustrates that, as a maximum, the budgets have been 

devised on a cost neutral basis, with the initial costings formulating a loss based on accepting suitable 

construction waste. 
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5.0 IS THE WASTE MATERIAL BEING USED AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR A NON WASTE MATERIAL 

 
Waste Material Substitute 

 
As is evident from the quality of the submitted drawings, associated planning application and 

restoration scheme, this project has been thoroughly considered and is designed to enhance the 

landscape and amenity value of the site. 
 

This proposed development is not designed for financial gain from ‘sham recovery’. The income 

generated from the recovery of construction waste materials will help to recover a percentage of 

the cost associated with the restoration of the site and associated infrastructure. The 

development costs include the planning application process, the environmental permit 

application, maintenance of the CL:AIRE MMP,  the employment of the Certificate of Technical 

Competence Holder; the hire of labour and machinery for the construction works, site based 

security, third party environmental consultancy and landscape planting. 
 

It has been demonstrated within Section 2 that there is a need for this facility. The applicant is 

committed to improving the land and if required to do so, could import non- waste materials to 

construct the facility. 
 

The use of virgin materials in this project is contrary to the applicant’s fundamental principles of 

sustainable development. It is their belief that the proposed site improvements can successfully 

recover waste materials within this project. The recovery of suitable inert waste materials 

conforms to the principles of the waste hierarchy, where the use of waste materials in 

appropriate environmental settings is a preferred environmental option. 
 
The Waste Recovery Plan provides clear evidence to suggest that this proposed development 

is an ethical waste recovery project. 

 
The cost implications of using virgin aggregates in place of recovered wastes have been 

considered against the current buoyancy of the construction industry and the demand for virgin 

aggregates for construction projects; this further provides a definitive justification for recovering 

waste for use on site. The cost of importing virgin materials to construct the range allied to the 

opportunity cost of diverting the materials to be used for recovery to landfill would be in excess 

of £5m; in comparison with the income received from importing recovered waste and costs to 

obtain the relevant permissions, operate the site and provide suitable planting and landscaping 

which is potentially cost neutral, maybe even a minor loss, over three years (see Appendix I to 

the Env Permit application). 

 
The above illustrates that the recovery operation is financially justified when compared against 

the use of virgin aggregates or non-waste material.  
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6.0 WILL THE PROPOSAL BE COMPLETED TO AN APPROPRIATE STANDARD? 

To protect the environment, the applicant will ensure that only a limited number of suitable inert 

waste types will be imported on site. Analytical data will be assessed for all waste types against 

approved acceptance criteria prior to confirmation of suitability and, once the waste has been 

recovered, via in-situ validation sampling and analysis. 

 

Site based waste acceptance procedures will include visual inspections of every load and random 

physical inspections, with unsuitable (geotechnically/chemically) waste materials being rejected 

where necessary. Donor sites can also be visited to assess materials prior to acceptance. 
 

As outlined within the planning application,  the proposed development will incorporate 

upgraded haul roads, upgraded drainage, planting and landscaping. The final profiles are 

designed to facilitate the dispersal of surface runoff to prevent localised flooding and encourage 

the percolation of surface water. Haul roads will be upgraded to improve access, reduce noise 

and dust generation and prevent significant nuisance on the local highway. 
 

The remodelled landscape and proposed landscape features have been designed to integrate the site 

with the surrounding landscape in character and appearance. There will be a variety of landscape 

planting and seeding. This landscape will be an improvement on the current area. The landowner is 

committed to maintaining the site once the works are complete, to maintain  the increased landscape 

value. 
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7.0 CHECKLIST TO AID PRODUCTION OF A WASTE RECOVERY PLAN 

 

The completed checklist is provided below: 

 
 

Question 
 

Answer 
 

Have you prepared your waste recovery plan following our guidance? 
 

Yes 
 

Does your waste recovery plan demonstrate that there is a need for the 

work to take place, and specify the benefit that will be derived when the 

scheme is completed? 

 
 

Yes 

 

Does your waste recovery plan show that if you were not able to carry 

out the activities using recovered waste, you would be able to do the 

work using non-waste materials? 

 
 

Yes 

 

Does your waste recovery plan show that the types of waste you are 

proposing are suitable for their intended use in terms of their chemical, 

physical and biological properties? 

 
 

Yes 

 

If you are proposing to use waste from a potentially contaminated site, 

is there sufficient information provided to demonstrate the suitability of 

that waste and minimise the risk of any pollution occurring from its use 

on site? 

 

 
 

Yes 

 

Does your waste recovery plan show the tonnage of waste that will be 

used to complete the scheme? 

 
Yes 

 

Does your waste recovery plan show that no more waste material will 

be used to complete the works than is needed? 

 
Yes 

 

Does your waste recovery plan show that the scheme will be properly 

constructed, and will, when completed be suitable for the intended use? 

 
Yes 
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DSA Environment + Design Ltd was commissioned to undertake and Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) of a proposed colliery restoration through the 
disposal of inert waste (landfill) at the former Creswell Colliery, Derbyshire.

The LVIA follows standard procedure. It assesses the ways in which the proposed 
developments would have an effect on the existing landscape character and visual 
amenity of receptors in the surrounding area.

The proposal is for a former colliery tip restoration development through the disposal 
of inert waste (landfill).   The applicant is seeking to import 150,000 tonnes of inert 
waste over a three year period plus soil making materials for the final cover.   The inert 
waste will be used to fill the remaining ponds and create the domed profile. 

The site is approximately 14 hectares of former colliery spoil tip, that has previously 
been used for the treatment of saline mine water through a series of lagoons and 
ponds, some of which have been infilled for health and safety reasons.   The site itself 
is generally rectangular in shape.  It is one of four spoil tips locally, the only one yet to 
be restored fully, and is currently the smallest of the group (approximately 90-100m 
AOD).

The site lies within NCA 30:  Southern Magnesian Limestone, which covers most of 
the 4km study area.  NCA 49:  Sherwood is the nearest different NCA at some 3km 
away to the east.

Beyond the sites, the landscape is characterised by a nucleated settlement pattern, with 
small villages such as Elmton and Whaley, set within a rural landscape.  Superimposed 
on this rural landscape are the impacts of modern development and deep coal mining.  
All the pits have now closed, but the remaining pits heaps and associated infrastructure 
are a legacy of this industry.  The existing Whitwell Quarry is a dominant feature on 
local mapping and within the wider landscape.

The site is generally typical of the local character, in form rather than land use.  The 
topography locally is, generally,undulating with some deeply incised valleys (known as 
grips), but the derelict industrial landscape is much less dominant in the area.  Local 
vegetation, but mainly topography prevent views of the site from the west and most of 
the south.

Due to this very restricted zone of visibility the representative viewpoints chosen 
for this assessment exercise are focussed to the north and west, with proximal views 
available from the east. 

Landscape impacts are predicted to be negligible adverse at most, and this is not 
considered significant. There are aspirations to create a slight beneficial effect in 
time, through landscape mitigation and management. The proposal and mitigation affect 
only the immediate area of Landscape Character Area  ‘Southern Magnesian Limestone: 
Limestone Farmlands’ and in time a beneficial impact is expected. 

Measures such as a detailed landscape scheme and landscape management plan are 
suggested to minimise the impacts of the proposed development, on both landscape 
character and visual amenity. It is anticipated that these measures can be adequately 
secured by landscape conditions attached to a planning consent.  A number of heritage 
assets lie within the study area. None of which are expected to experience significant 
impacts.  The most important of these, Creswell Crags (one of the most heavily 
protected archaeological and geological sites in Britain) would experience no landscape 
impacts from the proposed development.

 Visual impacts are predicted to be slight/ negligible adverse, and this is not 
considered significant.   The impacts are expected to reduce to no adverse impacts 
following completion of works and further potential for beneficial impacts with the 
implementation of the mitigation proposals.

There are considered to be no adverse residual impacts, and when the proposed 
development is taken into consideration with other development in the area (mainly 
housing), it is considered to have beneficial impacts in both landscape and visual terms.

Mitigation proposals include the conservation of the existing boundary vegetation, 
re-establishment of existing grassland habitat and the compartmentalisation of the 
internal site using hedgerows and woodland, similar to the adjacent mounds and wider 
landscape.

Overall it is considered that this development would have no significant impacts on 
either landscape or visual amenity.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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1.1 BACKGROUND

1.1.1 DSA Environment + Design Ltd was commissioned to undertake and 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) of a proposed colliery restoration 
through the disposal of inert waste (landfill) at the former Creswell Colliery, Derbyshire.

1.1.2   The location of the site is shown in Appendix C.

1.1.3 The assessment is to accompany a planning application for this development. 
The waste planning authority is Derbyshire County Council (DCC).

1.1.4 This report:

• Describes the existing landscape and visual amenity baseline;

• Describes the key landscape and visual related elements of the proposed 
development;

• Assesses the sensitivity of the landscape and visual amenity baseline to the type and 
scale of development proposed;

• Describes the nature of the change to the landscape and visual amenity baseline;

• Assesses the magnitude and significance of the changes to the landscape and visual 
amenity baseline; 

• Describes any mitigation measures incorporated to offset the adverse effects 
identified;

• Assesses the magnitude and significance of any residual effects following the 
implementation of agreed mitigation proposals; and

• Assesses the cumulative impact of the proposed development alongside similar 
approved development in the local area.

1. INTRODUCTION
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2.1 BEST PRACTICE GUIDANCE

2.1.1 The LVIA of the proposed development has been undertaken in general 
accordance with the “Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Third 
Edition” (“GLVIA 3”) published by the Landscape Institute and IEMA, 2103.

2.1.2 The guidelines were published in 2013 and are broadly consistent with earlier 
versions with a few notable exceptions as follows:

• The third edition attempts to be clearer on the use of terminology.  Previous 
approaches would have considered the ‘sensitivity’ of receptors and the 
‘magnitude’ of change.  The latest guidance suggests a more responsive approach 
considering the ‘Nature of receptor’ and the ‘Nature of effect’ to replace the 
shorthand of ‘sensitivity’ and ‘magnitude’ respectively.

• The Landscape Institute is the recognised expert and professional body for 
landscape matters and this edition again acknowledges the valuable contribution 
Landscape Architects (members of the Landscape Institute) can make.  As such 
greater emphasis has been placed on ‘professional judgement’ and this edition 
concentrates on principles and process, rather than a detailed formulaic ‘recipe’ 
that can be followed in every situation.

• The third edition makes a clear distinction between Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessments (LVIAs) prepared formally as part of an Environmental Impact 
Assessment in accordance with Directive 2014/52/EU (an amendment to 
2011/92/EU), and those prepared informally as a contribution to an appriasal of 
development proposals.  This study falls into the former.

2.1.3 It should be noted that these documents do not provide a prescriptive 
approach but identify principles and good practice. 

2.1.4 The proposed development is located within 1km of some listed buildings.  
The following guidance has therefore also been taken into account;

• The Setting of Heritage Assets:  Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in 
Planning 3:  (Historic England  July 2015); and

• Seeing the History in the View (English Heritage, May 2011).

2.1.5 It should be noted that since the publication of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) on 27 March 2012 some of the references within these documents 
(especially those relating to Planning Policy Statement 5: Planning for the Historic 
Environment (PPS5)) may be out-of-date.  However, Heritage England believe that these 
documents still contain useful advice and case studies and are currently in the process 
of updating them. 

2.2 PRINCIPLES AND OVERVIEW OF THE PROCESS

2.2.1 The scope of the LVIA was defined through desk top research and consultation. 

2.2.2 We consulted with Gary Ellis at Derbyshire County Council during September, 
issuing draft copies of drawings 1022 001 to 006 for discussion.  On the 12th 
September we agreed that a 4km study area should be used, with an agreed spread of 
viewpoints around the site.   Due to the local landform, there are 3 existing spoil tips 
adjacent to the site (east, south east and south) that provide a great deal of screening.  
DCC’s main concerns were with the details of the remediation proposals, in particular 
landform.  They are also keen to see the site fully restored to tie into surrounding 
landscape character with a compartmentalised field pattern arrangement.  DCC 
suggested that detailed landscape proposals and landscape management plan would be 
beneficial and that these could be secured by condition.

2.2.3 Best practice guidance suggests the use of a Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) 
to aid in the determination of a relevant study area for the assessment.  A ZTV shows 
the theoretical visibility of a proposed development using ‘bare earth’ data and as such 
does not take into account features such as vegetation, including trees and hedges, and 
built form, including buildings, walls, fences, etc.  Accuracy of a ZTV is dependant upon 
the detail of, in particular, digital ground model height data.

2.2.4 Due to the topography and amount of built form in the local area, a ZTV has 
limited use by itself.  It was therefore agreed that an ‘Actual Zone of Visibility’ would be 
established using field survey to determine whether views were in fact available from 
areas highlighted on the ZTV. 

2.2.5 Following a site visit, and study of mapping, areas are identified where views 
should be available.  These were verified through field survey, with photographs from 
identified locations to demonstrate the extent of views available.  Viewpoint locations 

2. METHODOLOGY
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have been chosen as representative of a range of receptors in a localised area, for 
example where views would be available from dwellings, a road and a public right of 
way in the same area.

2.2.6  A representative study area of 4km in radius from the centre of the site was 
used.  

BASELINE STUDIES

2.2.7 Baseline studies are necessary to gain an understanding of the existing landscape 
and visual conditions within the study area.  

2.2.8  The baseline is reviewed alongside the proposed development description to 
identify and describe the changes that would occur and the landscape and visual effects 
resulting from these changes.

TIMING OF SURVEYS

2.2.9  Surveys and fieldwork were carried out in September,  when vegetation was in 
full leaf.  

2.2.10  When carrying out the assessment, consideration has been given, in addition, to 
possible seasonal effects.

IDENTIFICATION AND DESCRIPTION OF EFFECTS

2.2.11   A systematic approach is applied to identifying the effects on the landscape 
resource (landscape effects) and visual amenity as experienced by people (visual 
effects).  Likely effects are examined by identifying those elements of the proposed 
development likely to give rise to effects and the receptors that will be affected by 
them.

2.2.12   Professional judgement is used to evaluate the ‘sensitivity’ of the receptors 
(both landscape and visual, separately) which is based on the susceptibility of the 
receptor to the type of change proposed and the value of the receptor.

2.2.13  The ‘magnitude’ of the effect is derived from judgements about the size and 

scale of the effects, extent of area affected, duration of the effect and whether it can be 
reversed.

2.2.14   The sensitivity and magnitude judgements are then combined to determine 
the ‘significance’ of the effect.  The elements that are combined to form this judgement 
are specific to the project (rather than generic to all projects).  Significance is also 
judged in relation to wide number of factors, such as direction of travel of the viewer 
in relation to the view.  

2.2.15  Further details of the methodology and general matrices for the judgement of 
sensitivity, magnitude and significance are included in Appendix A.

2.3 ASSUMPTIONS, LIMITATIONS AND TECHNICAL 
INFORMATION

PHOTOGRAPHY

2.3.1 Photographs were taken towards the proposed development site from 
publicly accessible areas.  

2.3.2  It is acknowledged that the proposed development may be visible from a 
number of private, residential properties, as well as private places of work which were 
not accessible.  In such cases representative views of the proposed development have 
been taken into consideration.

2.3.3  All photographs have been taken from ground level.  They are therefore not 
wholly representative of any views from higher storey windows, elevated views within 
vehicles or from horse back.

2.3.4  All photography was taken on site by DSA Environment + Design in 
September 2016 using a Canon EOS 450D 12.2 Megapixel Digital SLR Camera with a 
Canon EF 50mm lens and 58mm ultra violet filter.    

2.3.5  The panoramic views are formed from a number of separate images taken 
in sequence and stitched together using Adobe Photoshop’s ‘Photomerge’ function.  
Settings were on ‘Automatic’ with the options ‘Blend Images Together’, ‘Vignette 
Removal’ and ‘Geometric Distortion Correction’ enabled to give a more accurate 
image.
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3.1 POLICY CONTEXT

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY

3.1.1 Government guidance relevant to the consideration of this application is 
contained within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPPF)
3.1.2   The NPPF 2012 sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and 
advises on how these are expected to be applied, seeking to streamline the previous 
approach and to promote sustainable economic development. .  It sets out the 
Government’s Requirements for the planning system only to the extent that it is 
relevant, proportionate and necessary to do so.  The NPPF is a material consideration 
to planning application decisions.  

3.1.3 Please refer to the Supporting Planning Statement for further details National 
Planning Policy.

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY

3.1.4 Derbyshire and Derby City’s revised Joint Municipal Waste Management 
Strategy, ‘Dealing with Derbyshire’s Waste’, sets out a vision and framework to help 
manage waste sustainably for the communities of Derbyshire and Derby City up to 
2026.

3.1.5 10 of the local borough and district councils have developed their own 
individual waste action plans to support the combined vision for Derbyshire.  The 
proposed development site lies within Bolsover District and their action plan should 
be considered.

3.1.6  Please refer to the Supporting Planning Statement for further details Local 
Planning Policy.

3. SITE CONTEXT
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4.  LANDSCAPE BASELINE
4.1 LANDSCAPE FABRIC

4.1.1  The ‘landscape fabric’ of the site refers, in this context, to the physical 
attributes of the proposed development site itself and its immediate surroundings.

Site Location
4.1.2   The site is approximately 14 hectares of former colliery spoil tip, that has 
previously been used for the treatment of saline mine water through a series of 
lagoons and ponds, some of which have been infilled for health and safety reasons.  The 
red line boundary, and extent of works, includes a section of Frithwood Lane to the 
east of the site which will be used for access with the creation of 6 ‘passing places’.

4.1.3 Administratively the site lies within Derbyshire County (close to the 
boundary with Nottinghamshire County, some 700m to the east) and at a local level, 
Bolsover District.  

4.1.4 The site lies around 500m south of the Model Village, immediately south of 
the former mining village of Creswell and some 1500m north of Whaley Thorns.  The 
site also lies roughly 1km southwest of Creswell Crags, a scheduled ancient monument 
and 1.3km southwest of Whitwell Quarry.

Site Description
4.1.5   The site itself is generally rectangular in shape.  It is one of four spoil tips 
locally, the only one yet to be restored fully, and is currently the smallest of the group.  
The site and adjacent former spoil tips can be seen on drawing 1022 001, Appendix C.

4.1.6 The site slopes generally north to south in a two-tier fashion from around 
100m AOD in the north to 95m AOD at the second tier and then slopes quite steeply 
at the southern boundary to around 90m AOD at its lowest point. 

4.1.7 The south, southeast and east of the site are three adjacent former spoil 
tips that have previously been reprofiled and remediated.  To the east,  across the 
railway, ‘mound A’ has been split into separate pastoral fields with characteristic hedge 
boundaries.  A sewer treatment plant lies to the south of this mound and a new area of 
solar panels lies just north of the plant.  The peak of the mound lies at approximately 
110m AOD.

4.1.8 The southwestern mound, ‘mound B’, has similarly been compartmentalised 
into a more characteristic field pattern with hedge boundaries, with woodland blocks 
to the northeast and southern extents.  The western field on this mound has also 
recently had an array of solar panels with associated security fence installed.  The 
mounds highest point lies at around 100m AOD.

4.1.9 The southern mound, ‘mound C’, lies at a height of 105m AOD and is again 
divided into smaller pastoral fields with traditional hedge boundaries.  These fields are 
actively grazed, by sheep at the time of fieldwork.

4.1.10 To the west the site is bordered by a former railway line that has been 
repurposed as a cycleroute.  Further to the west lies open agricultural land, long 
distance walks such as the ‘Archaeological Way’ and the closest residential property at 
Frithwood Farm.  To the north an area of reclaimed colliery land that is proposed for 
residential development (180 houses, planning reference 15/00186/SCREEN).

4.1.11 The site originally had a series of nine lagoons and settlement ponds for the 
treatment of mine-water, all six lagoons (later 5, after the two northern lagoons were 
combined into one) have since been infilled by pushing the banks into the lagoon areas.  
This has created a northern plateau on the site that is quite open, with scattered areas 
of vegetation and dispersed concrete structures, that show the previous locations of 
the lagoons.

4.1.12 The settlement ponds are still present on the lower plateau, although since 
water pumping has ceased these have become predominantly dry basins.  Vegetation 
is much more established within this area, with some woody species beginning to 
colonise the sides and bottoms of the basins, succeeding to scrub.  

4.1.13  The slopes between the two plateaus and to the eastern, southern and 
western sides of the site are generally quite steep, but well vegetated. Some areas on 
these slopes are natural regeneration, but the majority is well established planting as 
part of previous remediation works, which provides dense screening to views from 
both plateaus to the wider landscape.   The northern edge of the site slopes gently 
down towards the ‘Model Village’, the southern extent of Creswell, with its own 
distinctive character.  This edge is similarly well vegetated preventing views further into 
site, apart from at breaks in the vegetation for site access gates. 
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Local Context
4.1.14   The local landscape is, generally, a mixture of small to medium settlements 
surrounded by large, mainly arable, agricultural fields with traditional, hedgerow field 
boundaries.  

4.1.15 The local topography is generally a gently rolling plateau which is 
characteristic of the ‘Limestone Farmlands’ Landscape Character Type, as defined in 
the Landscape Character of Derbyshire.   The remediated spoil tips adjoining the site 
further emphasise this rolling characteristic. 

4.1.16 Landcover is generally large agricultural fields around a nucleated settlement 
pattern.  The fertile soils of the ‘Limestone Farmlands’ tend to favour arable farming, 
with strong, linear hedgerows with a distinct lack of hedgerow trees.  Amenity trees 
are frequent around settlements and isolated farmsteads.

4.1.17 The A616 and B6042 are the only major roads within 2km of the site. The 
small number of other roads locally are narrow, hedged, single carriageway, sometimes 
single lane, roads connecting the scattered settlements.  PRoW’s follow a similar 
pattern to the road network, more densely located around the settlements and 
thinning slightly towards the wider countryside.  

4.1.18 A number of long distance routes cross the local area, including the 
‘Archaeological Way’, at its closest running some 200m southwest of the site, and the 
\Robin Hood Way’ around 1km to the northeast.  A railway line runs north-south to 
the east of the site and a disused railway, converted into a traffic free cycle routs runs 
along the western and southern boundaries of the site.

4.1.19 The relatively soft nature of the underlying limestone has led to characteristic 
features such as Markland & Hollinhill Grips (Grip being a local term for a narrow 
limestone valley) and Creswell Crags.  These form the ‘Limestone Gorge’ Landscape 
Character Types identified in the Landscape Character of Derbyshire.  One of the 
few watercourses in the local area,  Millward Brook which is downstream from the 
proposed site, runs through Creswell Crags to the east. 

Wider Context
4.1.20 At a wider scale the characteristic nucleated settlement pattern is more 
noticeable, with small villages such as Elmton and Whaley, set within a rural landscape.  
Superimposed on this rural landscape are the impacts of modern development and 

deep coal mining.  All the pits have now closed, but the remaining pits heaps and 
associated infrastructure are a legacy of this industry.  The existing Whitwell Quarry is 
a dominant feature on local mapping and within the wider landscape.

4.1.21  Further from the proposed site the landcover changes gradually from west 
to east.  In the west landcover is mainly settlements, agricultural land and thin belts of 
woodland.  Moving to the east the settlement pattern becomes more dispersed, field 
size stays generally the same but woodlands become a much more dominant feature as 
the landscape character changes to NCA 49: Sherwood.

4.1.22 Access follows a similar change from west to east.  Towards the west the 
vehicular and PRoW network thins slightly with fewer major roads and more narrow, 
hedged, country lanes.  

Potential Impacts
4.1.23   The proposed changes to the landscape have been outlined in the ‘Proposed 
Development’ (Section 6).  These changes have the potential to impact upon the 
landscape fabric mainly through raising the level of the existing mound, initial disruption 
to established vegetation and habitat.  On completion of the works it is anticipated 
that the overall impact of the development will be beneficial to the area allowing it to 
tie into the surrounding character and context.

4.2 DESIGNATED LANDSCAPES

4.2.1   There are a number of landscape, nature and heritage designations of 
importance within the LVIA study area (relevant designations are shown in Appendix 
D),  These include;

• A Country Park;  Poulter Country Park
• Site’s of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), including Creswell Crags
• Scheduled Monuments, including Creswell Crags 
• Listed Buildings, including Hilcote Hall, Church of St Werburgh and Newton Old 

Hall
• Registered Parks and Gardens, including Welbeck Abbey
• Conservation areas; including Old Blackwell, Newton and Tibshelf

4.2.2  The impact of the proposed development on these heritage and nature 
designations will be assessed within the ‘Landscape Impact Assessment’ section.
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4.3 WIDER LANDSCAPE CHARACTER

4.3.1   The Character of England’s Landscape, Wildlife and Cultural Features Map 
(2005) produced by Natural England and English Heritage subdivides England into 
159 NCAs and provides an overview of the differences in landscape character at the 
national scale.  Each NCA is accompanied by a character description explaining the 
influences and features which determine the character of the area. 

4.3.2   The site lies within NCA 30:  Southern Magnesian Limestone, which covers 
most of the 4km study area.  NCA 49:  Sherwood is the nearest different NCA at 
some 3km away to the east.  Local topography and the relatively small scale of the 
proposed development (compared to the size of the NCA) limits the area of landscape 
influence meaning that this NCA would not be impacted at a landscape level.  The key 
characteristics of NCA30 of relevance to this study are:

• Underlying limestone creates an elevated ridge with smoothly rolling landform; 
river valleys cut through the ridge, in places following dramatic gorges. There are 
also some dry valleys.

• Fertile, intensively farmed arable land, with large fields bounded by clipped 
hawthorn hedges, creating a generally large-scale, open landscape.

• Semi-natural habitats, strongly associated with underlying limestone geology, 
include lowland calcareous grassland and limestone scrub on the freedraining 
upland and gorges with wetland habitats associated with localised springs and 
watercourses, but all tend to be small and fragmented.

• Large number of abbeys, country houses and estates with designed gardens and 
parklands, woodlands, plantations and game coverts.

• Long views over lowlands to the east and west, and most prominent in the south.
• Woodlands combining with open arable land to create a wooded farmland 

landscape in places, where traditionally coppiced woodlands support dormouse 
populations.

• Unifying influence of creamy white Magnesian Limestone used as a building 
material and often combined with red pantile roofing.

• Localised industrial influences, especially in the Aire and Don valleys, and in the 
south and along the fringe of the Coal Measures to the west, with former mines 
and spoil heaps (many now restored), power lines, settlements, industry and 
transport routes. 

4.4 LOCAL LANDSCAPE CHARACTER

4.4 1  At a local level, the Landscape Character of Derbyshire (LCD, 2013) covers 
the site and the majority of the 4km study area.  The Bassettlaw Landscape Character 
Assessment (BLCA, 2009) covers the rest of the study area to the east.  Appendix E 
shows landscape character designations.

4.4.2   The LCD provides a detailed county level analysis of landscape character 
in Derbyshire, while the BLCA does the same for North Nottinghamshire and are 
used as the basis for assessment in Section 7.  They are designed to develop key 
environmental baseline data sets, and inform, develop and enhance the sustainable 
planning and management of the landscape.

4.4.3 The LCD assessment recognises 40 Landscape Character Types (LCTs) within 
the Derbyshire area, each presenting unique and distinctive characters, with a set of 
key characteristics and highlights issues affecting the character type as a whole.

4.4.4   The LCTs that fall within the 4km study area are:
• Southern Magnesian Limestone:  Limestone Farmlands
• Southern Magnesian Limestone:  Limestone Gorges
• Urban

4.4.5 The BLCA assessment recognises 30 Landscape Character Parcels (LCPs) 
within the Nottinghamshire area, each presenting unique and distinctive characters, 
with a set of key characteristics and highlights issues affecting the character type as a 
whole.

4.4.6   The LCPs that fall within the 4km study area are:
• Magnesian Limestone
• Sherwood

4.4.7 The site lies wholly within LCT: ‘5 - Southern Magnesian Limestone:  
Limestone Farmlands’.  The nearest different LCP:  ‘Magnesian Limestone’ lies some 
550m to the east.

4.4.8 Characteristic features of the Limestone Farmlands include:
• Gently rolling limestone plateau;
• Fertile soils supporting productive arable farmland;
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• Large and medium estate woodlands;
• Amenity trees around small rural villages and isolated farmsteads;
• Large regular fields bounded by hedgerows;
• Straight roads with uniform width verges;
• Nucleated settlement pattern;
• Historic buildings constructed of limestone with red clay pantile roofs;
• Panoramic views across lowland to the west; and
• Long distance views over plateau often ending in a wooded skyline

4.4.9 Further key elements of the landscape are described under headings as 
follows:

Geology and Landform
The magnesian limestone has formed massive blocks that create a compact crystalline 
rock, resistant to erosion. The durable nature of the limestone is accountable for the 
steep sided escarpment at Bolsover and justifies its extensive use as building stone. 
Towards the county boundary, the magnesian limestone is broken up into thin crumbly 
layers mixed with clay. Here the rock is more easily weathered and, as a result, the 
landform is lower-lying at Shirebrook and east of Whitwell.

Soils and Land-Use
Arable farming has become the dominant land-use due to the fertile, free-draining 
qualities of the limestone soil allied with the gentle topography. The soils developed on 
the marl have a heavier texture, and are more prone to waterlogging.  Mixed farming 
was probably more widespread in earlier times but, due to agricultural intensification, 
many of these areas have been converted to arable farming.

Ecology
Due to the gentle slopes and inherently fertile soils, the Limestone Farmlands are 
dominated by intensive cereal cropping. As a result, a considerable degree of ecological 
interest has been lost. In spite of this, large woodlands are still present and pockets of 
unimproved magnesian limestone grassland still survive. The major landscape features 
are the large woodlands, including Whitwell Wood, Scarcliffe Park and Pleasley Park. 
The planting of coniferous trees has obscured and suppressed their ancient origins and 
species rich flora. Even though many of the original species remain, they only occur 
as scattered individual specimens along ridges or on rocky outcrops. Within Whitwell 
Wood, there are also locally rare habitats which support many rare species.  Further 
ecological losses have occurred with the loss of elm trees due to Dutch Elm Disease. 
The rich grassland habitats of the magnesian limestone support many locally rare 

species. However, these sites occur only in isolated places, particularly on marginal land 
such as along road verges, on railway cuttings or in old quarries.

Tree Cover
Tree cover is chiefly represented by large woodlands such as Scarcliffe Park Wood 
(163.6ha), Whitwell Wood (168.8ha) and Pleasley Park (75.9ha). Even though these 
are of ancient origin, they have now been largely converted to commercial conifer 
woodland. There are also more recent, smaller plantations, comprising a mix of 
deciduous and coniferous trees. There is a distinct lack of hedgerow trees, which may 
be attributed to Dutch Elm Disease.  Tree groups do occur around small rural villages 
and occasional farmsteads. Elm was once prevalent as evidenced in place names like 
Elmton. The distinct lack of hedgerow trees allied to the gentle relief creates an open 
landscape allowing for middle to long distance views often ending in a wooded skyline. 
At Shirebrook and other lower-lying places closer to the county boundary, there is a 
greater sense of enclosure. This is mainly due to distant views being limited by higher 
ground to the west.

Enclosure
This is a landscape of medium to large, regular shaped fields bounded by neatly 
trimmed thorn hedgerows. This is due to the removal of field boundaries and their 
shape reflects late parliamentary enclosure. The small, narrow and more irregular 
enclosed land is linked with historic settlements.  Here the fields are often associated 
with pockets of permanent pasture Southern Magnesian Limestone Character Area 
30 Part 1 - 5.5 and are a feature around rural villages, such as Whitwell, Elmton and 
Rowthorne. Hedges in these areas tend to be bushier and more species-rich than 
those found elsewhere. Dry-stone walls also feature in places, more notably around the 
villages and along lanes.

Transport
Many of the roads are straight with uniform verges, resulting from late parliamentary 
enclosure. This pattern is clearly visible at Whaley Common and Bolsover Moor, their 
names describing former use. In contrast to these routes, a simple network of winding 
lanes also connects villages.  These lanes are related to the earlier enclosed land 
and are sometimes sunken with species-rich hedgerows. The road verges are more 
irregular in width with occasional exposed rocky outcrops.

Built Environment
The traditional pattern of settlement is strongly nucleated and characterised by small 
villages such as Scarcliffe, Elmton and Whaley.  The older buildings are constructed 
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from the local buff coloured limestone with red clay pantile Traditional farmstead roofs. 
These materials still play a defining role, particularly in the heart of the historic towns, 
villages and in outlying farmsteads.  Between the villages there are sparsely scattered 
farmsteads and country houses. 
An inheritance of building and landscape features still remain from the ducal estates 
developed in the 16th century, the most notable examples being around Hardwick Hall 
and Bolsover Castle. Smaller examples occur as isolated features within the landscape, 
these include game coverts, plantation woodland and estate farms. 
Superimposed upon this rural landscape are the impacts of modern development, 
deep-coal mining and the urbanisation of many small villages. All the pits have now 
closed but the urbanised settlement pattern, derelict and reclaimed pit heaps and 
associated infrastructure remain as an enduring legacy of this industry.  However, 
with the unifying influence of the magnesian limestone as a locally distinctive building 
material, together with strong agricultural traditions, the landscape has retained its 
rural character.

4.4.10   Strategic landscape guidelines identified as part of the landscape character 
assessment for the Coalfield Village Farmlands include:

Woodland and Trees
• Large scale woodland planting.
• Conserve and restore all ancient woodland sites by natural regeneration or use of 

locally occurring native species.
• Re-establish and enhance physical links between existing isolated woodland and 

hedgerows.
• Conserve and enhance the tree groups that occur within and around rural 

settlements and isolated farmsteads.

4.4.11 Part two of the LCD set outs management objectives for each of the LCTs.  
The primary objectives for ‘5 - Southern Magnesian Limestone:  Limestone Farmlands’ 
include:
• Conservation of rural character
• Conservation of settlement pattern
• Conservation of vernacular pattern
• Management of arable field margins
• Management of roadside vegetation
• Conservation of primary field boundaries
• Hedgerow replanting and management
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5.  VISUAL BASELINE
5.1 RECEPTORS

Residential Receptors
5.1.1 Although the site is one of the elevated features in the local landscape and close 
to some relatively well built up areas, local topography and the presence of built form 
help to screen it.  The closest residential receptor is Frithwood Farm around 50m 
southwest of the site.

5.1.2  The village of Creswell to the north will experience some views of the proposed 
development.  These will be mainly from the southern edge of the model village, whose 
presence then screens views from properties further north into Creswell and Clowne 
further to the north west.

5.1.3  The only other settlement in the local area anticipated to experience views is 
the eastern edge of Whaley, near Whaley Common.  The three remediated mounds to 
the east, southeast and south prevent views from settlements in these directions from 
the site.

Road Receptors
5.1.4  Due to local topography, vegetation and built form road receptors are limited 
to close to the site.  This is due mainly to the dense hedgerows that flank most of the 
minor roads in the area.  Views would be available from minor roads close to site, such 
as Frithwood Lane, only.

5.1.5  The major roads through the area, such as the M1, B6025, B6014 and B6046 
would be screened from the site, due to topography, vegetation and built form. 
Experiencing no change due to the proposed development.

Public Right of Way Receptors
5.1.6 Public rights of way are numerous through Derbyshire, and a large number exist 
in the local area around Creswell and surrounding settlements.  Local vegetation and 
topography, especially the presence of three neighbouring mounds, does screen the 
proposed development site from a large number of these PRoW.

5.1.7 Two long distance routes lie close to the site, the Archaeological Way to the 
west and the Robin Hood Way to the east.  Due to the local topography only the 
Archaeological Way is expected to experience views of the proposed development site.

Users of Recreational Landscapes
5.1.8  There are two recreational landscapes in the local area that may experience 
views of the proposed development, these are Welbeck Abbey Registered Park and 
Gardens to the east and Poulter Country Park to the south.  Local vegetation and 
topography screens the proposed site from Welbeck Abbey to the east.  Poulter 
Country park, being at a more elevated position than the surrounding area, would 
experience some views to the western edge, with the site being visible over ‘mound C’ 
to the south of it. 

5.2 SELECTION OF VIEWPOINTS

5.2.1  The following viewpoints, as described below, were considered and agreed for 
assessment during field study verification of viewpoints.  The locations are shown on 
drawing 1022 006 in Appendix F.  

5.3.2  Viewpoints have been selected in accordance with the following criteria:
 - distance to the receptor (from the centre of the site),
 - the proportion of the target likely to be visible 
 - the scale of the target relative to the view
 - the number of people likely to be experiencing the view
 - whether the view shows a character typical of the area
 - whether the viewpoint has a high potential for visual impact

5.3.3  Note:  Distance and direction from site is measured from viewpoint to centre of the site.

Viewpoint Name: Whitwell FP73 Limestone Quarry
Distance and Direction from site:  2420m North north east  
National Grid Reference: SK 52820 75580
Receptors represented: Users of Public Right of Way
Image Number: VP1

Viewpoint Name: B6042 near Creswell Crags
Distance and Direction from site:  1310m North east  
National Grid Reference: SK 53054 74282
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Receptors represented: Users of the B6042
Image Number: VP2

Viewpoint Name: PRoW Elmton BW22 Grange Farm
Distance and Direction from site:  2540m North west west
National Grid Reference: SK 49913 74062
Receptors represented: Users of PRoW Elmton BW22 and residents at Grange Farm
Image Number: VP3

Viewpoint Name: PRoW Elmton FP10 Model Village
Distance and Direction from site:  450m North
National Grid Reference: SK 52215 73663
Receptors represented:  Users of PRoW Elmton FP10 and the southern houses of the 
Model Village
Image Number: VP4

Viewpoint Name:  Junction of PRoW Elmton FP8 and Frithwood Lane
Distance and Direction from site:  760m North west west
National Grid Reference: SK 51600 73400
Receptors represented: Users of the PRoW and  Vehicular users of Frithwood Lane.
Image Number: VP5

Viewpoint Name:  Junction of PRoW Elmton FP6/BW9 Frithwood Farm
Distance and Direction from site:  430m South west
National Grid Reference: SK 51966 72937
Receptors represented: Users of both PRoW, Vehicular users of Frithwood Lane and 
residents at Frithwood Farm.
Image Number: VP6

Viewpoint Name:  Whaley Common
Distance and Direction from site:  1270m South south west
National Grid Reference: SK 51874 72006
Receptors represented: Residents near Whaley Common, vehicular users of minor 
road, users of PRoW Bolsover BW38.  Distant views from the western side of Poulter 
Country Park.
Image Number: VP7
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6.1 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

6.1.1 The proposal is for a former colliery tip restoration development through the 
disposal of inert waste (landfill).   The location of the proposed development is shown 
in drawing 1022 001, Appendix C.   

6.1.2 The applicant is seeking to import 150,000 tonnes of inert waste over a three 
year period plus soil making materials for the final cover.   The inert waste will be used 
to fill the remaining ponds and create the domed profile as shown on Drawing Ref 
PSS-170-006-006.2 dated 19th April 2016. There will be no water body created.

6.1.3 The overall concept is that the waste will arrive at the junction of A616 and 
Frithwood Lane.  Improvements to the visibility splays will be required.  At present the 
source of the waste is unidentified which means that HGVs could arrive from either 
the north or the south.  The anticipated number of deliveries should not exceed 40 
per day.  The types of vehicles will vary between dump trucks and articulated lorries.  
Depending on the source it will be necessary to screen the material. 

6.1.4 Acces to the site from the public highway is proposed along Frithwood 
Lane, an unadopted single width road and bridleway which runs west and south west 
from the A616 Mansfield Road to the south eastern corner of the site.  Prior to the 
importation of waste, improvement works will be conducted to the junction of the 
A616 and the access road, Frithwood Lane, which will improve visibility and prevent 
material from being tracked onto the public highway.

6.1.5 The access road itself will be improved to allow for six passing bays from the 
public highway, across the bridge and along the eastern side of the pond and lagoon 
areas.  The passing bays will seek to alleviate the conflict between vehicle users of the 
land and horse riders who are using the land as a bridleway.  The improvement to the 
haul road between the tipping area and the Robin Hood Line will involve the placing 
of material, won from within the stie, to form a gentle camber sloping west towards 
the perimeter vegetation and the clearance of the existing drain to ensure that it is 
functioning properly.

6.1.6 Works across the landfill site will be phased over the three year operational 
period, following improvements to the site access road.  A conceptual phasing plan is 
included in Appendix M.

6.1.7 The first operation will be to knock down and crush/bury the remaining 
outfall structures and create internal haul roads which may be surfaced with material 
sourced from on the site.  Filling would take place eastwards from the southwest 
corner to the southeast corner before moving northwards up the site.

6.1.8 The north-eastern corner of the site would be developed to install the 
office, welfare facilities and storage area for soil-making materials.  The majority of the 
perimeter vegetation will be retained.  Two areas of scrub and immature trees along 
the northern boundary of the tipping site will be removed in the first and third years 
of operation.  

6.1.9 It is proposed to compensate for this loss intially by planting a visual barrier of 
willow further up the slope and, in the final resotration scheme, by planting shrubs and 
trees in the south east corner where the former pumphouse was located.

6.1.10 When final levels are reached in a specific area, subsoils and topsoils (where 
required) will be separately placed in order to acheive a growing medium that is 
suitable for the proposed planting scheme.

6.1.11 During the three year operational period equipment in use would include;
• Small 240V generator near the office used during office hours
• Mobile vibrating screen to screen soils and remove bricks etc located near offices 
used for approximately. 20% of opening time.
• Excavator – either 360 degree or front loading shovel in use for 30% of the opening 
time.
• D6 (or equivalent) Dozer with vibrating roller attachment in use 60% and idling for a 
further 20% of the opening time. Location will depend on area being tipped.

6.   DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS
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7.0.1 The impact of the proposed development on the landscape character of the study 
area at a range of scales is assessed below;  

7.0.2 The development is not of a large enough scale to affect National Character 
Areas and as such NCA30: Southern Magnesian Limestone has not been assessed.  
Direct impact on the landscape fabric and features would be limited to the site itself.
 
Landscape Character Area: ‘Magnesian Limestone:  Limestone Farmlands’
Sensitivity: Low.
Magnitude: Low.  
The key features of the Limestone Farmlands describe a landscape that is gently rolling, 
has a mixture of land use between agricultural and wooded with regular fields bounded 
by hedgerows, sparse of hedgerow trees.  This site is already part way towards being 
characteristic of the local area . Existing belts of woodland on site create ‘long distance 
views terminating in a wooded skyline’.  The full implementation of a detailed remediation 
scheme to convert the top of the site from uncharacteristic open water bodies into 
‘regular fields bounded by hedgerows’ would have a beneficial impact on the landscape 
character of the area, however the small the site is in comparison to the wider 
landscape.
Impact: Negligible beneficial

7.1  DESIGNATED LANDSCAPES AND HERITAGE 
ASSETS 

Designated Landscapes
Country Parks
7.1.1  A single Country Park lies within the 4km study area;

• Poulter Country Park           1740m South 
Sensitivity: Low.
Magnitude: None.  
Due to the existing remediation works that have established on site (woodland belts 
along the side slopes and edges of the plateaus) the proposed changes to the landscape 
are very small.  Poulter Country Park is generally screened from the proposed 
development site and would not experience landscape impacts.
Impact: None

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
7.1.2  Two SSSI’s lie within the 4km study area, but only one is predicted to 
experience impacts from the development, which is;

• 1003152  Creswell Crags             1310m Northeast
Sensitivity: High
Magnitude: None  
The proposed development would not be experienced within the landscape at 
Creswell Crags.  Three former spoil tips that have since been restored lie between the 
site and Creswell Crags, therefore the development is deemed to have no landscape 
effect on the area.  
Impact: None

Heritage Designations
Listed Buildings
7.1.3  A number of listing buildings lie within the 4km study area around the 
proposed site. 
Majority of them lie beyond a 2km radius from the site and due to local topography, 
vegetation and built form are not predicted to experience impacts.  These include;
 
Listed buildings within the 1km circle include;
• 1108960  War Memorial           Grade II 920m North

Listed buildings within the 2km circle include;
• 1045929  Creswell Junior School            Grade II  1010m Northeast
• 1335409  Church of St. Mary Magdalen          Grade II  1130m Northeast
• 1108961  Former Creswell C of E Secondary School   Grade II  1200m Northeast
• 1045900  Creswell C of E Infant School          Grade II  1240m Northeast
• 1335428  Elmtree Farmhouse            Grade II  1800m West
• 1108962  Barn south of Grange Farmhouse         Grade II  1970m West
• 1335410  Church of St Peter            Grade II* 1990m West

Sensitivity: Low.
Magnitude: Low.  
All of the listed buildings in the area are around 1km away from the site, at a minimum.  

7. LANDSCAPE EFFECTS
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At this distance the presence of the existing former spoil tips become a single feature 
within the landscape.  The buildings to the east and south would not be effected, 
but those to the north and west, with views available across to the mounds would, 
following implementation of the remediation scheme, experience, if any, beneficial 
views of an improved landscape around the site.
Impact: Negligible beneficial

Scheduled Monuments
7.1.4  A number of scheduled monuments lie within the 4km study area.  Only one 
is considered to experience impacts from the proposed development which is:

• 1003770  Creswell Crags                1310m Northeast
Sensitivity: High
Magnitude: None
The proposed development would not be experienced within the landscape at 
Creswell Crags.  Three former spoil tips that have since been restored lie between the 
site and Creswell Crags, therefore the development is deemed to have no landscape 
effect on the area. 
Impact: None

Registered Parks and Gardens (RP+G)
7.1.5  A single RP+G lies within the 4km study area, this is;

• 1000556  Welbeck Abbey    Grade II  1330m East

Sensitivity: High
Magnitude: None.  
The presence of the three previous restored spoil tips around the proposed 
development site prevent Welbeck Abbey from experiencing landscape impacts from 
the proposed development.
Impact: None

Conservation Area
7.1.6 A number of conservation areas, in both Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire, lie 
within the 4km study area, including;
Derbyshire
• Creswell Conservation Area             450m  North
• Belph Conservation Area             3110m  Northeast

• Elmton (with Creswell Farmsteads) Conservation Area          1310m  West
• Whaley Conservation Area             1600m  South

Nottinghamshire
• Holbeck Conservation Area             2050m  East
• Cuckney Conservation Area             3760m  Southeast
• Nether Langwith Conservation Area            2950m  South

Sensitivity: Low.
Magnitude: Medium.  
The only conservation area that is likely to experience any landscape impacts from the 
proposed development is Creswell, just to the north of the site.  The southern extent 
of this area looks south towards the site.  Implementation of a mitigation scheme to 
complete the woodland belts along the northern extent (removing the large gaps 
due to access gates and security fences) would create a unified, landscape, with less 
industrial influence, south of the conservation area.  
Impact: Slight beneficial

7.2  SUMMARY OF LANDSCAPE EFFECTS

7.2.1 No significant impacts are predicted on landscape character resulting from the
proposed development.

7.2.2 A negligible beneficial impact is expected for the LCA ‘Southern Magnesian 
Limestone: Limestone Farmlands’.

7.2.3 Within the study area there are no areas with a statutory designation for national
landscape value, but some heritage assets do exist. No significant effects are expected 
for designated landscapes and heritage assets.  The most important of these, Creswell 
Crags (one of the most heavily protected archaeological and geological sites in Britain) 
would experience no landscape impacts from the proposed development.

7.2.4 The location of the development, with existing remediated spoil tips of a similar 
character on two sides, greatly reduces its actual area of influence.

7.2.5 In order to minimise the impacts of the proposed development, on both 
landscape character and visual amenity the following suggestions should be taken into 
account.
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7.2.6 It is suggested that a landscape management plan, with a requirement for active
monitoring and reporting, be produced, to help guide future work to sustain the 
landscape over the longer term.

7.2.7 Details should include a landscape scheme, that reflects both the need to 
conserve the existing features of the landscape (including, importantly, trees and 
hedges).  The landscape mitigation proposals are illustrated in Appendix K.

7.2.8 It is anticipated that these measures can be adequately secured by landscape
conditions attached to a planning consent.
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8.1   SUMMARY OF VISUAL EFFECTS

The viewpoints are described and visual impact evaluated below.  Sensitivity and 
magnitude are combined using the matrix in Appendix A to produce an assessment of 
the significance of the effect in each case.

8.0.1   Viewpoint Number: VP1 - Image

Description and Evaluation: 
This view is available from footpath ‘Whitwell FP74’, which lies along a ridge within the 
Whitwell Quarry site.  This is a designated Public Right of Way that runs northeast - 
southwest, some 2.2km north of the proposed development site.  It is representative 
of users of this PRoW.

The existing view is very open and expansive over the wider landscape.  A full three 
hundred and sixty degree, almost uninterrupted, panorama is available from this 
location over the wider landscapes of Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire.  The slightly 
elevated ground to the north restricts views somewhat in that direction.  Due to 
the rolling nature of local topography, many intermittent horizon lines are created 
through the view of various heights and land types.  This creates a great sense of depth 
within the view.  The scattered development pattern that is characteristic of the local 
landscape is obvious from this viewpoint with small clusters of urban form scattered 
throughout, and the larger settlement of Creswell too.

The proposed development site can be seen from this viewpoint as a group of trees 
on an intermittent horizon, behind the buildings of Crags Industrial Estate.  Frithwood 
lane cannot be seen from this viewpoint.  The boundary vegetation is proposed to 
be retained which will maintain a screen to the majority of the initial development.  
Towards the end of the works period (year 3) an area of woodland to the north is 
proposed to be removed, which will be noticed from this viewpoint.  Larger machinery 
may be visible above the tree line, especially when the landform height rises, but this 
will only be during the operational phase.  Once site activity has ceased there will be 
no residual visual impact.

The sensitivity of the receptor as a Public Right of Way, where users attention will be 
focussed on the landscape is high.  The magnitude of change is assessed as low.  The 
view is available from an area of industrial activity meaning it is not uncharacteristic.  

The impact is caused during the operation of the landfill, which is short term and 
temporary in nature.  Following completion of the landfill and establishment of a 
mitigation scheme the impact will reduce to none.
  
Sensitivity: High
Magnitude of Change: Negligible
Impact: Negligible adverse, reducing to none following completion of works.

8.0.2   Viewpoint Number: VP2 - Image

Description and Evaluation: 
This view is from the B6042 just west of Creswell Crags.  Due to the national 
importance of Creswell Crags as a protected landscape this view has been included 
to demonstrate that the surrounding mounds screen the proposed development site 
from view.

Therefore there is anticipated to be no change in view from this location and no 
impact.

Sensitivity: High
Magnitude of Change: None
Impact: None

8.0.3   Viewpoint Number: VP3 - Image

Description and Evaluation: 
This view is available from a distant Public Right of Way, bridle way BW22, some 2.5km 
away to the north west.  The bridle way runs generally north south, with a slight ‘dog-
leg’ halfway along.  The view would also be considered representative of views from 
Grange Farm.

The existing views along the bridle way are generally screened by the flanking 
hedgerow vegetation.  Although views may be available over this whilst on horseback.  
The view chosen is taken from a break in the hedgerow at the aforementioned ‘dog 
leg’.  The view is quite open and distant, with multiple intermittent horizon lines.  The 
distant horizon is relatively flat and uniform, but is broken in multiple places by areas of 
woodland and isolated trees closer to the viewpoint.

8. VISUAL EFFECTS
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The proposed site is visible, below the distant horizon line, as part of the many groups 
of trees that form intermittent horizon lines.  The internal site is not visible from 
here, only the well established boundary vegetation, which is proposed to be retained. 
Towards the end of the works period (year 3) an area of woodland to the north 
is proposed to be removed, which will be noticed from this viewpoint.  During the 
earthworks taller machinery may be visible at times when the landform reaches it’s 
peak, albeit from quite some distance so appearing very small in the overall view. The 
removal of some trees will expose part of the internal site to this view.   The proposed 
development will not be sky lined from this viewpoint, reducing it’s visual prominence.  
The relatively short term and temporary nature of this must be taken into account and 
following completion of works the view will look similar to before.  Traffic movement 
along Frithwood Lane will not be visible from this location either.

The sensitivity of the receptor as a public right of way where views are focussed on 
the landscape (and representative of residential receptors) is high.  The magnitude of 
change is predicted to be negligible (reducing to none once construction is complete).

Sensitivity: High
Magnitude of Change: Negligible
Impact: Negligible adverse (reducing to none on completion of works)

8.0.4   Viewpoint Number: VP4 - Image

Description and Evaluation: 
This viewpoint is located just to the south of the Model Village that forms part of 
Creswell.  The view is from the PRoW FP10 that runs east west, some 250m north of 
the proposed site.  This viewpoint is representative of users of the PRoW (at around 
a 60-90 degree angle to the direction of travel) and residential properties along the 
southern edge of Creswell and the Model Village.

The existing view looks over an vast area of derelict industrial land, with mounds 
of rubble and regenerating scrub vegetation scattered around the local area.  The 
landform to the south creates a very close horizon line, meaning views are extremely 
short and attention is focussed on the foreground.  

Generally views of the site would be well screened from this viewpoint.  Proposed 
traffic will be entering from the south, which is the other end of the site from here.  
Towards the end of the works period (year 3) an area of woodland to the north is 

proposed to be removed, which will be noticed from this viewpoint and will expose 
a portion of the internal site.  The taller machinery will be visible for periods of time, 
especially when landform rises in height.  The short term and temporary nature of 
this element must be taken into consideration.  Following completion of the works 
the view of derelict industrial land will be reduced, and partly replaced with a more 
characteristic landscape treatment.

The sensitivity of the receptor (as a PRoW and representative of residential area) is 
deemed to be high.  The magnitude of change is deemed to be low adverse during 
the 3 year period of works, changing to slight beneficial upon establishment of a 
characteristic mitigation scheme.

Sensitivity: High
Magnitude of Change: Low
Impact: Moderate adverse (changing to slight beneficial upon completion of works)

8.0.5  Viewpoint Number: VP5 - Image

Description and Evaluation: 
This view is available from the junction of Frithwood Lane (west) and PRoW FP8.  
The viewpoint is located some 400m west of the proposed development site.  The 
viewpoint is representative of road users and pedestrians along the PRoW.

The existing view is extremely open and expansive over the wider landscape.  A 
full three hundred and sixty degree panorama is available, with some angles offering 
extremely distant views.  Looking towards the site the existing presence of earth 
mounding creates a much closer horizon line, part of which the proposed site creates.  

The existing boundary vegetation that creates part of the horizon line is proposed 
for retention so should not change.  Towards the end of the works period (year 3) an 
area of woodland to the northwest is proposed to be removed, which will be noticed 
from this viewpoint and expose part of the internal site to views.  The eastern part of 
Frithwood lane and the eastern access road are not visible from here so site traffic and 
machinery should not be visible.  Taller machinery may be visible above the tree line 
towards the end of works when the landform is at its peak, and due to the tree line 
forming the horizon will be sky lined, increasing its visual presence.

The sensitivity of the receptor, being representative of users of a PRoW where 
attention is focussed on the landscape in relatively close proximity to site, is deemed 



Former Creswell Colliery (tips 4 and 5),  Creswell
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment            Revision A November 2016 20

to be high.  The magnitude of the impact is assessed as negligible.  The short term and 
temporary nature of the impacts should be taken into consideration as they will be 
completely removed following completion of works.

Sensitivity: High
Magnitude of Change: Negligible
Impact: Slight adverse (changing to none on completion of works.)

8.0.6  Viewpoint Number: VP6 - Image

Description and Evaluation: 
This viewpoint is in very close proximity to the proposed development site.  It is 
located at the junction between two PRoW and a minor access road.  The view is 
representative of users of both PRoW FP6 and BW9, and vehicular users of Frithwood 
Lane.  

The existing view is generally quite restricted due to local vegetation and landform.  
The presence of well established, mature hedgerows and the group of mounds 
prevents views of the wider landscape.  Views are therefore concentrated on the local 
area.  The proposed development site is visible with a slight glimpse of the fence along 
the lower plateau available.   The existing woodland belt between the two plateaus 
screens the northern plateau from view.

The proposed development will again be relatively well screened from this viewpoint.  
The buildings and entrance road will not be visible.  Only once the landform rises 
in height will machine movement on site be visible, but for a temporary time frame.  
Following completion of works the view will go back to that of a characteristic 
landscape.  The vehicle movement will be sky lined from here, increasing its visual 
presence.

The sensitivity of the receptors, as representative of PRoW where users attention is 
focussed on the landscape, in close proximity to the site is deemed to be high.  The 
magnitude of the impact is considered to be low, reducing to none on completion of 
works and even to beneficial following implementation of a mitigation scheme.

Sensitivity: High
Magnitude of Change: Low (none on completion and beneficial with mitigation)
Impact: Moderate adverse during construction (changing to slight beneficial with 
mitigation works).

8.0.7  Viewpoint Number: VP7 - Image

Description and Evaluation: 
This viewpoint is from Whaley Common, on Mags Lane to the south of the proposed 
development site.  The site lies across some agricultural fields, around 1.2km from 
the site and is representative of vehicular users of Mags Lane and residents along the 
northern edge of Whaley Common.

The existing view from this location is characteristically open and expansive, allowing 
distant views across the wider landscape.  The proposed development site is clearly 
visible, creating the horizon in places along with the neighbouring, previously restored 
mounds.  Isolated urban development of Frithwood Farm and Creswell can be seen 
in the view also.  The chimney of Whitwell Quarry is visible as an interruption to the 
rolling horizon line.

The proposed view is anticipated to change very little from this location.  The existing 
boundary planting creates a dense screen to the internal site and is proposed to be 
retained.  The site entrance along Frithwood Lane is equally well screened by the local 
landform.  Views of taller machinery may be available once the landform rises towards 
it’s peak near the end of the operational phase of works.  Following completion these 
uncharacteristic features will have gone and the site returned to a characteristic 
landscape, similar to the adjacent mounds.

The sensitivity of this receptor, as a relatively distant representative of a residential 
area is considered to be high/ medium.  The magnitude of the impact assessed as 
negligible.

Sensitivity: High-medium
Magnitude of Change: Negligible
Impact: Negligible adverse (reducing to none following completion of works)
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8.1   SUMMARY OF VISUAL EFFECTS

8.1.1   The proposed development is considered to present slight/ negligible 
adverse impacts on the visual amenity of the local area, and this is not considered 
significant.  The predicted impacts of the groups of receptors and individual 
viewpoints are summarised below.

8.1.2  The close proximity of the Model Village, FP10 that runs to the north of 
the site and Frithwood Farm mean they experience the worst impacts from the 
operational phase of the development.  They will also experience some of the best 
beneficial impacts following restoration of the site, with close proximity to the wider, 
more characteristic landscape.

8.1.3    The existing, well established boundary vegetation around the top of the site 
creates effective screen planting to movement within the site, as was presumably the 
intention of the previous planting on site.  This greatly restricts the visual influence of 
the development during the operational phase.  Increases in traffic will be noticeable 
along Frithwood lane from local viewpoints to the east only.  Upon completion of 
works the site will be returned to a more characteric landscape use.

8.1.4   The impact of each assessed viewpoint in summarised below and the overall 
impact is assessed as ‘Slight/ Negligible adverse, reducing to none’, 

 VP1 Negligible adverse (reducing to none on completion of works)
 VP2 None
 VP3 Negligible adverse (reducing to none on completion of works)
 VP4 Moderate adverse (changing to slight beneficial)
 VP5 Slight adverse (reducing to none)
 VP6 Moderate adverse (changing to none)
 VP7 Negligible adverse (changing to none)

8.1.5  Although the visual assessment identifies some impacts that, initially, seem
to be adverse, the limited timescale and reversible nature of the impacts must be taken 
into consideration.

8.1.6  With the implementation of a detail landscape scheme of mitigation proposals 
to improve the boundaries and create a much more characteristic, compartmentatlised 
field structure it is believed that nearly all of the predicted impacts can be reduced to 
none, or even slight beneficial, in time.
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9. MITIGATION MEASURES
9.0.1   The operational phase of the proposed development (which is where most 
of the impact is deemed to occur) is considered to be short term and temporary.  
The internal development site is also well screened and hidden from vie, therefore 
mitigation measures that concentrate on purely visual screening are not considered 
necessary.

9.0.2 A key topic of discussion with Derbyshire County Council was the creation 
of a landscape fabric for the site that matched the surrounding landscape character of 
the local area. 

9.0.3 The local landscape is generally a rolling landform with a mixture of large, 
open argricultural fields and scattered urban development (including farmsteads).  
There are interemittent areas of woodland, generally small to medium size, getting 
larger to the east where the landscape character changes from ‘Magnesian Limestone’ 
to ‘Sherwood’.  Further detail of the existing landscape fabric can be seen in Section 4.

9.0.4 The site of the former colliery tip is where most of the mitigation works will 
be undertaken, but the access road to the site also forms part of the development.  
Sections of existing hedgerow will be removed to permit development of the passing 
bays.  New mixed native species hedgerows, to match existing, are proposed for these 
areas, to provide some screening to the road but mainly to re-establish the hedgeline.

9.0.5 The whole of the former colliery tip site will be restored to nature 
conservation and amenity after-uses, in a manner and to a design which will integrate 
the new landform into the surrounding landscape, respect the environmental quality of 
the area and be in line with local planning policy.

9.0.6 Proposals include;
•  Retention and reinforcement of existing woodland belts that existing around the 

perimeter of the site and on side slopes; 
• Re-use of existing grassland substrate, translocated in phases across the site when 

land parcels become available, to reduce habitat loss;
• Planting of shrubs within grassland areas to create wildlife habitat, in particular for 

Woodlark; and
• Planting of woodland blocks to strengthen boundaries and hedgerows (with 

minimal hedgerow trees) to create a characteristic, compartmentalised landscape 
within the site, similar to the adjacent mounds.

9.0.7 The landscape mitigation proposals are illustrated in Appendix K.
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10.1   RESIDUAL LANDSCAPE IMPACTS
10.1.1   The operational phase of the development is for a three year timescale, which 
is relatively short lived and temporary in nature.  The proposals include the provision 
for soil material importation and the implementation of the mitigation proposals in the 
previous section would return the site to a more characteristic landscape use.  This 
would create a beneficial impact in landscape terms.  

10.1.2 Careful management of the landscape over the initial phase will be essential to 
ensure establishment and continued growth of the proposed planting.  It is envisaged 
that some landscape interventions could be acheived through management, rather than 
planting, to ensure that characteristic vegetation colonises the site.

10.2   RESIDUAL VISUAL IMPACTS
10.2.1   The internal, derelict industrial site is currently well screened from view by 
previous planting works and natural regeneration that has taken place on site.  This has 
formed dense woodland buffers.  Visually the proposed development creates very little 
impact during the operational phase due to these visual buffers.  

10.2.2   As discussed in the landscape impacts section the operational phase of the 
development, where uncharacteristic large machinery will be present, is short term 
and temporary.  Following completion of works the site, as viewed from the wider 
landscape, will generally return to the visual baseline.  Therefore the proposed 
developemnt is not deemed to present any residual visual impact.

10. RESIDUAL IMPACTS
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11.0.1  The area in which the development is located contains other relevant 
developments and proposals, therefore there is potential for cumulative effects on 
landscape and visual amenity. The cumulative effect of a set of developments is the 
combined effect of all the developments taken together.

11.0.2  Cumulative effects on visual amenity consist of combined visibility and 
sequential effects.

11.0.3  Combined visibility occurs where the observer is able to see two or more 
developments from one viewpoint. 
-  Combined visibility may either be in combination (where several developments 
are within the observer’s arc of vision at the same time) or in succession (where the 
observer has to turn to see the various developments). 
-  Sequential effects occur when the observer has to move to another viewpoint to 
see different developments. For example, this could be when travelling along roads or 
paths. The occurrence of sequential effects may range from frequently sequential (the 
features appear regularly and with short time lapses between, depending on speed 
of travel and distance between the viewpoints) to occasionally sequential (long time 
lapses between appearances, because the observer is moving very slowly and / or there 
are large distances between the viewpoints).

11.0.4  Cumulative landscape effects affect the physical fabric or character of the 
landscape, or any special values attached to the landscape. 
-  Cumulative effects on the physical fabric of the landscape arise when two or more 
developments affect landscape components such as woodland, dykes or hedgerows. 
Although this may not significantly affect the landscape character, the cumulative effect 
on these components may be significant – for example, where the last remnants of 
former shelter belts are completely removed by two or more developments. 
-  Cumulative effects on landscape character arise from two or more developments. 
Major earthworks, such as this development, can introduce new features into the 
landscape. In this way, they can change the landscape character so much that they can 
create a different landscape character type. That change need not be adverse; some 
derelict or industrialised landscapes may be enhanced as a result of such a change in 
landscape character. The cumulative effects on landscape character may include other 
changes, for example trends or pressures for change over long time periods, which 
should form part of any consideration of a particular project. 

Approach
11.0.5  The usual approach to the assessment of cumulative effects is to consider 
the effects of all applied, consented or constructed developments in an area. This 
information has been gathered for the study area and is shown in Appendix L. 
The information is based on that supplied by various local authorities and the 
planning agent for the proposals and includes further research where necessary.  The 
information is as complete as could be compiled within the time available for the study.

11.0.6   A focussed discussion of the likely cumulative effects follows. The detail of the 
assessment included is in accordance with the scale and nature of the development.

11.1   OTHER LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
11.1.1   There are three developments locally that have been considered relevant to 
assess in conjunction with the proposals for the former Creswell Colliery spoil tip.  
These are shown in Appendix L and detailed below:

Derbyshire County Council
•  The extraction of dolomite from four extension areas, an extension to the  

 duration of operations and revised restoration scheme at Whitwell Quarry
 Reference: CMS/0416/4  Status: In Progress

Bolsover District Council
•  Residential development - Land South Of Model Village Creswell.  
 Reference: 16/00529/FUL     Status: In Progress
•  Proposed residential conversion to provide eleven apartments including  

 external and internal alterations with associated landscaping and car parking  
 and the provision of parking for the adjacent sport’s pitch.  

 Reference: 16/00294/FUL  Status: In Progress

11.2   CUMULATIVE LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT
11.2.1   The impacts on landscape character are described in section 7.  The proposed 
development is located in the LCA ‘Southern Magnesian Limestone - Limestone 
Farmlands’.  

11.2.2 The proposals are for the re-profiling of the existing mound at the former 
Creswell Colliery spoil tip, with the importation of inert waste and remediation to a 

11. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
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landscape that is fitting with the character of the general area.  

11.2.3 If the Whitwell Quarry application is permitted it would extend the 
operational time of the quarry to 2040, delaying the remediation works to restore 
the landscape to one that is characteristic of the local area.  Views of both of these 
areas are only available from the north when actually within the quarry site, so the 
influence of industrial activity is extremely prevalent.  The remediation of a former 
colliery tip to a more characteristic landscape would be highly beneficial  to offset the 
delay in remediating the quarry.  It is felt that the landscape can accommodate both 
developments with the beneficial impact of the remediation proposals.

11.2.4 The two other developments considered in the local area are residential.  
They both lie in the area of land between the proposed development site and the 
Model Village at the southern extent of Creswell.  If these were to be permitted it 
would extend the southern boundary of Creswell village closer to the development 
site, removing an area of derelict industrial land form the southern boundary of the 
village.  Remediation of the spoil tip to more characteristic grassland fields, with 
hedgerow field boundaries and woodland areas would create a unified landscape 
treatment to the south of Creswell, which would be considered a beneficial impact on 
the landscape character.

11.3   CUMULATIVE VISUAL ASSESSMENT
11.3.1   Given that the existing visual baseline contains the three neighbouring 
mounds, the remediation of the fourth of this ‘visual unit’ in the landscape, so long as 
it is undertaken sensitively, would not present undue impact on the visual resource.  
As described previously the slightly higher mound will make it slightly more visible in 
the local area but it will be a more characteristic feature and blend with the existing 
remediated mounds in the local landscape. 

11.3.2 The following section identifies the cumulative impacts of the proposed 
development with the three identified developments described above.  If there is 
no visual impact from the proposed remediation development then no cumulative 
assessment can be undertaken.

Cumulative Visual Effects:  Landscape Designations

Cumulative Visual Effects:  Country Park
11.3.3   The effects on Poulter Country Park are described in sections 4 and 8.  The 
cumulative developments are not expected to have any visual impact on Poulter 

Country Park as they are screened by the existing, remediated spoil tips close to 
Creswell.

Cumulative Visual Effects:  SSSI (and Scheduled Monuments)
11.3.4   The effects on Creswell Crags are described in sections 4 and 8.  There are 
no predicted impacts from the proposed development on Creswell Crags visually.
 

Cumulative Visual Effects:  Registered Park and Gardens
11.3.5   The effects on Welbeck Abbey Registered Park and Gardens are described in 
sections 4 and 8.  Welbeck Abbey is also predicted to experience no impacts visually 
from the proposed development.

Cumulative Visual Effects:  Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings
11.3.6   The effects on Creswell Conservation Area, the only area locally anticipated 
to experience impacts of the development, are described in sections 4 and 8.  The 
proposed housing developments will have an impact on the Creswell Conservation 
area by extending the settlement of Creswell to the south.  The proposed development 
to remediate the former colliery tip would have a beneficial impact and help to lessen 
the impact of the cumulative developments by creating a more characteristic boundary 
to the potentially larger settlement.

Cumulative Visual Effects:  Visual Resource

Cumulative Visual Effects:  Residential Receptors
11.3.7   The effects on residential receptors are described in sections 4 and 8.  The 
proposed development at Whitwell Quarry, due to proximity, is unlikely to create 
cumulative impacts on residential receptors.  

11.3.8 The proposed housing developments to the south of Creswell will create 
impacts on local residential receptors, in particular Creswell (including the Model 
Village), Elmton and some isolated farmsteads.  

11.3.9 From the wider settlements, the proposed housing developments would 
increase the apparent size of Creswell and extend it further south into the rural 
landscape.  The restoration of the former colliery tip would remove some of the 
derelict industrial land that currently forms the southern boundary to Creswell, as 
views from Elmton, creating a beneficial impact to visual amenity.



Former Creswell Colliery (tips 4 and 5),  Creswell
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment            Revision A November 2016 26

10.3.10 Views from the south of Creswell, once the proposed housing is built, will 
be generally screened from the wider landscape by the introduction of new built 
form.  This has the potential to reduce the visibility of the proposed development site.  
There are not expected to be any significant adverse cumulative impacts on residential 
receptors.

Cumulative Visual Effects:  Road Receptors
11.3.11   The effects on road receptors are described in sections 4 and 8.  Road 
receptors are generally unaffected by the proposed developments as they will not be 
visible at the same time.  The A616, where the proposed site entrance would be, would 
experience views of site traffic using the entrance road, but the existing mounds and 
vegetation screen both the quarry and housing sites.

11.3.12 Frithwood Lane is the only road receptor likely to experience views of both 
the proposed development and the housing proposals.  This will be a similar experience 
to Elmton, where Creswell will extend further into the rural landscape, closer to the 
existing mounds.  The removal of a large area of derelict industrial land that forms the 
southern extent of the village and the transitional landscape between urban form and 
rural land will be a beneficial impact on visual amenity, creating a definitive boundary to 
the village.

Cumulative Visual Effects:  Public Right of Way Receptors
11.3.13   The effects on public right of way receptors are described in sections 4 and 
8.    PRoW receptors will be affected by the proposed developments in two main 
groups.  Firstly the quarry proposals will affect the PRoW network to the north of the 
development site,  the proposed housing developments will affect the PRoW network 
to the west.

11.3.14 PRoW receptors to the north, especially FP74, where views of the proposed 
development site will be visible, will experience cumulative impacts of both the quarry 
extension, the housing developments and the proposed remediation works.  Views 
from here will experience the extension of Creswell south towards the proposed 
site, the removal of derelict industrial land and finally the restoration of a more 
characteristic landscape for the former colliery tip. 

11.3.15 The PRoW receptors to the west are arguably the more sensitive receptors 
to the cumulative developments.  They are generally in closer proximity to both 
developments and include a long distance route, the Archaeological Way.  Views from 

the west will experience, again, the extension of Creswell towards the south and the 
removal of a large area of derelict industrial land.  The proposed remediation works 
to the colliery tip are deemed to have a beneficial impact on the visual amenity of 
receptors to the west by creating a more characteristic transitional landscape between 
the wider rural landscape and the urban edge of Creswell.

11.3.16 No significant impacts are expected for recreational route users.

11.4   CUMULATIVE CONCLUSIONS
11.4.1   The change in the landscape resource is expected to be limited.  The 
removal of derelict industrial land is considered extremely beneficial if future housing 
development is to be permitted.  No significant adverse cumulative landscape impacts 
are expected.

11.4.2 The proposed development would have a similarly beneficial visual impact 
when taken into account with potential housing development south of Creswell.  
Removing derelict industrial land from the edge of the village and creating a locally 
characteristic landscape at this transitional zone would improve the context of the 
residential area.  

11.4.3  No significant impacts are expected in relation to road or recreational route 
receptors.
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12.0.1 DSA Environment + Design Ltd was commissioned to undertake and 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) of a proposed colliery restoration 
through the disposal of inert waste (landfill) at the former Creswell Colliery, 
Derbyshire.

12.0.2  The LVIA follows standard procedure. It assesses the ways in which the 
proposed developments would have an effect on the existing landscape character and 
visual amenity of receptors in the surrounding area.

12.0.3 The proposal is for a former colliery tip restoration development through the 
disposal of inert waste (landfill).   The applicant is seeking to import 150,000 tonnes of 
inert waste over a three year period plus soil making materials for the final cover.   The 
inert waste will be used to fill the remaining ponds and create the domed profile. 

12.0.4   The site is approximately 14 hectares of former colliery spoil tip, that has 
previously been used for the treatment of saline mine water through a series of 
lagoons and settlement ponds, some of which have been infilled for health and safety 
reasons.   The site itself is generally rectangular in shape.  It is one of four spoil tips 
locally, the only one yet to be restored fully, and is currently the smallest of the group.   
The site lies at approximately 90-100m AOD. 

12.0.5 The site lies within NCA 30:  Southern Magnesian Limestone, which covers 
most of the 4km study area.  NCA 49:  Sherwood is the nearest different NCA at 
some 3km away to the east.

12.0.6 Beyond the sites, the landscape is characterised by a nucleated settlement 
pattern, with small villages such as Elmton and Whaley, set within a rural landscape.  
Superimposed on this rural landscape are the impacts of modern development and 
deep coal mining.  All the pits have now closed, but the remaining pits heaps and 
associated infrastructure are a legacy of this industry.  The existing Whitwell Quarry is 
a dominant feature on local mapping and within the wider landscape.

12.0.7  The site is generally typical of the local character, in form rather than land use.  
The topography locally is, generally,undulating with some deeply incised valleys (known 
as grips), but the derelict industrial landscape is much less dominant in the area.  Local 
vegetation, but mainly topography prevent views of the site from the west and most of 
the south.

12.0.8 Due to this very restricted zone of visibility the representative viewpoints 
chosen for this assessment exercise are focussed to the north and west, with proximal 
views available from the east. 

12.0.9  Landscape impacts are predicted to be negligible at most, with aspirations to
create a slight beneficial effect in time, through landscape mitigation and management. 
The proposal and mitigation affect only the immediate area of Landscape Character 
Area  ‘Southern Magnesian Limestone: Limestone Farmlands’ and in time a beneficial 
impact is expected. 

12.0.10 Measures such as a detailed landscape scheme and landscape management 
plan are suggested to minimise the impacts of the proposed development, on both 
landscape character and visual amenity. It is anticipated that these measures can be 
adequately secured by landscape conditions attached to a planning consent.  A number 
of heritage assets lie within the study area. None of which are expected to experience 
significant impacts.  The most important of these, Creswell Crags (one of the most 
heavily protected archaeological and geological sites in Britain) would experience no 
landscape impacts from the proposed development.

12.0.11   Visual impacts are predicted to be slight/ negligible adverse, and this is not 
considered significant.   The impacts are expected to reduce to no adverse impacts 
following completion of works and further potential for beneficial impacts with the 
implementation of the mitigation proposals.

12.0.12 There are considered to be no adverse residual impacts, and when the 
proposed development is taken into consideration with other development in the area 
(mainly housing), it is considered to have beneficial impacts in both landscape and visual 
terms.

12.0.13 Mitigation proposals include the conservation of the existing boundary 
vegetation, re-establishment of existing grassland habitat and the compartmentalisation 
of the internal site using hedgerows and woodland, similar to the adjacent mounds and 
wider landscape.

12. CONCLUSIONS
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The assessment process aims to establish the following:
•  A clear understanding of the site and its wider landscape setting, identifying its 
landscape character, value and sensitivity to the development proposed;
•  The nature of the development proposals and or any mitigation measures;
•  The potential direct and indirect effects of the proposals on the landscape resource 
(i.e.  landscape elements and character);
•  The potential effects on visual receptors; and
•  Conclusions concerning the residual effects of the development proposal.

The process follows a standard approach:

•  Establishment of existing baseline conditions (i.e. the character, quality and value of 
the landscape resource, and preliminary identification of the type and location of visual 
receptors);
•  Description of the proposal including any preliminary measures included to mitigate 
potential impacts;
•  Assessment of the sensitivity of the landscape resource and of visual receptors to 
the development as proposed;
•  Identification of potential impacts on the existing baseline i.e. on the landscape 
resource and on visual receptors through desk study and through field appraisal;
•  Prediction/quantification of changes to the existing baseline i.e. the magnitude of 
effects and assessment of their significance on the landscape resource and on visual 
receptors; and
•  Identification of further mitigation and/or enhancement measures if practicable.

The approach and methodology used in this assessment are based on a synthesis of 
guidance offered by a range of sources, tailored to the requirements of the project. The 
following publications are of particular relevance:

•  ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment’ (Landscape Institute and the 
Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment, third edition 2013.)  (GLVIA3);
•  ‘The Guidelines for Environmental Impact Assessment’ (Institute for Environment 
Management and Assessment, 2004),
•  ‘Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment Guidance’ (Natural England and 
Defra, 2014) which replaces ‘Landscape Character Assessment: Guidance for England and 
Scotland’, (Countryside Agency and Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) 2002); and
•  Landscape Character Assessment Guidance for England and Scotland:  Topic Paper 

6 - Techniques and Criteria for Judging Capacity and Sensitivity’  (Countryside Agency 
(now Natural England)/SNH, )

Landscape and visual effects of development are key aspects for assessment through 
the EIA process. Landscape and visual effects are assessed through separate but linked 
procedures. The assessment of potential impacts on the landscape concern effects on 
an environmental resource i.e. the landscape. This underpins the assessment of visual 
effects, which are assessed as an interrelated effect on populations.

GLVIA advise that;
“An assessment of landscape effects deals with the effects of change and development on 
landscape as a resource.  The concern here is with how the proposal will affect the elements 
that make up the landscape, the aesthetic and perceptual aspects of the landscape and is 
distinctive character” (GLVIA3, Paragraph 5.1, page 70); and

“An assessment of visual effects deals with the effects of change and development on the 
views available to people and their visual amenity.  The concern here is with assessing how the 
surroundings of individuals or groups of people may be specifically affected by changes in the 
content and character of views as a result of the change or loss of existing elements of the 
landscape and/or introduction of new elements” (GLVIA3, Paragraph 6.1, page 98).

ASSESSMENT OF LANDSCAPE EFFECTS

Two main types of potential landscape effects are considered:

•  Effects on landscape fabric, that is the direct impacts of the development on the 
physical fabric of the landscape through losses of or additions to the range of elements 
(e.g forestry, pasture, trees, hedgerows) that together make up the landscape; and
•  Effects on landscape character, that is the indirect effects of the development on 
the character, quality and value of the landscape resource and the way in which it is 
experienced. Effects occur due to changes in the composition of the landscape as a 
result of the presence of the development, and are assessed in relation to identified 
landscape character types and designated areas and features of landscape value.

INTRODUCTION
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ESTABLISHMENT OF THE LANDSCAPE BASELINE

The establishment of the landscape baseline draws upon a desk study of previously 
published regional and local studies and on fieldwork within the local area.  It 
considers the individual elements and features that make up the landscape and their 
value and importance, and the characteristics that derive from individual elements 
(or combinations of elements) that make a particular contribution to the character 
of an area.  It also analyses the way in which these elements combine in distinctive 
and recognizable patterns of landform, land cover, land use and built development to 
create the character of the landscape.  These represent landscape receptors that may 
be directly or indirectly affected by the proposal.  Any special value or importance 
ascribed to the landscape and particular cultural and ecological interests and 
associations etc should also be established.

LANDSCAPE CHARACTER ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION

Analysis of the baseline information enables descriptions to be prepared of the 
existing landscape character of the site and surrounding area, including a classification, 
as appropriate, of the landscape into distinctive types or areas which share common 
features and characteristics. This may take account of or adapt from other landscape 
character assessments prepared for the area.

The relative value of a landscape needs to be considered as part of the assessment 
process.  Landscape value is concerned with the relative value or importance attached 
by the community or by society as a whole to different landscapes, which expresses 
national or local consensus, because of its overall quality or particular special qualities 
(such as scenic beauty, tranquillity, wildness, cultural and ecological associations).

Assessment of landscape quality currently combines judgements concerning the 
physical state/strength of landscape structure, character/intactness of a landscape, 
together with judgements on the condition or state of repair of individual features or 
elements that contribute to character. However other considerations may also be of 
relevance such as distinctiveness, sense of place, appropriateness of management, and 
the presence of features worthy of conservation. 

A landscape of high quality is frequently also a highly valued landscape. However it is 
important to recognize other possibilities, including landscapes of lower quality in a 
broad context that may be highly valued locally.  GLVIA3 contains the following advice:
“A review of existing landscape designations is usally the starting point fin understanding 

landscape value, but the value attached to undesignated landscapes also needs to be carefully 
considered and individual elements of the landscape - such as trees, buildings or hedgerows - 
may also have value.  All need to be considered where relevant.”

Landscape value is among the factors that feed in to the subsequent evaluation 
of the sensitivity of a landscape to accommodate change arising from a particular 
development, without detrimental effects on character.  Landscape sensitivity is 
discussed further below.

NATURE OF THE LANDSCAPE RESOURCE (SENSITIVITY)

The sensitivity of the landscape resource to the proposed development will vary with 
existing land use, the pattern and scale of the landscape, visual enclosure/openness 
of views and distribution of visual receptors, the scope for mitigation that would 
be in character with the landscape, and the value placed on the landscape by local 
communities and by society in general. Evaluation of sensitivity will reflect the quality, 
value, contribution to landscape character of key elements or characteristics of the 
landscape, and the extent to which they can be replaced or substituted.

The sensitivity of landscape receptors reflects a combination of their susceptibility to 
the type of change or development proposed and the value attached to the landscape.

Current advice suggests that a landscapes ‘susceptibility to change’ is based on 
judgements about “the ability of the landscape receptor (whether it be the overall character 
or quality/condition of a particular landscape type or area, or an individual element and/
or feature, or a particular aesthetic and perceptual aspect) to accommodate the proposed 
development without undue consequences for the maintenance of the baseline situation and/
or the achievement of landscape planning policies or strategies” (GLVIA3, paragraph 5.40, 
page 88).

Sensitivity is not absolute and is likely to vary according to the existing landscape, 
the nature of the proposed development and the type of change being considered. 
The revised ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment’ (GLVIA3) 
note at paragraph 5.39 that ‘Landscape receptors need to be assessed firstly in terms of 
their sensitivity, combining judgements of their susceptibility to the type of change and the 
value attached to the landscape.  In LVIA sensitivity is...specific to the particular project or 
development that is being proposed and to the location in question’.
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As a general guide, the criteria used in this assessment to assess magnitude of 
predicted effects on the landscape resource are set out as follows:

The document Landscape Character Assessment Guidance for England and Scotland: 
Topic Paper 6 – Techniques and Criteria for Judging Capacity and Sensitivity 
(Countryside Agency (now Natural England) /SNH) provides further guidance on the 
assessment of sensitivity.

NATURE OF LANDSCAPE EFFECTS (MAGNITUDE)

As GLVIA3 notes in paragraph 5.48,  ‘Each effect on landscape receptors needs to be 
assessed in terms of its size or scale, the geographical extent of the area influenced, and its 
duration and reversibility.’  As such there is no standard methodology for quantifying the 
scale or magnitude of relative effects on the landscape due to the amount of variation 
between the aforementioned criteria.  As a general guide, the criteria used in this 
assessment to assess magnitude of predicted effects on the landscape resource are set 
out as follows:

High sensitivity landscapes
e.g. Internationally designated/ recognized landscape/ feature important / highly valued components of the 
landscape or landscapes of particularly distinctive character and without detracting features, vulnerable to 
relatively small changes.

High/Medium sensitivity landscapes
e.g Nationally designated / recognised landscape /feature. Strong landscape structure, distinctive 
characteristics, patterns, balanced combinations of landform and land cover with some detracting features 
and tolerant of some change.

Medium sensitivity landscapes
e.g County/locally designated/ recognized landscape/ feature
Recognisable landscape structure, characteristics, patterns and combinations of landform and land cover 
moderately valued characteristics with some detracting features and reasonably tolerant of changes.

Medium/Low sensitivity landscapes
e.g Non designated landscape but locally valued components/ features
Weak landscape structure, partly degraded with frequent detractors and potentially tolerant of significant 
changes.

Low sensitivity landscapes
e.g Non designated landscape, very weak or degraded structure, extensive detracting features and tolerant of 
substantial change.

High
Major alteration to or loss of key landscape features or elements of the baseline that are important to 
character, introduction of features/elements totally uncharacteristic or uncharacteristic of the area.

High/Medium 
Major alteration to or loss of one or more key landscape features or elements of the baseline that are 
important to character resulting from the development, introduction of features/elements substantially 
uncharacteristic of the area.

Medium 
Noticeable alteration to or loss of one or more key landscape features or elements of the baseline that are 
important to character, introduction of features or elements that are not substantially uncharacteristic of the 
area.

Medium/Low 
Minor alteration to or loss of one or more key landscape features or elements of the baseline that are 
important to character, introduction of features or elements that are characteristic or not uncharacteristic 
of the area.

Low 
Very minor alteration to or loss of to one or more key landscape features or elements of the baseline that 
are important to character, introduction of features or elements that are characteristic or uncharacteristic of 
the surrounding landscape.
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ASSESSMENT OF LANDSCAPE SIGNIFICANCE

The assessment of significance of effects on landscape fabric and on landscape 
character is based on the combined consideration of all of the factors considered 
in assessing the sensitivity of the receptor and the magnitude of change upon it. For 
physical effects on landscape fabric, this includes the value and quality of the landscape 
element, the extent to which it would be altered or removed, and the potential for/
appropriateness of mitigation. For indirect effects on landscape character, the factors 
considered include quality, value, and existing landscape character, physical separation 
(intervening distance) between the development and the receptor and the extent to 
which the receptor would be affected. 

A significance matrix (shown below, Figure 1)  is a graphic representation of the 
approach to assessment of significance based on a combined consideration of the 
sensitivity of the receptor and the magnitude of change upon it.  The matrix is a 
general guide to the assessment process; it should not be regarded as prescriptive.  
Those effects judged by the assessor to be of ‘very substantial’, very substantial/ 
substantial’ or ‘substantial’ significance may be regarded as analogous with ‘likely 
significant impacts’ as referred to in the ‘Town and Country Planning Environmental 
Impact Assessment (England and Wales) Regulations 2011’.

ASSESSMENT OF VISUAL EFFECTS

Potential visual effects concern the effects that the development may have on views 
from within the study area, including changes that would occur in the composition and 
character of the views of visual receptors such as local residents and those viewing the 
site from roads, amenity locations and other recreational resources in the vicinity.  

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE VISUAL BASELINE

The establishment of the visual baseline draws upon a desk study of topographic and 
Ordnance Survey information, intially to create a digital ‘Zone of Theoretical Visibility’ 
(ZTV).   This computer generated model uses 3D ‘bare earth’ (not taking into account 
screening from built form or vegetation) contour data to create a landform and 
projects colour onto areas where the proposed development would be theoretically 
visible.   This model helps to identify the initial extent of visibility.

Within the ZTV the people who may be affected (visual receptors) by the propsed 
development and intial views and viewpoints are identified.  Viewpoints are generally 
selected through discussion with the competent authority, but are verified through 
fieldwork to confirm, or otherwise, visibility.

Viewpoints selected for inclusion in the assessment and for illustration of the visual 
effects fall broadly into three groups:

• Representative Viewpoints, selected to represent the experience of different types 
of visual receptor, where larger numbers of viewpoints cannot all be included 
individually and where the significant effects are unlikely to differ - for example, 
certain points may be chosen to represent the views of users of particualr public 
footpaths and bridleways;

• Specific Viewpoints, chosen because they are key to and sometimes promoted 
viewpoints within the landscape, including for example specific local visitor 
attractions, viewpoints in areas of particularly noteworthy visual and/ or 
recreational amenity such as landscapes with statutory landscape designations, or 
viewpoints withi particular cultural landscape associations;

• Illustrative Viewpoints, chosen specifically to demonstrate a particular effect or 
specific issues, which might, for example, be the restricted visibility at certain 
locations.
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NATURE OF VISUAL RECEPTORS (SENSITIVITY)

‘It is important to remember at the outset that visual receptors are all people.  Each visual 
receptor, meaning the particular person or group of people likely to be affected at a specific 
viewpoint, should be assessed in terms of both their susceptibility to change in views and visual 
amenity and also the value attached to particular views.’ (GLVIA3,  Paragraph 6.31, Page 
113) These factors may be expressed in terms of:

•  The value of the view/viewpoint – which reflects the intrinsic character and scenic 
qualities of its location and context.  Where recognised through the designation of 
an area (such as a National Park or AONB), value is increased, while the presence of 
detracting features in a view will generally reduce value.  Higher value views are likely to 
be more sensitive to change;
•  The importance of the viewpoint – as indicated by some form of recognition, for 
example as noted in a guide book, marked on a map or indicated on the ground by a 
sign or other visible feature.  The provision of facilities e.g seating, parking, footpath 
may also indicate a location of higher importance.  Views gained from locations where 
people gather in the outdoors may also be of higher importance; and
•  The nature of the viewer and their expectations, occupations and activities when 
experiencing the view.  High sensitivity viewers/viewpoints include those where the 
attention of users may be focused on the landscape e.g from public rights of way and 
other outdoor recreational facilities, and from residential properties. Viewers in cars 
and trains are considered to be of relatively lower sensitivity due to the transient 
moving nature of the view.

The levels of sensitivity assessed for individual visual receptors reflect a particular 
combination of these factors as evaluated for individual receptors. Views from 
residential properties have been included in the ‘high’ sensitivity category for the 
purposes of impact assessment as they represent an important aspect of the visual 
amenity of local people. However the key issue is whether the proposal would 
unacceptably affect amenities and the existing use of land and buildings that ought to 
be protected in the public interest.

The following descriptors are intended to indicate the overall approach to the 
classification of the relative sensitivity of visual receptors:

NATURE OF VISUAL EFFECTS (MAGNITUDE)

There is no standard methodology for quantifying the scale or magnitude of visual 
effects. GLVIA3 advises at paragraph 6.38 that ‘each of the visual effects identified needs to 
be evaluated in terms of its size or scale, the geographical extent of the area influenced, and 
its duration and reversibility.’  It continues to explain the magnitude should be quantified 
with reference to the scale of change in the view, the degree of contrast or integration 
of any new features, the duration and nature of effects, the angle of view in relation 
to the main activity of the receptor, viewing distance and the extent of the area over 
which changes would be visible.

The factors that influence the visual effects of development fall into five main 
categories. These are:

•  The attributes of the landscape in which the development is sited i.e. the presence or 
absence of landscape features and the scale /enclosure of the landscape within the field 
of view;
•  The design (including materials) and siting of the development itself;
•  The atmospheric conditions prevalent at the time of viewing;
•  The distance of the viewer; and
•  The perceptions of the viewer.

There is general agreement that the visual impact of development reduces with 
increasing viewing distance. The magnitude of visual impact at any given distance will 
vary according to a range of factors, including the scale and massing of the 

High sensitivity visual receptors
residential properties, public rights of way and other outdoor recreational facilities where the attention of 
users may be focused on the landscape.

High/Medium sensitivity visual receptors
minor roads, lanes by users travelling through the local area at slower speeds.

Medium sensitivity visual receptors
‘A’ and ‘B’ roads routes by users travelling through or past the local area at speed; outdoor sporting and 
recreational facilities; outdoor working environments.

Medium/Low sensitivity visual receptors
Motorways and trunk roads.

Low sensitivity visual receptors
industrial plants, working environments (indoor), prisons.
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development, the presence of other features in the view that draw the eye, and 
the extent to which views of the development from the viewpoint in question are 
obstructed or filtered by intervening landform or by landscape elements such as trees, 
woodlands, hedgerows or by built structures. Atmospheric conditions may also affect 
the extent to which a development may be visible in the view. Comments concerning 
visibility conditions and viewing distance reflect the following Meteorological Office 
guidance:  (http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/guide/weather/symbols#visibility)

Visibility Conditions distance bands:

Very Poor   Less than 1000m
Poor    1000m to 4000m
Moderate   4km to 10km
Good    10km to 20km
Very Good   20km to 40km
Excellent   40km plus

The relationship between viewing distance and field of view is an important 
consideration, and one that affects the proportion of a field of view that is occupied by 
a development in relation to other features. As distance increases, the relative size of 
the development reduces and a broader area is viewed in which peripheral landscape 
features occupy more of the view and so compete for the attention of the viewer.

The criteria used in this assessment to assess magnitude of predicted visual effects are 
set out as follows:

Visual effects are sometimes, normall where requested by the competent authority, 
predicted by reference to the likely appearance of the development in the landscape 
using computer generated photomontages of the proposed development when viewed 
from the selected viewpoints, and field assessment of the local landscape.

ASSESSMENT OF VISUAL SIGNIFICANCE

The assessment of significance of visual effects is based on the combined consideration 
of all of the factors considered in assessing the sensitivity of the receptor and the 
magnitude of change in the view.   A significance matrix (shown at the end of the 
landscape effects section, Figure 1) is a graphic representation of the approach to 
assessment of significance based on a combined consideration of the sensitivity of the 
receptor and the magnitude of change upon it.  The matrix is a general guide to the 
assessment process; it should not be regarded as prescriptive.

Those effects judged by the assessor to be of ‘very substantial’, very substantial– 
substantial’ or ‘substantial’ significance may be regarded as analogous with ‘likely 
significant impacts’ as referred to in the ‘Town and Country Planning Environmental 
Impact Assessment (England and Wales) Regulations 2011’.

High
Major permanent/long term change in the existing view, change very apparent involving high level of change 
in character and composition of baseline i.e. pre-development view.

High/Medium
Major-medium permanent/long term change in the existing view, change apparent involving high –medium 
level of change in character and composition of baseline i.e. pre-development view.

Medium 
Medium permanent/long term change in the existing view, change noticeable involving medium level of 
change in character and composition of baseline i.e. pre-development view.

Medium/Low 
Medium-minor permanent/long term change in baseline i.e. pre-development view change will be 
distinguishable involving medium-low level of change in character and composition of baseline i.e. pre-
development view.

Low 
Minor permanent/long term change in baseline i.e. pre-development view - change will be distinguishable 
from the surroundings whilst composition and character of view, although altered will be broadly similar to 
pre-change circumstances.
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ASSESSMENT OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Assessment of cumulative effects is required by both the EIA and SEA Directives and 
by the associated Regulations.  Cumulative effects have been defined in a broad and 
generic sense as ‘impacts that result from incremental changes caused by other past, present 
or reasonably foreseeable actions together with the project’ (Hyder, 1999: 7).

GLVIA3 guidance highlights some, now, widely used guidance on definitions for 
cumulative effects, originated in Scotland for the assessment of windfarms.  This defines:

• Cumualtive Effects as ‘the additional changes caused by a proposed development 
in conjunction with other similar developments or as the combined effect of a set of 
developments, taken together’ (SNH, 2012:4);

• Cumulative Landscape Effects as effects that ‘can impact on either the physical 
fabric or character of the landscape, or any special values attached to it’ (SNH, 
2012:10);

• Cumulative Visual Effects as effects that can be caused by combined visibility, 
which ‘occurs where the observer is able to see two or more developments from one 
viewpoint’ and/or sequential effects which ‘occur when the observer has to move to 
another viewpoint to see different developments’ (SNH, 2012:11)

SCOPE OF CUMULATIVE ASSESSMENT

Although the broad definitions above are widely adopted, there are different 
interpretations of what should be included in a cumulative effects assessment.  It is 
always important to remember that the emphasis of EIA is on likely significant effects, 
rather than on comprehensive cataloguing of every conceivable effect that might occur.
Of greater importance for LVIA are the cumulative landscape and visual effects that 
may result from an individual project that is being assessed interacting with the effects 
of other propsed developments in the area.  The two key questions are:

• What types of cumulative effect should be considered - should they only be those 
from projects of the same type as the main project under consideration or include 
those from other types of development in the vicinity?

• What past, present or future proposals should be considered, either for the same 
or different types of development?

APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE ASSESSMENT

Generally, the approach to assessment of cumulative effects is the same as for the 
assessment of site specific landscape and visual effects in that the significance of 
landscape and visual effect is determined by establishing a baseline, assessing the nature 
of the landscape or visual receptor (sensitivity), and the nature of change (magnitude). 
The resulting level of effect may be described as ‘not significant’ or ‘significant’ in terms 
of the EIA regulations.
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GLOSSARY
This glossary defines the meanings given to these terms as used in the context of this 
report.  The definitions provided have been taken from GLVIA3.

Baseline Studies
Work done to determine and describe the environmental conditions against which any 
future changes can be measured or predicted and assessed.

Characteristics
Elements, or combinations of elements, which make a contribution to distinctive 
landscape character.

Compensation
Measures devised to offset or compensate for residual adverse effects which cannot be 
prevented/avoided or further reduced.

Designated Landscape
Areas of landscape identified as being of importance at international, national or local 
levels, either defined by statute or identified in development plans or other documents.

Direct Effect
An effect that is directly attributable to the proposed development.

Effect
The result of an action being taken or the change within an existing view or landscape 
resulting from the impact e.g the construction of a development forming a new and 
dominant element within a view

Elements
Individual parts which make up the landscape, such as, for example, trees, hedges and 
buildings.

Enhancement
Proposals that seek to improve the landscape resource and the visual amenity of the 
proposed development site and its wider setting, over and above its baseline condition.

Feature
Particularly prominent or eye-catching elements in the landscape, such as tree clumps, 
church towers of wooded skylines OR a particluar aspect of the project proposal.

Heritage
The historic environment and especially valued assets and qualities such as historic 
buildings and cultural traditions.

Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC)
Historic characterisation is the identification and interpretation of the historic 
dimension of the present-day landscape or townscape within a given area.

Impact
The action being taken;  e.g.  The felling of trees

Indirect Effect
Effects that result indirectly from the proposed project as a consequence of the 
direct effects, often occurring away from the site, or as a result of a sequence of 
interrelationships of a complex pathway.  They may be separated by distance or time 
from the source of the effects.

Iterative Design Process
The process by which project design is amended and improved by successive stages of 
refinement which respond to growing understanding of environmental issues.

Key Characteristics
Combinations of elements which are particularly important to the current character of 
the landscape and help to give an area its particularly distinctive sense of place.

Landform
The shape and form of the land surface which has resulted from combinations of 
geology, geomorphology, slope, elevation and physical processes.

Landscape
‘Landscape is an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action 
and interaction of natural and/or human factors’ (Council of Europe, 2000)  This is the 
definition adopted by the European Landscape Convention used in GLVIA3.

Landscape Character
A distinct, recognisable and consistent pattern of elements in the landscape that make 
one landscape different from another, rather than better or worse.
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Landscape Character Areas (LCAs) or Regional Character Areas (RCAs)
These are single unique areas which are the discrete geographical areas of a particular 
landscape type.

Landscape Character Assessment 
The process of identifying and describing variation in the character of the landscape, 
and using this information to assist in managing change in the landscape.  It seeks 
to identify and explain the unique combinations of elements and features that make 
landscapes distinctive.  The process results in the production of a Landscape Character 
Assessment.

Landscape Character Types (LCTs)
These are distinct types of landscape that are relatively homogeneous in character.  
They are generic in nature in that they may occur in different areas in different parts 
of the country, but wherever they occur they share broadly similar combinations of 
geology, topography, drainage patterns, vegetation, historical land use and settlement 
pattern, and perceptual and aesthetic attributes.

Landscape Effects
Effects on the landscape as a resource in its own right.

Landscape Quality (condition)
A measure of the physical state of the landscape.  It may include the extent to which 
typical character is represented individual areas, the intactness of the landscape and the 
condition of individual elements.

Landscape Receptors
Defined aspects of the landscape resource that have the potential to be affected by the 
proposal.

Landscape Value
The relative value that is attached to different landscape by society.   A landscape may 
be valued by different stakeholders for a whole variety of reasons.

Magnitude (of effect)
A term that combines judgements about the size and scale of the effects, the extent of 
the area over which it occurs, whether it is reversible or irreversible and whether it is 
of short or long term in duration.

Photomontage
A visualisation which superimposes a computer-generated image of a proposed 
development upon a photograph or series of photographs.

Sensitivity
A term applied to specific receptors, combining judgements of the susceptibility of the 
receptor to the specific type of change or development proposed and the value related 
to that receptor.

Significance
A measure of the importance or gravity of the environmental effect, defined by 
significance criteria specific to the environmental topic.

Susceptibility
The ability of a defined landscape or visual receptor to accommodate the specific 
proposed development without undue negative consequences.

Time Depth
Historical layering - the idea of the landscape as a ‘palimpsest’, or much written-over 
manuscript.

Visual Amenity
The overall ‘pleasantness’ of the views people enjoy of their surroundings, which 
provides an attractive visual setting or backdrop for the enjoyment of activities of the 
people living, working, recreating, visiting or travelling through an area.

Visual Effects
Effects on specific views and on the general visual amenity experienced by people.

Visual Receptors
Individuals and/or groups of people with the potential to be affected by a proposal.

Visualisation
A computer simulation, photomontage or other technique illustrating the predicted 
appearance of a development.

Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV)
A map, usually digitally produced, showing the area of land within which a development 
is theoretically visible, based on ‘bare earth’ contour data.
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magic.gov.uk website and Historic England's National Heritage List for 
England.  
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Reference:  1045900
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NOTES:
1. National Character Area based on information from MAGIC.gov.uk 
and National Character Area Profiles produced by Natural England.
2.  Local Landscape Character Assessment areas and types from 'The 
Landscape Character of Derbyshire - Derbyshire County Council 2014' 
and 'Bassetlaw Landscape Character Assessment - Bassetlaw District 
Council 2009.'
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Visibility may change during the seasons.
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Viewpoint 1: Whitwell FP73 Limestone Quarry 

Date taken: 13th September 2016
Time taken: 08:44

Height of camera: 1.7m
OS Grid Reference: SK 52820 75580

Direction of View: South south west
Field of View: 34 ° 

Viewing Distance: 500mm approximately. 
@ A4

‘Mound A’

‘Mound B’ Creswell and Model Village
Approximate extent of 
development site



Viewpoint 1:  Whitwell FP73 Limestone Quarry

Direction of View: South south west
Field of View: 187 °

Image type: Panorama

Viewpoint 2:  B6042 near Creswell Crags

Direction of View:  South west
Field of View: 95 °

Image type: Panorama

‘Mound A’

Scarcliffe Park
Creswell

Creswell‘Mound B’

Crags Industrial Estate

Clowne

Markland Plantation



Viewpoint 2: B6042 near Creswell Crags

Date taken: 13th September 2016
Time taken: 09:23

Height of camera: 1.7m
OS Grid Reference: SK 53054 74282

Direction of View: South west
Field of View: 34 ° 

Viewing Distance: 500mm approximately. 
@ A4

‘Mound A’

Approximate extent of development site

Crags Industrial Estate



Viewpoint 3: PRoW Elmoton BW22 Grange Farm

Date taken: 13th September 2016
Time taken: 13:15

Height of camera: 1.7m
OS Grid Reference: SK 49913 74062

Direction of View: South east east
Field of View: 34 ° 

Viewing Distance: 500mm approximately. 
@ A4

‘Mound B’

‘Mound C’

Creswell Camp Hill Approximate extent of 
development site

‘The Oaks’



Viewpoint 3:  PRoW Elmoton BW22 Grange Farm

Direction of View: South east east
Field of View: 187 °

Image type: Panorama

Viewpoint 4:  PRoW Elmton FP10 Model Village

Direction of View: South
Field of View: 95 °

Image type: Panorama

‘Mound A’

Creswell PRoW BW22

PRoW FP10

Whitwell Quarry 
Chimney

Markland and 
Hollinhill Grips

Approximate extent of development site



Viewpoint 4: PRoW Elmton FP10 Model Village

Date taken: 13th September 2016
Time taken: 07:43

Height of camera: 1.7m
OS Grid Reference: SK 52215 73663

Direction of View: South
Field of View: 34 ° 

Viewing Distance: 500mm approximately. 
@ A4



Viewpoint 5: Junction of PRoW Elmton FP8 and Frithwood Lane 

Date taken: 13th September 2016
Time taken: 12:30

Height of camera: 1.7m
OS Grid Reference: SK 51600 73400

Direction of View: South east east
Field of View: 34 ° 

Viewing Distance: 500mm approximately. 
@ A4

‘Mound A’
‘Mound B’

‘Mound C’

Approximate extent of development site



Viewpoint 5:  Junction of PRoW Elmton FP8 and Frithwood Lane

Direction of View: South east east
Field of View: 187 °

Image type: Panorama

Viewpoint 6:  Junction of PRoW Elmton FP6/ BW9 Frithwood Farm

Direction of View: North east
Field of View: 95 °

Image type: Panorama

Approximate extent of development site
‘Mound C’ PRoW BW9

Creswell Frith Wood PRoW FP8‘Mound C’



Viewpoint 6: Junction of PRoW Elmton FP6/ BW9 Frithwood Farm

Date taken: 13th September 2016
Time taken: 12:21

Height of camera: 1.7m
OS Grid Reference: SK 51966 72937

Direction of View: North east
Field of View: 34 ° 

Viewing Distance: 500mm approximately. 
@ A4



Viewpoint 7: Whaley Common

Date taken: 13th September 2016
Time taken: 14:39

Height of camera: 1.7m
OS Grid Reference: SK 51874 72006

Direction of View: North north east
Field of View: 34 ° 

Viewing Distance: 500mm approximately. 
@ A4

Approximate extent of development site

Frithwood Farm

Creswell

‘Mound C’

Whitwell Quarry chimney



Viewpoint 7:  Whaley Common

Direction of View: North north east
Field of View: 187 °

Image type: Panorama

‘Mound C’Mag Lane Frith Wood
Frithwood Farm
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CRESWELL COLLIERY

1022 007 A

REVISIONS:
-  Initial Issue:  7th October 2016.
A.  7th November 2016/bb.  Revised following design development team 
meeting.

NOTES:
1.  

KEY

Hedgerow replacement planting, with 
species to match existing, along 
section of the Frithwood Lane access 
road to restore field boundaries.

400m200m100m0m
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99m
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95m

90m

95m

100m

92m91m
93m

Strengthen existing boundary 
planting to screen views of the 
internal site from the railway line. 

Maintenance access

Strengthen existing boundary planting to screen views of the internal site 
from the south and west.  

Re-establish grassland habitat and 
encourage, by management, the 
recolonisation of scrub woodland 
species to create a ‘woodland edge’ 
landscape type.

Re-establish grassland habitat and encourage, by management, 
the recolonisation of scrub woodland species to create a 
‘woodland edge’ landscape type.  This will create a transitional 
landscape space between the rural and urban zones.

Translocation of grassland species, in line with ecological 
mitigation proposals, creates a grassland pasture with species 
found locally.  This grassland pasture, similar to those around it, 
becomes a more characteristic landscape type.  Woodland and 
scrub species to be avoided on higher areas of landform as 
this will increase the visual prominence of the mound.

Strengthen existing boundary 
planting to screen views of the 
internal site from the railway line. 

Replacement woodland and hedgerow planting to the northwest, 
where existing woodland is to be removed.  This creates a 
compartmentalised ‘field’ of a proportional size to the surrounding 
area and better intergrates the site with the local landscape 
character.
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Residential development | Land South Of Model 
Village Creswell.
LOCAL AUTHORITY:  Bolsover District Council
REFERENCE:  16/00529/FUL
PLANNING STATUS:  In Progress

Proposed residential conversion to provide eleven 
apartments including external and internal alterations with 
associated landscaping and car parking and the provision of 
parking for the adjacent sport's pitch.
LOCAL AUTHORITY:  Bolsover District Council
REFERENCE:  16/00294/FUL
PLANNING STATUS:  In Progress

Cumulative Development 
Boundaries

The extraction of dolomite from four extension areas, an 
extension to the duration of operations and revised 
restoration scheme at Whitwell Quarry
LOCAL AUTHORITY:  Derbyshire County Council
REFERENCE:  CMS/0416/4
PLANNING STATUS:  In Progress



APPENDIX M
CONCEPTUAL PHASING PLAN:      1022 009 A





All images taken by:  

DSA Environment + Design Ltd
20 Bath Street

Nottingham
NG1 1DF

0115 9818 745
www.dsa-ed.co.uk



 
 

 

APPENDIX D 



 
 
 
 
 

SITE CONDITION REPORT 
 
 

FORMER CRESWELL COLLIERY LAGOONS  
 
 

DECEMBER 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 



  IV.90.16.SC 

 

1.0 SITE DETAILS 
 

 

Name of the applicant 
 

Bolsover Properties  

Activity address 
 

Former Creswell Colliery Lagoons, Frithwood 
Lane, Creswell, Worksop, S80 4LT 

National grid reference 
 

SK 522 732 

 

Document reference and dates for Site 
Condition Report at permit application and 
surrender 
 

Appendix E to Application:  
A092146-1 17.10.16 Geo-Environmental 
Interpretative Report. Creswell Lagoon & 

Soakaway Testing. WYG. 
 

Document references for site plans (including 
location and boundaries) 
 

Appendix A to Permit Application 

 
Note: 
In Part A of the application form you must give us details of the site’s location and provide us 
with a site plan. We need a detailed site plan (or plans) showing: 
 

• Site location, the area covered by the site condition report, and the location and nature 
of the activities and/or waste facilities on the site. 

• Locations of receptors, sources of emissions/releases, and monitoring points. 

• Site drainage. 

• Site surfacing. 
 
If this information is not shown on the site plan required by Part A of the application form then 
you should submit the additional plan or plans with this site condition report.  
 
 

 

2.0 Condition of the land at permit issue 
 

Environmental setting including: 
 

• geology 

• hydrogeology 

• surface waters 
 

Solid Geology  
Bedrock underlying the site is the Cadeby 

Formation, described as 

“Dolostone, grey to buff grey, commonly 
oolitic or granular, with subordinate 
mudstone, dolomitic siltstone and 
sandstone.” 
The Cadeby Formation (Lower Magnesian 

Limestone) is underlain by the Lower 
Permian Marl. The Middle Coal Measures 

underlie the Lower Permian Marl.  
Site Specific Geology 

Made Ground: Within all exploratory holes 
between depths of 0.6mbgl to 1.9mbgl; 
typically comprising Black silty gravelly SAND. 

Gravel of fine to coarse angular to 
subrounded shale, mudstone and clinker 

overlying interbedded clay and sand lenses. 

 
Superficials:  Consisted of interbedded SAND 

and CLAY lenses in all trial pits between 
depths of 1.6 to 3.5mbgl. In general, the 

majority of trial pits around the northern 
lagoons encountered deposits comprising 
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soft to firm dark brown to black silty gravelly 
CLAY between depths of 1.0 and 2.8mbgl. 

Superficial deposits attributed to the 
weathered top of the Cadeby formation were 

encountered in exploratory trial pits TP07, 

TPO8, TPO9 and TP10 between 1.60- 
3.5mbgl, and were described as weathered 

limestone gravel in a clay or sand matrix. 
 

Solid Strata 
Bedrock (Dolostone) which was encountered 
at the base of all trial pits. 

 
Hydrogeology 

The solid strata is classified by the 
Environment Agency as a Principal Aquifer. 
 
Surface Water 
There are no significant surface water flows 
proximal to the site. The majority of the 
former lagoons have been backfilled. 

Pollution history including: 
 

• pollution incidents that may have affected 
land 

• historical land-uses and associated 
contaminants  

• any visual/olfactory evidence of existing 
contamination 

• evidence of damage to pollution prevention 
measures  

 

The site consists of a number drainage 
lagoons associated with Creswell Colliery.  
 
The lagoons have been partially backfilled by 
grading the banks and surrounding land into 
the voids. 
 
A small number of spoil heaps are noted on 
site. 
 
Surrounding land use includes railway lines, 
residential housing, sewage treatment and 
sports pitches. 

Evidence of historic contamination, for 
example, historical site investigation, 
assessment, remediation and verification 
reports (where available) 
 

Report referenced in section 1.0. 
 
No significant contamination reported in 
relation to the Public Open Space land 
use model. 

Baseline soil and groundwater reference data 
 

Report referenced in section 1.0. 

Supporting 
information 

• As above 

 
 

 

3.0 Permitted activities 
 

Permitted activities  
 

Historically – Coal mining 
 
This application: Recovery of waste on land 

Non-permitted activities undertaken 
 

N/A 

Document references for: 
 

• plan showing activity layout; and 

• environmental risk assessment. 
 
 

Appendices A & B to application for plans. 
 
Appendix F for Risk Assessments 

 
Note: 
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In Part B of the application form you must tell us about the activities that you will undertake at 
the site. You must also give us an environmental risk assessment.  This risk assessment must 
be based on our guidance (Environmental Risk Assessment - EPR H1) or use an equivalent 
approach. 
 
It is essential that you identify in your environmental risk assessment all the substances used 
and produced that could pollute the soil or groundwater if there were an accident, or if measures 
to protect land fail.  
 
These include substances that would be classified as ‘dangerous’ under the Control of Major 
Accident Hazards (COMAH) regulations and also raw materials, fuels, intermediates, products, 
wastes and effluents.  
 
If your submitted environmental risk assessment does not adequately address the risks to soil 
and groundwater we may need to request further information from you or even refuse your 
permit application. 
 
 



 

 
 

 

4.0 Changes to the activity 
 

 
Have there been any changes to the activity 
boundary? 
 

N/A  - to be reported during operations 

 
Have there been any changes to the 
permitted activities? 
 

N/A  - to be reported during operations 

 
Have any ‘dangerous substances’ not 
identified in the Application Site Condition 
Report been used or produced as a result of 
the permitted activities? 
 

N/A  - to be reported during operations 

Checklist of 
supporting 
information 

• N/A  - to be reported during operations 

 
 

 

5.0  Measures taken to protect land 
 

 
  
 

Checklist of 
supporting 
information 

• N/A  - to be reported during operations 

 
 

 

6.0 Pollution incidents that may have had an impact on land, and their 
remediation 
 

 
  
 

Checklist of 
supporting 
information 

• N/A  - to be reported post closure 

 



 

 

 

7.0 Soil gas and water quality monitoring (where undertaken) 
 

  
 

Checklist of 
supporting 
information 

• N/A  - to be reported during operations 

 



 

 

 

8.0 Decommissioning and removal of pollution risk 
 

 
  
 

Checklist of 
supporting 
information 

• N/A  - to be reported post closure 

 
 

 

9.0 Reference data and remediation (where relevant) 
 

  
 

Checklist of 
supporting 
information 

• N/A  - to be reported post closure 

 
 

 

10.0 Statement of site condition 
 

N/A  - to be reported post closure 
 
 

 



 
 

 

 

 
 

 

Creswell Lagoon and Soakaway Testing  
 

 

 

 

Welbeck Estates Company Ltd. 

October 2016 

Prepared on behalf of WYG Environment Planning Transport Limited. 
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1.0 Executive Summary 

Proposed 

Development 

It is proposed to cap the existing lagoons and landscape for the purpose of 

creating a local green space. 

Site Conditions 

The initial site investigation was carried out on 12th September 2016.  The 

site covers 11.6ha and is broadly rectangular is shape, comprising nine of 

the former Creswell Colliery Lagoons. The site is inactive and some of the 

lagoons in the northern part of the site have been partially backfilled; while 

others remain water filled or drained. 

Ground 

Investigation 

5 No. Soakaways and 11 trial pits were excavated across the site to a depth 

of 3.5mbgl. 

Ground Conditions 

The lagoons are constructed on the colliery spoil tip.  Geological plans do 

not show superficial deposits on site. Bedrock is the Cadeby Formation 
underlain by the Middle Coal Measures. Geological faults are present in the 

surrounding area.  

Contamination 

Assessment 

Soil samples were collected from trial pits at 0.5m depth intervals to a 

maximum depth of 3.5mbgl. 

Conclusions and 

Recommendations 

The soil infiltration rates calculated from the soakaway tests displayed an 

average site infiltration rate of 12.54E-05 m/s. Based on the results of the 

soakaway testing, soakaways are considered to be a viable drainage 

solution at this site. It is recommended that a design infiltration rate of 

11.27E-05 m/s is used. 

 

In general, all trial pit samples showed contaminant concentrations in 

compliance with the screening value criteria applicable to public open 

space.  

This sheet is intended as a summary of the assessment of the site in relation to ground 

contamination and geotechnical conditions.  It does not provide a definitive engineering analysis. 
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2.0 Introduction 

2.1 Instruction 

WYG Environment (WYG) were commissioned by Welbeck Estates Company Limited to conduct a 

ground investigation at the former Creswell Colliery Lagoon site. The ground investigation has been 

carried out in line with BS10175 [1] and BS5930 [2]. 

2.2 Scope of Services 

The investigation was undertaken to assess the use of soakaways as part of the drainage design and 

to assess contamination risk.  

The scope of the fieldwork programme included: 

 11 No. trial pits excavated utilising a JCB 3CX within the former lagoon area. 

 5 No. soakaway pits excavated along the proposed drainage route. 

 Geo-chemical analysis of samples recovered from the trial pits in the lagoon area 

to assess requirements for clean cover. 

2.3  Terms and Conditions 

Attention is drawn to the report conditions, included in Appendix A, and to the terms and conditions of 

the engagement. 
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3.0 Site Details 

3.1  General 

Site location and layout plans are included as Figures 1 and 2. 

3.2  Site Location 

The proposed development site is located off Colliery Road, approximately 0.8 miles south west from 

the Creswell centre. The main site entrance is located at the far end of Colliery Road which is secured 

by a barrier and fences. The site occupies an area of approximately 11.6 hectares. Salient site details 

are summarised in Table 1. 

Table 1: Site Location 

Site Address Colliery Road, Creswell, S80 3EL 

NGR (Centre of Site) 452270E, 373120N 

3.3  Site Description 

The site is broadly rectangular shape and occupies approximately 11.6ha. The site comprises nine 

disused lagoons from the former Creswell Colliery which are located across the centre and southern 

areas. The site entrance is located at the northern boundary of the site and ground conditions are 

characterised by hard standing concrete and self set vegetation. The lagoons are accessed along a 

gravel dirt track. The general topography of the site is relatively level from the entrance and becomes 

undulating due to soil mounds, embankments and settlement ponds.  

The six northernmost lagoons have been partially backfilled and are of a similar size and shape. The 

larger three irregular shaped lagoons are situated beyond an embankment lined with shrubs towards 

the southern boundary of the site. Vegetation is observed mostly along the site boundaries comprising 

tall grasses and well established trees with interspersed grass between the lagoons to the south of the 

site. 
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3.4  Surrounding Land Uses 

The proposed development site is located in Creswell, Bolsover, Derbyshire; approximately 6.6 miles 

south west of Worksop. 

Table 2: Surrounding Land Uses 

Boundary Description 

North 
Colliery Road (east to westerly direction); football pitch with residential 

housing beyond.  

East 
Railway line (north to southerly direction); Sewerage treatment and 

undeveloped land beyond. 

South Railway line with agricultural land beyond 

West Frithwood Lane with agricultural land beyond 

3.5  Proposed development 

It is understood that the site is to be developed for public green space use.  

3.6  Previous Reports 

 

Previous site investigations and reports were encountered for adjacent plots surrounding the lagoons. 

However, there is no record of previous reports for developing the Colliery Lagoon Site.   
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4.0 Published Geology 

4.1 Geology 

Details of the geology underlying the site have been obtained from the following sources: 

 British Geological Survey (BGS) 1:50,000 Solid & Drift Sheet 125 – Derby, 1972; 

 Envirocheck Report; 

 BGS GeoIndex Website. 

4.1.1 Superficial Geology 

 

Available 1:10,000 and 1:50,000 scale geological plans do not show superficial deposits on site. 

4.1.2 Solid Geology 
 

The Bedrock underlying the site is the Cadeby Formation (dolostone). The BGS Lexicon of Named 

Rock Units describes the Cadeby Formation as: 

 

“Dolostone, grey to buff grey, commonly oolitic or granular, with subordinate mudstone, dolomitic 

siltstone and sandstone.” 

 

The geological cross-section presented on the One Inch to One Mile BGS Sheet 112 Chesterfield 

(1971) indicates that the Cadeby Formation (Lower Magnesian Limestone) is underlain by the Lower 

Permian Marl. The Middle Coal Measures underlie the Lower Permian Marl. The One Inch to One Mile 

geological map indicates inclined strata dipping five degrees to the east in the vicinity of the site. 

4.1.3 Structural Geology 

 

Geological faults are not mapped on site or within 1km but are shown within the wider surrounding 

area. 

 

4.1.4 Historic BGS Borehole Information 
 

BGS recorded boreholes are not present on site. Four boreholes are recorded by the BGS within a 

100m radius of the site. However borehole logs and geology details are not available.  
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5.0 Fieldwork 

The ground investigation was undertaken from the 12th September to 14th September 2016. 

The investigation comprised 11 No. trial pits and 5 No. soakaway pits with up to 2 tests within each 

pit. In general the trial pits were located on either side of each lagoon and at the entrance of the 

lagoon site. Soakaway tests were undertaken within both halves of the site to attain a more 

representative soil infiltration rate for the whole site. 

 

 The locations of exploratory holes are shown on the Exploratory Hole Location Plan, included as 

Figure 3. The exploratory holes were supervised, logged and sampled by a WYG Engineer. Fieldworks 

were undertaken in accordance with BS5930:2015. [2] 

5.1 Soakaway Tests 

A total of 5 soakaway tests were carried out to depths between 0.8mbgl and 3.20mbgl to expose the 

underlying limestone strata. Four of the soakaway pits were excavated within and to the west of the 

lagoon boundary and one situated on the North West boundary. Locations of the soakaway tests are 

shown in Figure [3].  

 

The soakaway tests were carried out and calculated in general accordance with BRE Digest 365 

Soakaway design [4]. For all tests the time taken for water to soak away was recorded using data 

loggers.  Manual readings were also taken to back up the electronic data. Infiltration rates are 

presented in Section 6.1.1 

5.2 Trial Pits 

A total of 12 No. trial pits were excavated to a maximum depth of 3.5mbgl using a JCB 3CX with 

600mm bucket. During the ground investigation works, the trial pits were excavated to gain a spread 

of geotechnical and contamination data across the site. Samples were recovered at 0.5mbgl intervals. 

Representative samples were scheduled for geotechnical and contamination testing. One of the trial 

pit locations originally labelled as TP06 on the site map was abandoned due to its inaccessibility in one 

of the filled lagoons. 
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5.3 Contamination Laboratory Testing 

Selected soil samples from the ground investigation work were scheduled for contamination testing. 

18 No. Screening contamination suites were undertaken, comprising: 

 Metals (As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Hg, Ni, Pb, Se, Zn) 

 Boron (hot water soluble) 

 pH value 

 Cyanide (free) 

 Water Soluble Sulphate as SO4 

 Speciated PAHs (US EPA 16 priority pollutants) 

 Extractable petroleum hydrocarbons  

 Chromium (hexavalent) 

The results of the chemical analytical testing are discussed in Section 7.0 and attached in Appendix D 
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5.4 Encountered Subsurface Conditions 

Generally the site displayed granular made ground overlying superficial sand deposits with clay at the 

base of the trial pits. 

5.5 Made Ground 

Made ground was encountered on site within all exploratory holes between depths of 0.6mbgl to 

1.9mbgl; typically comprising Black silty gravelly SAND. Gravel of fine to coarse angular to sub-

rounded shale, mudstone and clinker overlying interbedded clay and sand lenses. 

5.6 Superficial Geology 

Superficial deposits encountered consisted of interbedded SAND and CLAY lenses in all exploratory 

trial pits between depths of 1.6 to 3.5mbgl. In general, the majority of trial pits around the northern 

lagoons encountered deposits comprising soft to firm dark brown to black silty gravelly CLAY between 

depths of 1.0 and 2.8mbgl. Superficial deposits attributed to the weathered top of the Cadeby 

formation were encountered in exploratory trial pits TP07, TPO8, TPO9 and TP10 between 1.60-

3.5mbgl, and were described as weathered limestone gravel in a clay or sand matrix   

5.7 Solid Geology 

The Bedrock underlying the site is the Cadeby Formation (dolostone) which was encountered at the 

base of the trial pits to undertake the soakway tests. 

5.8 Groundwater 

Groundwater was not encountered in any of the trial pits. 
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6.0 Geotechnical Assessment 

6.1 Soakaway Test Results 

5 No. soakaway tests were carried out on site. The soak away pits were excavated to depths between 

0.8 and 2.8mbgl to expose the limestone bedrock at the client’s instruction. For all tests the time 

taken for water to soak away was recorded through manual readings and electronic data loggers 

submersed in the soakaway pit.  The tests were carried out and calculated in general accordance with 

BRE Digest 365 Soakaway design [3]. 

6.1.1 Test Results 

The infiltration rate was calculated using the following formula:- 

f =        Vp75-25 

                       ap50 x tp75-25 

 

The soil infiltration rates calculated from the data are summarised as follows; 

Where; 

 
f = soil infiltration rate (m/s) 

Vp75-25 = the effective storage volume of water in the trial pit between 75 % and 25 % effective depth. 
ap50 = the internal surface area of the trial pit up to 50 % effective depth and including the base area 

tp75-25 = the time for the water level to fall from 75 % to 25 % effective depth. 

 
Table 3. Soakaway Results 

Soakaway 

Reference 
Test Infiltration Rate Soakaway Average (m/s) Site Average (m/s) 

SO1 1 
 

4.12E-05 
5.61E-05 

11.27E-05 

 2 
 

7.11E-05 
 

SO2 1 
 

4.39E-05 
6.44E-05 

 2 
 

8.49E-05 
 

SO3 

1 
 

6.74E-05 
6.74E-05 

  

  

SO4 
1 3.74E-05 

3.74E-04 
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A total of two soakaway tests were carried out for each of the four soakaway pits. The overall 

Infiltration rate values displayed in table.3 indicate that soakaways are a viable drainage solution at 

the site. 

The second tests within soakaways 3 and 4 were carried out; however, an infiltration rate could not be 

calculated due to sidewall collapse in SO3 and an error in the data logger in SO4.  

Infiltration rates for SO5 are not present as soakaway drainage occurred too quickly to record. The 

extrapolated data can be seen on the graphical plots in Appendix C. 
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6.2  Contamination Assessment Criteria 

6.3 Soils 

This assessment has been undertaken to inform outline redevelopment constraint assessment with 

regards to future public open space (park) development. 

A Generic Quantitative Risk Assessment (gQRA) has been undertaken by comparing recorded 

concentrations of chemical constituents in soil with Generic Assessment Criteria (GAC) to identify 

whether, at the concentrations recorded, the presence of the constituent has the potential to 

adversely affect the health of site users.  

If the recorded concentrations of a particular constituent are below the GAC then the risk is 

considered to be acceptable. Where a substance is recorded at concentrations higher than GAC this 

does not necessarily indicate that a particular risk is present, but signifies the requirement to 

undertake further review / assessment in line with the UK tiered risk assessment framework. 

The Soil Screening Values (SSVs) used to screen analytical results derive from various sources.  

Preferentially WYG have used Category 4 Screening Levels (C4SL) derived by DEFRA with CL:AIRE 

(Contaminated Land: Applications in Real Environments) [7].  C4SLs are currently available for arsenic, 

benzene, benzo(a)pyrene, cadmium, chromium VI and lead.    

Where C4SLs are unavailable, ‘Suitable for Use Levels’ (S4ULs) developed by LQM/CIEH [8] have been 

applied.  The LQM/CIEH S4ULs are based on minimal or tolerable risk intended to be protective of 

human health. 

An SSV for ‘Easily Liberatable Cyanide’ has also been generated by WYG, based on potential short 

term exposure.   

SSVs are available for a number of land uses. Based on current proposals, criteria for ‘Commercial’ use 

have been applied. 

The proposed development includes capping and levelling the soil surface over the lagoons. As an 

initial screening approach, results have been assessed based on the default ‘Public open space’ 

criteria, enclosed in Appendix D. 

  



Creswell Lagoons and Soakaways  

 

www.wyg.com                                                                 creative minds safe hands 
12 

 

7.0 Contamination Assessment  

7.1 General 

Contamination testing was undertaken on 17 samples at depths ranging from 0.5mbgl to 1.0mgbl. 

Of the samples tested, none exceeded human health screening criteria for ‘open space’ land use. 

Samples TP04, 1.0m and TP07, 1.0m, identified moderately elevated concentrations of metals, 

including copper and zinc in excess of threshold concentrations for potential plant toxicity.  In both 

cases, the sample obtained from 0.5m did not indicate any significant contamination and provided that 

the deeper material is not brought closer to the surface by groundworks, no adverse effect on 

landscape planting is likely.  Both samples also indicated slight contamination by petroleum 

hydrocarbons (TP04, 2,019mg/kg and TP07, 1,894mg/kg), though below human health criteria and 

not at a level considered to be of concern to controlled waters. 

The near-surface soils are not considered to represent any risks to human health in the proposed open 

space development, and did not indicate potential for plant toxicity.  No remedial action is required to 

mitigate contamination, but the provision of suitable cover soils to provide a more suitable plant 

growing medium would be required. 

Water soluble sulphate concentrations were commonly elevated, to a maximum of 2.1g/l.  Any 

concrete structures placed in contact with the material would require protection from sulphate attack, 

to Design Sulphate Class DS-3 [5]. 
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8.0 Summary and Conclusions 

 WYG Environment (WYG) were commissioned by Welbeck Estates Company Limited to 

conduce a ground investigation for the former Creswell Lagoon site, Creswell. 

 The ground investigation was undertaken from the 12th September to 12th September 2016.  

 The site works comprised 12 No. trial pits to a maximum depth of 3.5mbgl, and 5 No. 

soakaway tests.  

 Generally the site displayed granular made ground overlying superficial sand deposits with clay 

at the base of the boreholes. 

 The soil infiltration rates calculated from the soakaway tests displayed an average site 

infiltration rate of 11.27E-05 m/s. Based on the results of the soakaway testing, soakaways are 

considered to be a viable drainage solution at this site. It is recommended that a design 

infiltration rate of 11.27E-05 m/s is used. 

 All trial pit samples showed contaminant concentrations were in compliance with human 

health screening values for “Public Open Spaces” (parks). Moderately elevated concentrations 

of contaminants including phytotoxic metals were identified in two samples at 1m depth, not 

considered to represent any significant risk to planting unless the material is brought closer to 

the root zone.  No contamination remediation is required. 

 Import of suitable clean soils would be required to provide physically suitable soils to support 

landscape planting.   
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Figure 2 – Local Site Location Plan 
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Figure 3 – Trial Pit and Soakaway Location Plan 
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Report Conditions 

 

GROUND INVESTIGATION 

 

This report is produced solely for the benefit of Welbeck Estates Company Limited and no liability is 

accepted for any reliance placed on it by any other party unless specifically agreed in writing 

otherwise. 

 

This report refers, within the limitations stated, to the condition of the site at the time of the 

inspections. No warranty is given as to the possibility of future changes in the condition of the site. 

 

This report is based on a visual site inspection, reference to accessible referenced historical records, 

information supplied by those parties referenced in the text and preliminary discussions with local and 

Statutory Authorities. Some of the opinions are based on unconfirmed data and information and are 

presented as the best that can be obtained without further extensive research. Where ground 

contamination is suspected but no physical site test results are available to confirm this, the report 

must be regarded as initial advice only, and further assessment should be undertaken prior to 

activities related to the site. Where test results undertaken by others have been made available these 

can only be regarded as a limited sample. The possibility of the presence of contaminants, perhaps in 

higher concentrations, elsewhere on the site cannot be discounted. 

 

Whilst confident in the findings detailed within this report because there are no exact UK definitions of 

these matters, being subject to risk analysis, we are unable to give categoric assurances that they will 

be accepted by Authorities or Funds etc. without question as such bodies often have unpublished, 

more stringent objectives. This report is prepared for the proposed uses stated in the report and 

should not be used in a different context without reference to WYGE. In time improved practices or 

amended legislation may necessitate a re-assessment. 

 

The assessment of ground conditions within this report is based upon the findings of the study 

undertaken. We have interpreted the ground conditions in between locations on the assumption that 

conditions do not vary significantly. However, no investigation can inspect each and every part of the 

site and therefore changes or variances in the physical and chemical site conditions as described in 

this report cannot be discounted. 

 

The report is limited to those aspects of land contamination specifically reported on and is necessarily 

restricted and no liability is accepted for any other aspect especially concerning gradual or sudden 

pollution incidents. The opinions expressed cannot be absolute due to the limitations of time and 

resources imposed by the agreed brief and the possibility of unrecorded previous use and abuse of the 

site and adjacent sites. The report concentrates on the site as defined in the report and provides an 

opinion on surrounding sites. If migrating pollution or contamination (past or present) exits further 

extensive research will be required before the effects can be better determined. 
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Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

SO3

LS

14/09/16
14/09/16

SM

0.30

1.00

0.50-1.00

1.00

E001

E002

Dark brown gravelly SAND. Gravel is fine to coarse
angular to sub-angular siltstone and limestone.

Yellowy brown gravelly SAND. Gravel is fine to coarse
angular to sub-rounded limestone.

End of Window Sample at 1.00 m
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:
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:
:
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Nottingham, NG15 0ED

Backfill

Scale
:

:

Exploratory Hole Number

Project

Observations / Remarks

Client

Strata Description Legend
Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

SO4

LS

14/09/16
14/09/16

SM

2.70

0.50-2.80

1.00-2.80

1.50-2.80

2.00-2.80

E001

E002

D003

D004

Dark grey gravelly SAND. Gravel is fine to coarse
sub-angular to sub-rounded siltstone.

White gravelly SAND. Gravel is fine to coarse angular to
sub-angular limestone with siltstone.

End of Window Sample at 2.80 m

1:50 Sheet 1 of 1



(m)
Casing

Water
Strike

Installation

Project Number

Sample Test

Depth Type Notes / Remarks

Logged By
Checked By

(mOD)
(m)

(m)

Start Date
Method
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:
:
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: Finish Date

Nottingham, NG15 0ED

Backfill

Scale
:

:

Exploratory Hole Number

Project

Observations / Remarks

Client

Strata Description Legend
Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

SO5

LS

14/09/16
14/09/16

SM

1.30

2.60

0.50-3.30

1.00-3.30

1.50-3.30

2.00-3.30

2.50-3.30

E001

E002

D003

D004

D005

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising dark brown gravelly SAND.
Gravel is fine to coarse sub-angular to sub-rounded shale
and mudstone.

white gravelly SAND. gravel is fine to coarse angular to
sub-angular limestone.

End of Window Sample at 3.30 m
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Logged By
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(mOD)
(m)
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Start Date
Method
Co-ordinates
Level

:

:
:

:

:
:
:
: Finish Date

Nottingham, NG15 0ED

Backfill

Scale
:

:

Exploratory Hole Number

Project

Observations / Remarks

Client

Strata Description Legend
Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

End of hole at 2.80mbgl due to unstable ground.

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

TP01

LS

12/09/16
12/09/16

SM

1.50

2.00

2.80

0.50-1.50

1.00-1.50

1.50-2.00

2.00-3.00

2.50-3.00

3.00

E001

E002

E003

E004

E005

E005

Self set vegetation over black soft sandy CLAY.

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising firm black slightly graveley
silty CLAY. Gravel is fine to coarse angular to
sub-rounded sandstone and shale.

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising black gravelley SAND. Gravel is
fine to coarse sub-angular to sub-rounded siltstone and
shale.

Strong organic peaty odour.

End of Window Sample at 2.80 m
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(m)

(m)

Start Date
Method
Co-ordinates
Level

:

:
:

:
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:
:
: Finish Date

Nottingham, NG15 0ED

Backfill

Scale
:

:

Exploratory Hole Number

Project

Observations / Remarks

Client

Strata Description Legend
Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

End of trial pit at 3.2 mbgl due to unstable ground

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

TP02

LS

12/09/16
12/09/16

SM

0.60

1.20

3.20

0.50-0.60

1.00-1.20

2.00-2.80

3.00-3.20

E001

E002

D003

D004

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising black slightly gravelly silty
SAND. Gravel is fine to coarse sub-angular to sub-rounded
shale.

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising soft black slightly gravelly
CLAY. Gravel is fine to coarse sub-angular to sub-rounded
sandstone and mudstone.

Firm black CLAY.

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising black gravelley SAND. Gravel is
fine to coarse angular to sub-rounded siltstone and
shale.

End of Window Sample at 3.20 m
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Nottingham, NG15 0ED
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Project
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Client

Strata Description Legend
Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

End of trial pit at 2.20 due to buried conveyor belts and geotextile lining.

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

TP03

LS

12/09/16
12/09/16

SM

3.20

0.50-1.00

1.00-2.00

1.50-2.00

2.00-3.20

3.00-3.20

E001

E002

D003

D004

D004

COLLIERY SPOILcomprising dark brown gravelly CLAY. Gravel
is fine coarse angular to sub-angular red shale and
siltstone.

Buried mining conveyor belts.

End of Window Sample at 3.20 m
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:
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Nottingham, NG15 0ED

Backfill

Scale
:

:

Exploratory Hole Number

Project

Observations / Remarks

Client

Strata Description Legend
Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

End of trial pit at 3.2 due to limestone bedrock.

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

TP04

LS

12/09/16
12/09/16

SM

0.50

1.50

0.50-1.60

1.00-3.20

1.50-3.20

2.00-3.20

2.50-3.20

3.00-3.20

E001

E002

D003

D004

D005

D006

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising black sandy gravelly CLAY.
Gravel is fine to coarse angular to sub-rounded siltstone
and shale.

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising soft light brown sandy
gravelley CLAY. gravel is fine to coarse sub-angular to
sub-rounded limestone.

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising red gravelley SAND. Gravel is
fine to coarse sub-angular to sub-rounded red shale.

End of Window Sample at 3.20 m
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Nottingham, NG15 0ED

Backfill
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:

:
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Project
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Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

End of trial pit due to instability of side from 2.5mbgl.

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

TP05

LS

12/09/16
12/09/16

SM

1.50

2.00

3.00

0.50-1.80

1.00-1.80

2.00

2.50-2.80

E001

E002

D003

D004

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising soft dark brown gravelly CLAY.
Gravel is fine to coarse sub-angular to sub-rounded
limestone.

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising soft dark brown mottled light
brown slightly gravelly CLAY. gravel is fine to coarse
sub-angular to sub-rounded siltstone.

Firm dark brown CLAY.

End of Window Sample at 3.00 m
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Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

TP07

LS

13/09/16
13/09/16

SM

1.30

1.60

3.50

0.50-1.30

1.00-1.30

1.50-1.60

2.00-3.50

2.50-3.50

E001

E002

D003

D004

D005

MADE GROUND comprising dark brown to black gravelly
clayey SAND. Gravel is fine to coarse sub-angular to
sub-rounded siltstone and limestone.

Water main 10 inches diameter encountered at 1.0mbgl.

MADE GROUND comprising black silty SAND with occasional
drill bits and rusty metal rods.

Light brown SAND. Gravel is fine to coarse angular to
sub-rounded coal and limestone.

End of Window Sample at 3.50 m
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Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

TP08

LS

13/09/16
13/09/16

SM

1.00

1.70

3.50

0.50-1.00

1.00

1.50-1.70

2.00-3.50

3.00-3.50

3.50

E001

E002

D003

D004

D005

D006

Dark brown gravelly clayey SAND. Gravel is fine to coarse
sub-angular to sub rounded siltstone, limestone and red
shale.

Light orangey brown SAND. Gravel is fine to coarse
angular to sub-rounded siltstone and limestone.

10 inch diameter metallic pipe (switched off).

Soft dak brown gravelly CLAY. Gravel is fine to coarse
angular to sub-rounded shale and limestone.

End of Window Sample at 3.50 m
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:
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Project
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Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

TP09

LS

13/09/16
13/09/16

SM

3.50

Black silty gravelly SAND. Gravel is fine to coarse
angular to sub-angular shale.

Light brown to white limestone from 2.7mbgl.

End of Window Sample at 3.50 m
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Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company

TP10

13/09/16
13/09/16

2.80

3.50

0.50-2.80

1.00-2.80

1.50-2.80

2.00-2.80

2.50-2.80

3.00-3.50

3.50

E001

E002

D003

D004

D005

D006

E007

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising black silty gravelly SAND.
Gravel is fine to coarse angular to sub-rounded shale and
coal.

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising light brown gravelly CLAY.
Gravel is fine to coarse sub-angular to sub-rounded
mudstone and limestone.

End of Window Sample at 3.50 m
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Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

TP11

LS

13/09/16
13/09/16

SM

3.50

0.50-3.50

1.00-3.50

1.50-3.50

2.50-3.50

3.00-3.50

3.50

E001

E002

D003

D004

D005

D006

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising light reddish brown gravel.
Gravel is fine to coarse sub-angular to sub-rounded red
shale.

dark grey gravelly silty CLAY from 1.3mbgl with
occasional limestone mudstone and cobbles.

End of Window Sample at 3.50 m
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Nottingham, NG15 0ED
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Project
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Reduced

WYG ENVIRONMENT
Ground Engineering Services
Geneva Building, Sherwood Business Park, Annesley,
Tel: 01623 684550

Level
Depth

Creswell Soakaway, Creswell

Welbeck Estates Company
JCB 3CX

TP12

LS

16/09/16
16/09/16

SM

3.50

COLLIERY SPOIL comprising black gravelly silty CLAY.
Gravel is fine to coarse sub-angular to sub-rounded
mudstone and shale.

Occasional limestone and shale cobbles from 1.3mbgl.

End of Window Sample at 3.50 m
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The following spreadsheet calculations are based on the method given in BRE Digest 365

Note: enter values only in the yellow-highlighted cells - do not alter any other cell, even if it appears to be blank.

Project title: Project number:

Trial pit number: Test number: Date of test:

Test carried out by: Calculations by: Verified by:

Details of pit

Actual depth of pit, D' (m) 1.2

Effective depth of Pit, D 
(1)

(m) 1 Notes:

Length of Pit, L (m) 2.5 (1)

Width of Pit, W (m) 1.1

Proportion of pit volume occupied by gravel solids, Pg 
(2)

0

Volume, V, of pit between 75% and 25% depths (m
3
) = L x W x ½D  = 1.38 (2)

Effective volume between 75% and 25% depths, Vp75-25, = V x Pg  = 1.38

Internal surface area of pit up to 50% level, ap50, (m
2
)

= area of 2 sides + 2 ends + base = (2 x L x ½D) + (2 x W x ½D) + (L x W)

Water level readings

0 0

0.25 0.3

0.5 0.3331

0.75 0.3593

1 0.3792

1.25 0.3959

1.5 0.41

1.75 0.423

2 0.4345

2.25 0.4444

2.5 0.4533

2.75 0.462

3 0.4705

3.25 0.4779

3.5 0.4861

3.75 0.4922

4 0.4984

4.25 0.5055

4.5 0.5111

4.75 0.5167

5 0.5225

5.25 0.5274

5.5 0.5321

5.75 0.5368

6 0.5422

6.25 0.5457

6.5 0.5505

6.75 0.5545 Time tp25 at which water is at 75% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 2.5

7 0.5589 Time tp75 at which water is at 25% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 90

7.25 0.5623 Hence time tp75-25 for water to fall from 75% depth to 25% depth (minutes) 87.5

7.5 0.5662 Time tp75-25 (seconds) 5250

7.75 0.57

8 0.5725 Soil infiltration rate,  f = Vp75-25 = 1.38

8.25 0.5766 ap50 x tp75-25 6.35 x 5250

8.5 0.5797

8.75 0.583

9 0.5859 Hence, Soil infiltration rate,  f = 4.12E-05 m/s

9.25 0.5885

9.5 0.591

Time 

elapsed 

(min)

Depth of 

water below 

ground (m)

LS LS SM

For a standard test in which the pit is filled with water, the effective 

depth will be equal to the actual depth. If the pit is not completely 

filled, it will be equal to the depth at the start of each test.

Typically, for a gravel of dry density 18kN/m
3
, specific gravity of rock 

solids 2.65, the proportion of volume occupied by rock is 0.69 (i.e. 

69%). For dry density 16kN/m
3
, the rock volume is 0.61 (61%), and 

for dry density 20kN/m
3
, it is 0.77 (77%). If the pit is left open (gravel 

is not used) then put Pg = 0.

6.35

BRE DIGEST 365 SOAKAWAY INFILTRATION RATE CALCULATION
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The following spreadsheet calculations are based on the method given in BRE Digest 365

Note: enter values only in the yellow-highlighted cells - do not alter any other cell, even if it appears to be blank.

Project title:Creswell Lagoon and Soakaways Project number: A092146-1

Trial pit number: SO1 Test number: 2 Date of test: 14/09/2016

Test carried out by: LS Calculations by: LS Verified by: SM

Details of pit

Actual depth of pit, D' (m) 1.2

Effective depth of Pit, D 
(1)

(m) 1 Notes:

Length of Pit, L (m) 2.5 (1)

Width of Pit, W (m) 1.1

Proportion of pit volume occupied by gravel solids, Pg 
(2)

0

Volume, V, of pit between 75% and 25% depths (m
3
) = L x W x ½D  = 1.38 (2)

Effective volume between 75% and 25% depths, Vp75-25, = V x Pg  = 1.38

Internal surface area of pit up to 50% level, ap50, (m
2
)

= area of 2 sides + 2 ends + base = (2 x L x ½D) + (2 x W x ½D) + (L x W)

Water level readings

0 0.3

0.25 0.3

0.5 0.3017

0.75 0.3089

1 0.3151

1.25 0.3231

1.5 0.3283

1.75 0.3334

2 0.3386

2.25 0.3442

2.5 0.3485

2.75 0.3537

3 0.3582

3.25 0.3621

3.5 0.3668

3.75 0.3709

4 0.3755

4.25 0.3793

4.5 0.3833

4.75 0.3865

5 0.3912

5.25 0.3948

5.5 0.3975

5.75 0.4011

6 0.4047

6.25 0.4077

6.5 0.4113

6.75 0.4146 Time tp25 at which water is at 75% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 9.25

7 0.4179 Time tp75 at which water is at 25% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 60

7.25 0.4214 Hence time tp75-25 for water to fall from 75% depth to 25% depth (minutes) 50.75

7.5 0.4241 Time tp75-25 (seconds) 3045

7.75 0.427

8 0.4296 Soil infiltration rate,  f = Vp75-25 = 1.38

8.25 0.4321 ap50 x tp75-25 6.35 x 3045

8.5 0.4353

8.75 0.438

9 0.4407 Hence, Soil infiltration rate,  f = 7.11E-05 m/s

9.25 0.4437

9.5 0.4461

BRE DIGEST 365 SOAKAWAY INFILTRATION RATE CALCULATION

For a standard test in which the pit is filled with water, the effective 

depth will be equal to the actual depth. If the pit is not completely filled, 

it will be equal to the depth at the start of each test.

Typically, for a gravel of dry density 18kN/m
3
, specific gravity of rock 

solids 2.65, the proportion of volume occupied by rock is 0.69 (i.e. 

69%). For dry density 16kN/m
3
, the rock volume is 0.61 (61%), and for 

dry density 20kN/m
3
, it is 0.77 (77%). If the pit is left open (gravel is not 

used) then put Pg = 0.

6.35
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The following spreadsheet calculations are based on the method given in BRE Digest 365

Note: enter values only in the yellow-highlighted cells - do not alter any other cell, even if it appears to be blank.

Project title: Project number:

Trial pit number: Test number: Date of test:

Test carried out by: Calculations by: Verified by:

Details of pit

Actual depth of pit, D' (m) 1.00

Effective depth of Pit, D 
(1)

(m) 0.7 Notes:

Length of Pit, L (m) 3.3 (1)

Width of Pit, W (m) 1.2

Proportion of pit volume occupied by gravel solids, Pg 
(2)

0

Volume, V, of pit between 75% and 25% depths (m
3
) = L x W x ½D  = 1.39 (2)

Effective volume between 75% and 25% depths, Vp75-25, = V x Pg  = 1.39

Internal surface area of pit up to 50% level, ap50, (m
2
)

= area of 2 sides + 2 ends + base = (2 x L x ½D) + (2 x W x ½D) + (L x W)

Water level readings

0 0.3

0.16 0.3011

0.32 0.3016

0.48 0.3031

0.64 0.3048

0.8 0.306

0.96 0.3068

1.12 0.3087

1.28 0.3093

1.44 0.3104

1.6 0.3115

1.76 0.313

1.92 0.3143

2.08 0.3147

2.24 0.3159

2.4 0.3174

2.56 0.3186

2.72 0.3195

2.88 0.3206

3.04 0.3217

3.2 0.3228

3.36 0.3237

3.52 0.3247

3.68 0.3255

3.84 0.327

4 0.3282

4.16 0.3292

4.32 0.3305 Time tp25 at which water is at 75% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 30

4.48 0.3315 Time tp75 at which water is at 25% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 104

4.64 0.3325 Hence time tp75-25 for water to fall from 75% depth to 25% depth (minutes) 74

4.8 0.333 Time tp75-25 (seconds) 4440

4.96 0.3345

5.12 0.3354 Soil infiltration rate,  f = Vp75-25 = 1.39

5.28 0.3364 ap50 x tp75-25 7.11 x 4440

5.44 0.3371

5.6 0.3382

5.76 0.3393 Hence, Soil infiltration rate,  f = 4.39E-05 m/s

5.92 0.3407

6.08 0.3415

Time 

elapsed 

(min)

Depth of 

water below 

ground (m)

LS LS SC

For a standard test in which the pit is filled with water, the effective 

depth will be equal to the actual depth. If the pit is not completely 

filled, it will be equal to the depth at the start of each test.

Typically, for a gravel of dry density 18kN/m
3
, specific gravity of rock 

solids 2.65, the proportion of volume occupied by rock is 0.69 (i.e. 

69%). For dry density 16kN/m
3
, the rock volume is 0.61 (61%), and 

for dry density 20kN/m
3
, it is 0.77 (77%). If the pit is left open (gravel 

is not used) then put Pg = 0.

7.11

BRE DIGEST 365 SOAKAWAY INFILTRATION RATE CALCULATION

Creswell Lagoon & Soakaways A092146-1
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The following spreadsheet calculations are based on the method given in BRE Digest 365

Note: enter values only in the yellow-highlighted cells - do not alter any other cell, even if it appears to be blank.

Project title:Creswell Lagoon and Soakaways Project number: A092146-1

Trial pit number: SO2 Test number: 2 Date of test: 14/09/2016

Test carried out by: LS Calculations by: LS Verified by: SM

Details of pit

Actual depth of pit, D' (m) 0.8

Effective depth of Pit, D 
(1)

(m) 0.4 Notes:

Length of Pit, L (m) 3.3 (1)

Width of Pit, W (m) 1.2

Proportion of pit volume occupied by gravel solids, Pg 
(2)

0

Volume, V, of pit between 75% and 25% depths (m
3
) = L x W x ½D  = 0.79 (2)

Effective volume between 75% and 25% depths, Vp75-25, = V x Pg  = 0.79

Internal surface area of pit up to 50% level, ap50, (m
2
)

= area of 2 sides + 2 ends + base = (2 x L x ½D) + (2 x W x ½D) + (L x W)

Water level readings

0 0.4

0.166 0.4055

0.166 0.4092

0.332 0.4083

0.332 0.4139

0.498 0.4141

0.498 0.415

0.664 0.4185

0.664 0.4184

0.83 0.4194

0.83 0.4215

0.996 0.4226

0.996 0.4232

1.162 0.4254

1.162 0.4256

1.328 0.4267

1.328 0.4287

1.494 0.4297

1.494 0.4297

1.66 0.4313

1.66 0.4324

1.826 0.4329

1.826 0.434

1.992 0.4352

1.992 0.4354

2.158 0.4368

2.158 0.4378

2.324 0.4379 Time tp25 at which water is at 75% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 8

2.324 0.4393 Time tp75 at which water is at 25% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 35

2.49 0.4411 Hence time tp75-25 for water to fall from 75% depth to 25% depth (minutes) 27

2.49 0.4413 Time tp75-25 (seconds) 1620

2.656 0.4421

2.656 0.4434 Soil infiltration rate,  f = Vp75-25 = 0.79

2.822 0.4443 ap50 x tp75-25 5.76 x 1620

2.822 0.4446

2.988 0.4456

2.988 0.4467 Hence, Soil infiltration rate,  f = 8.49E-05 m/s

3.154 0.4475

3.154 0.4483

BRE DIGEST 365 SOAKAWAY INFILTRATION RATE CALCULATION

For a standard test in which the pit is filled with water, the effective 

depth will be equal to the actual depth. If the pit is not completely filled, 

it will be equal to the depth at the start of each test.

Typically, for a gravel of dry density 18kN/m
3
, specific gravity of rock 

solids 2.65, the proportion of volume occupied by rock is 0.69 (i.e. 

69%). For dry density 16kN/m
3
, the rock volume is 0.61 (61%), and for 

dry density 20kN/m
3
, it is 0.77 (77%). If the pit is left open (gravel is not 

used) then put Pg = 0.

5.76
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The following spreadsheet calculations are based on the method given in BRE Digest 365

Note: enter values only in the yellow-highlighted cells - do not alter any other cell, even if it appears to be blank.

Project title:Creswell Lagoon and Soakaways Project number: A092146-1

Trial pit number: SO3 Test number: 1 Date of test: 14/09/2016

Test carried out by: LS Calculations by: LS Verified by: SM

Details of pit

Actual depth of pit, D' (m) 1

Effective depth of Pit, D 
(1)

(m) 0.7 Notes:

Length of Pit, L (m) 3.4 (1)

Width of Pit, W (m) 1.1

Proportion of pit volume occupied by gravel solids, Pg 
(2)

0

Volume, V, of pit between 75% and 25% depths (m
3
) = L x W x ½D  = 1.31 (2)

Effective volume between 75% and 25% depths, Vp75-25, = V x Pg  = 1.31

Internal surface area of pit up to 50% level, ap50, (m
2
)

= area of 2 sides + 2 ends + base = (2 x L x ½D) + (2 x W x ½D) + (L x W)

Water level readings

0 0.23

0.5 0.3

1 0.31

1.5 0.32

2 0.34

2.5 0.36

3 0.36

3.5 0.38

4 0.38

4.5 0.4

90 1

Time tp25 at which water is at 75% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 18

Time tp75 at which water is at 25% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 65

Hence time tp75-25 for water to fall from 75% depth to 25% depth (minutes) 47

Time tp75-25 (seconds) 2820

Soil infiltration rate,  f = Vp75-25 = 1.31

ap50 x tp75-25 6.89 x 2820

Hence, Soil infiltration rate,  f = 6.74E-05 m/s

Time 

elapsed 

(min)

Depth of 

water below 

ground (m)

BRE DIGEST 365 SOAKAWAY INFILTRATION RATE CALCULATION

For a standard test in which the pit is filled with water, the effective 

depth will be equal to the actual depth. If the pit is not completely filled, 

it will be equal to the depth at the start of each test.

Typically, for a gravel of dry density 18kN/m
3
, specific gravity of rock 

solids 2.65, the proportion of volume occupied by rock is 0.69 (i.e. 

69%). For dry density 16kN/m
3
, the rock volume is 0.61 (61%), and for 

dry density 20kN/m
3
, it is 0.77 (77%). If the pit is left open (gravel is not 

used) then put Pg = 0.

6.89
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The following spreadsheet calculations are based on the method given in BRE Digest 365

Note: enter values only in the yellow-highlighted cells - do not alter any other cell, even if it appears to be blank.

Project title:Creswell Lagoon and Soakaways Project number: A092146-1

Trial pit number: SO4 Test number: 1 Date of test: 14/09/2016

Test carried out by: LS Calculations by: LS Verified by: SM

Details of pit

Actual depth of pit, D' (m) 2.8

Effective depth of Pit, D 
(1)

(m) 1.6 Notes:

Length of Pit, L (m) 3.1 (1)

Width of Pit, W (m) 1.1

Proportion of pit volume occupied by gravel solids, Pg 
(2)

0

Volume, V, of pit between 75% and 25% depths (m
3
) = L x W x ½D  = 2.73 (2)

Effective volume between 75% and 25% depths, Vp75-25, = V x Pg  = 2.73

Internal surface area of pit up to 50% level, ap50, (m
2
)

= area of 2 sides + 2 ends + base = (2 x L x ½D) + (2 x W x ½D) + (L x W)

Water level readings

0 1.17

0.5 1.23

1 1.26

1.5 1.3

2 1.34

2.5 1.4

3 1.46

3.5 1.5

4 1.6

4.5 1.65

5 1.71

5.5 1.74

23 2.8

Time tp25 at which water is at 75% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 4

Time tp75 at which water is at 25% of effective depth, from graph (minutes) 16

Hence time tp75-25 for water to fall from 75% depth to 25% depth (minutes) 12

Time tp75-25 (seconds) 720

Soil infiltration rate,  f = Vp75-25 = 2.73

ap50 x tp75-25 10.13 x 720

Hence, Soil infiltration rate,  f = 3.74E-04 m/s

Time 

elapsed 

(min)

Depth of 

water below 

ground (m)

BRE DIGEST 365 SOAKAWAY INFILTRATION RATE CALCULATION

For a standard test in which the pit is filled with water, the effective 

depth will be equal to the actual depth. If the pit is not completely filled, 

it will be equal to the depth at the start of each test.

Typically, for a gravel of dry density 18kN/m
3
, specific gravity of rock 

solids 2.65, the proportion of volume occupied by rock is 0.69 (i.e. 

69%). For dry density 16kN/m
3
, the rock volume is 0.61 (61%), and for 

dry density 20kN/m
3
, it is 0.77 (77%). If the pit is left open (gravel is not 

used) then put Pg = 0.

10.13
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Unit 3 Deeside Point

Zone 3

Deeside Industrial Park

Deeside

WYG

Attention :

Date :

Your reference :

Our reference :

Location :

Date samples received :

Status :

Issue :

Thirty samples were received for analysis on 21st September, 2016 of which twelve were scheduled for analysis.  Please find attached our Test 

Report which should be read with notes at the end of the report and should include all sections if reproduced. Interpretations and opinions are 

outside the scope of any accreditation, and all results relate only to samples supplied. 

All analysis is carried out on as received samples and reported on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. Results are not surrogate corrected. 

Phil Sommerton BSc

Project Manager

30th September, 2016

A092146-1

Creswell

21st September, 2016

Final report

Compiled By:

Test Report 16/14656 Batch 1

1

Jones Environmental Laboratory

CH5 2UA

Tel:  +44 (0) 1244 833780

Fax:  +44 (0) 1244 833781

David Howes

Geneva Building, Lake View Drive

Sherwood Business Park

Annesley

Nottingham

NG15 0ED

Registered Address : Unit 3 Deeside Point, Zone 3, Deeside Industrial Park, Deeside, CH5 2UA. UK

QF-PM 3.1.1 v16
Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced

All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. 1 of 10



Client Name: Report : Solid

Reference:

Location: Solids: V=60g VOC jar, J=250g glass jar, T=plastic tub

Contact:

JE Job No.: 16/14656

J E Sample No. 1 3-4 5-6 14-15 18 24 25-26 30-31 34-35 36-37

Sample ID TP01 TP02 TP02 TP03 TP04 TP05 TP05 TP07 TP08 TP08

Depth 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.0

COC No / misc

Containers V V J V J V J V V V J V J V J V J

Sample Date 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 13/09/2016 13/09/2016

Sample Type Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil

Batch Number 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Date of Receipt 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016

Arsenic
 #M 39.8 28.6 34.7 35.1 52.2 35.2 32.3 42.0 28.7 12.7 <0.5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Cadmium
 #M <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 11.3 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Chromium
 #M 35.8 18.2 21.5 22.1 492.7AA 25.7 46.4 25.4 27.9 35.3 <0.5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Copper
 #M 65 45 61 45 948AA 55 37 63 115 47 <1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Lead
 #M 50 24 31 27 1153 30 27 24 26 25 <5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Mercury
 #M <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.2 0.5 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Nickel
 #M 31.2 29.3 27.3 38.9 342.4AA 32.0 28.3 37.2 36.4 20.6 <0.7 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Selenium
 #M 2 2 2 2 5 2 2 3 2 1 <1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Water Soluble Boron
 #M 1.7 1.1 2.1 2.0 6.0 1.6 1.3 2.5 1.6 1.7 <0.1 mg/kg TM74/PM32

Zinc
 #M 62 42 61 89 5174AA 60 58 80 92 49 <5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

PAH MS

Naphthalene
 #M 0.24 1.60 0.36 0.06 2.35AA 0.35 0.16 0.47 0.57 0.25 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Acenaphthylene <0.03 0.06 <0.03 <0.03 0.57AA <0.03 <0.03 0.03 0.06 <0.03 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Acenaphthene
 #M <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 0.66AA <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Fluorene
 #M <0.04 0.05 <0.04 <0.04 0.48AA <0.04 <0.04 0.04 0.10 0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Phenanthrene
 #M 0.17 0.47 0.12 0.06 4.65AA 0.15 0.07 0.49 1.41 0.30 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Anthracene
 # 0.05 0.08 <0.04 <0.04 1.34AA <0.04 <0.04 0.09 0.11 0.06 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Fluoranthene
 #M 0.21 0.08 <0.03 <0.03 6.54AA 0.06 <0.03 0.09 0.10 0.04 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Pyrene
 # 0.18 0.08 <0.03 <0.03 6.15AA 0.06 <0.03 0.08 0.09 0.04 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(a)anthracene
 # 0.12 0.10 <0.06 <0.06 3.05AA <0.06 <0.06 <0.06 0.08 <0.06 <0.06 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Chrysene
 #M 0.10 0.06 0.02 0.02 3.67AA 0.04 <0.02 0.03 0.06 0.02 <0.02 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(bk)fluoranthene
 #M 0.15 <0.07 <0.07 <0.07 6.82AA <0.07 <0.07 <0.07 0.08 <0.07 <0.07 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(a)pyrene
 # 0.09 <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 4.14AA <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Indeno(123cd)pyrene
 #M 0.06 <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 3.10AA <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Dibenzo(ah)anthracene
 # <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 0.38AA <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(ghi)perylene
 # 0.05 <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 2.47AA <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

PAH 16 Total 1.4 2.6 <0.6 <0.6 46.4AA 0.7 <0.6 1.3 2.8 0.8 <0.6 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.11 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 4.91AA <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 0.06 <0.05 <0.05 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.04 <0.02 <0.02 <0.02 1.91AA <0.02 <0.02 <0.02 0.02 <0.02 <0.02 mg/kg TM4/PM8

PAH Surrogate % Recovery 103 100 94 108 105AA 104 109 111 107 114 <0 % TM4/PM8

EPH >C8-C10
 #M 72 59 53 7 45 61 30 14 18 13 <5 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C10-C12
 #M 22 21 20 <10 13 16 12 <10 <10 <10 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C12-C16
 #M 75 85 84 23 56 41 57 50 59 36 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C16-C21
 #M 145 163 178 56 270 36 127 110 124 82 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C21-C40 382 427 412 93 1635 42 350 303 284 166 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C8-C40 696 755 747 179 2019 196 576 477 485 297 <30 mg/kg TM5/PM8

Total Phenols HPLC <0.15 0.38 0.61 0.21 0.31 <0.15 0.29 <0.15 <0.15 <0.15 <0.15 mg/kg TM26/PM21

Natural Moisture Content 21.6 15.0 23.0 15.9 12.3 24.8 19.7 8.6 11.3 10.4 <0.1 % PM4/PM0

Hexavalent Chromium
 # <0.3 <0.3 <0.3 <0.3 0.4 <0.3 <0.3 <0.3 <0.3 <0.3 <0.3 mg/kg TM38/PM20

Creswell

David Howes

Please see attached notes for all 

abbreviations and acronyms

LOD/LOR Units
Method

No.

Jones Environmental Laboratory

WYG

A092146-1

QF-PM 3.1.2 v11
Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced

All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. 2 of 10



Client Name: Report : Solid

Reference:

Location: Solids: V=60g VOC jar, J=250g glass jar, T=plastic tub

Contact:

JE Job No.: 16/14656

J E Sample No. 1 3-4 5-6 14-15 18 24 25-26 30-31 34-35 36-37

Sample ID TP01 TP02 TP02 TP03 TP04 TP05 TP05 TP07 TP08 TP08

Depth 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.0

COC No / misc

Containers V V J V J V J V V V J V J V J V J

Sample Date 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 12/09/2016 13/09/2016 13/09/2016

Sample Type Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil

Batch Number 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Date of Receipt 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016 21/09/2016

Sulphate as SO4 (2:1 Ext)
 #M 1.6530 1.6112 0.8683 0.4889 0.3880 0.6523 1.6997 2.0616 2.1073 0.6230 <0.0015 g/l TM38/PM20

Free Cyanide <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 mg/kg TM89/PM45

Organic Matter - - - - - - - - - - <0.2 % TM21/PM24

pH
 #M 7.22 7.67 7.69 7.97 7.88 7.44 7.14 7.04 7.12 7.61 <0.01 pH units TM73/PM11

Sample Type Clay Clay Clay Clay Clay Clay Clay Loam Clay Clay None PM13/PM0

Sample Colour Dark Brown Dark Grey Dark Grey Dark Grey Dark Brown Dark Grey Dark Grey Dark Brown Dark Grey Dark Grey None PM13/PM0

Other Items Stones Loam, roots Silt, stones Stones Loam, silt, stones, Sand, stones Stones, roots Slate, stones, clinker Loam, stones Loam, stones None PM13/PM0

LOD/LOR Units
Method

No.

Jones Environmental Laboratory

WYG

A092146-1

Creswell

David Howes

Please see attached notes for all 

abbreviations and acronyms

QF-PM 3.1.2 v11
Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced

All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. 3 of 10



Client Name: Report : Solid

Reference:

Location: Solids: V=60g VOC jar, J=250g glass jar, T=plastic tub

Contact:

JE Job No.: 16/14656

J E Sample No. 38 39

Sample ID TP10 TP10

Depth 0.5 1.0

COC No / misc

Containers J J

Sample Date 13/09/2016 13/09/2016

Sample Type Soil Soil

Batch Number 1 1

Date of Receipt 21/09/2016 21/09/2016

Arsenic
 #M 44.8 19.7 <0.5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Cadmium
 #M <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Chromium
 #M 19.5 23.1 <0.5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Copper
 #M 38 38 <1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Lead
 #M 25 18 <5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Mercury
 #M <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Nickel
 #M 46.3 38.3 <0.7 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Selenium
 #M 2 2 <1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Water Soluble Boron
 #M 3.1 3.8 <0.1 mg/kg TM74/PM32

Zinc
 #M 86 77 <5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

PAH MS

Naphthalene
 #M 1.22 1.18 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Acenaphthylene 0.07 0.05 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Acenaphthene
 #M 0.07 0.08 <0.05 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Fluorene
 #M 0.13 0.16 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Phenanthrene
 #M 0.83 0.73 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Anthracene
 # 0.13 0.10 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Fluoranthene
 #M 0.14 0.11 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Pyrene
 # 0.14 0.10 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(a)anthracene
 # 0.10 0.08 <0.06 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Chrysene
 #M 0.06 0.05 <0.02 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(bk)fluoranthene
 #M <0.07 <0.07 <0.07 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(a)pyrene
 # 0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Indeno(123cd)pyrene
 #M <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Dibenzo(ah)anthracene
 # <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(ghi)perylene
 # <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

PAH 16 Total 2.9 2.6 <0.6 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(b)fluoranthene <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(k)fluoranthene <0.02 <0.02 <0.02 mg/kg TM4/PM8

PAH Surrogate % Recovery 105 92 <0 % TM4/PM8

EPH >C8-C10
 #M 24 22 <5 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C10-C12
 #M <10 <10 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C12-C16
 #M 45 44 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C16-C21
 #M 98 97 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C21-C40 259 347 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C8-C40 426 510 <30 mg/kg TM5/PM8

Total Phenols HPLC <0.15 0.21 <0.15 mg/kg TM26/PM21

Natural Moisture Content 6.9 8.3 <0.1 % PM4/PM0

Hexavalent Chromium
 # <0.3 <0.3 <0.3 mg/kg TM38/PM20

Creswell

David Howes

Please see attached notes for all 

abbreviations and acronyms

LOD/LOR Units
Method

No.

Jones Environmental Laboratory

WYG

A092146-1

QF-PM 3.1.2 v11
Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced

All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. 4 of 10



Client Name: Report : Solid

Reference:

Location: Solids: V=60g VOC jar, J=250g glass jar, T=plastic tub

Contact:

JE Job No.: 16/14656

J E Sample No. 38 39

Sample ID TP10 TP10

Depth 0.5 1.0

COC No / misc

Containers J J

Sample Date 13/09/2016 13/09/2016

Sample Type Soil Soil

Batch Number 1 1

Date of Receipt 21/09/2016 21/09/2016

Sulphate as SO4 (2:1 Ext)
 #M 1.0608 0.6780 <0.0015 g/l TM38/PM20

Free Cyanide <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 mg/kg TM89/PM45

Organic Matter - 28.6 <0.2 % TM21/PM24

pH
 #M 6.93 7.03 <0.01 pH units TM73/PM11

Sample Type Clay Clay None PM13/PM0

Sample Colour Dark Grey Dark Grey None PM13/PM0

Other Items Loam, stones Loam, stones None PM13/PM0

LOD/LOR Units
Method

No.

Jones Environmental Laboratory

WYG

A092146-1

Creswell

David Howes

Please see attached notes for all 

abbreviations and acronyms

QF-PM 3.1.2 v11
Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced

All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. 5 of 10



Unit 3 Deeside Point

Zone 3

Deeside Industrial Park

Deeside

WYG

Attention :

Date :

Your reference :

Our reference :

Location :

Date samples received :

Status :

Issue :

Seventeen samples were received for analysis on 22nd September, 2016 of which two were scheduled for analysis.  Please find attached our Test 

Report which should be read with notes at the end of the report and should include all sections if reproduced. Interpretations and opinions are 

outside the scope of any accreditation, and all results relate only to samples supplied. 

All analysis is carried out on as received samples and reported on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. Results are not surrogate corrected. 

Phil Sommerton BSc

Project Manager

29th September, 2016

A092146-1

Creswell

22nd September, 2016

Final report

Compiled By:

Test Report 16/14656 Batch 2

1

Jones Environmental Laboratory

CH5 2UA

Tel:  +44 (0) 1244 833780

Fax:  +44 (0) 1244 833781

David Howes

Geneva Building, Lake View Drive

Sherwood Business Park

Annesley

Nottingham

NG15 0ED

Registered Address : Unit 3 Deeside Point, Zone 3, Deeside Industrial Park, Deeside, CH5 2UA. UK

QF-PM 3.1.1 v16
Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced

All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. 1 of 8



Client Name: Report : Solid

Reference:

Location: Solids: V=60g VOC jar, J=250g glass jar, T=plastic tub

Contact:

JE Job No.: 16/14656

J E Sample No. 46 47

Sample ID TP09 TP09

Depth 0.50 1.00

COC No / misc

Containers J J

Sample Date 13/09/2016 13/09/2016

Sample Type Soil Soil

Batch Number 2 2

Date of Receipt 22/09/2016 22/09/2016

Arsenic
 #M 39.3 35.8 <0.5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Cadmium
 #M <0.1 0.1 <0.1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Chromium
 #M 26.9 21.8 <0.5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Copper
 #M 37 35 <1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Lead
 #M 36 34 <5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Mercury
 #M <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Nickel
 #M 27.5 27.2 <0.7 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Selenium
 #M 2 2 <1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Water Soluble Boron
 #M 1.2 1.1 <0.1 mg/kg TM74/PM32

Zinc
 #M 66 64 <5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

PAH MS

Naphthalene
 #M 0.28 0.45 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Acenaphthylene <0.03 0.03 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Acenaphthene
 #M <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Fluorene
 #M <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Phenanthrene
 #M 0.18 0.35 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Anthracene
 # <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Fluoranthene
 #M 0.04 0.10 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Pyrene
 # 0.04 0.09 <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(a)anthracene
 # <0.06 0.10 <0.06 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Chrysene
 #M 0.03 0.06 <0.02 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(bk)fluoranthene
 #M <0.07 <0.07 <0.07 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(a)pyrene
 # <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Indeno(123cd)pyrene
 #M <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Dibenzo(ah)anthracene
 # <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(ghi)perylene
 # <0.04 <0.04 <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

PAH 16 Total <0.6 1.2 <0.6 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(b)fluoranthene <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(k)fluoranthene <0.02 <0.02 <0.02 mg/kg TM4/PM8

PAH Surrogate % Recovery 101 107 <0 % TM4/PM8

EPH >C8-C10
 #M 11 8 <5 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C10-C12
 #M <10 <10 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C12-C16
 #M 13 35 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C16-C21
 #M 27 80 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C21-C40 97 214 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C8-C40 148 337 <30 mg/kg TM5/PM8

Total Phenols HPLC <0.15 <0.15 <0.15 mg/kg TM26/PM21

Natural Moisture Content 12.4 12.3 <0.1 % PM4/PM0

Hexavalent Chromium
 # <0.3 <0.3 <0.3 mg/kg TM38/PM20

Creswell

David Howes

Please see attached notes for all 

abbreviations and acronyms

LOD/LOR Units
Method

No.

Jones Environmental Laboratory

WYG

A092146-1

QF-PM 3.1.2 v11
Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced

All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. 2 of 8



Client Name: Report : Solid

Reference:

Location: Solids: V=60g VOC jar, J=250g glass jar, T=plastic tub

Contact:

JE Job No.: 16/14656

J E Sample No. 46 47

Sample ID TP09 TP09

Depth 0.50 1.00

COC No / misc

Containers J J

Sample Date 13/09/2016 13/09/2016

Sample Type Soil Soil

Batch Number 2 2

Date of Receipt 22/09/2016 22/09/2016

Sulphate as SO4 (2:1 Ext)
 #M 0.7751 1.6361 <0.0015 g/l TM38/PM20

Free Cyanide <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 mg/kg TM89/PM45

pH
 #M 7.03 6.49 <0.01 pH units TM73/PM11

Sample Type Loam Loam None PM13/PM0

Sample Colour Medium Brown Dark Brown None PM13/PM0

Other Items Stones, roots Stones. roots None PM13/PM0

LOD/LOR Units
Method

No.

Jones Environmental Laboratory

WYG

A092146-1

Creswell

David Howes

Please see attached notes for all 

abbreviations and acronyms

QF-PM 3.1.2 v11
Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced

All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. 3 of 8



Unit 3 Deeside Point

Zone 3

Deeside Industrial Park

Deeside

WYG

Attention :

Date :

Your reference :

Our reference :

Location :

Date samples received :

Status :

Issue :

Three samples were received for analysis on 24th September, 2016 of which three were scheduled for analysis.  Please find attached our Test 

Report which should be read with notes at the end of the report and should include all sections if reproduced. Interpretations and opinions are 

outside the scope of any accreditation, and all results relate only to samples supplied. 

All analysis is carried out on as received samples and reported on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. Results are not surrogate corrected. 

Phil Sommerton BSc

Project Manager

5th October, 2016

A092146-1

Creswell

24th September, 2016

Final report

Compiled By:

Test Report 16/14656 Batch 3

1

Jones Environmental Laboratory

CH5 2UA

Tel:  +44 (0) 1244 833780

Fax:  +44 (0) 1244 833781

David Howes

Geneva Building, Lake View Drive

Sherwood Business Park

Annesley

Nottingham

NG15 0ED

Registered Address : Unit 3 Deeside Point, Zone 3, Deeside Industrial Park, Deeside, CH5 2UA. UK

QF-PM 3.1.1 v16
Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced

All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. 1 of 8



Client Name: Report : Solid

Reference:

Location: Solids: V=60g VOC jar, J=250g glass jar, T=plastic tub

Contact:

JE Job No.: 16/14656

J E Sample No. 68 69 70

Sample ID TP03 TP04 TP07

Depth 0.5 0.5 1.0

COC No / misc

Containers T T T

Sample Date <> <> <>

Sample Type Soil Soil Soil

Batch Number 3 3 3

Date of Receipt 24/09/2016 24/09/2016 24/09/2016

Arsenic
 #M 54.0 24.8 47.5 <0.5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Cadmium
 #M <0.1 0.3 3.3 <0.1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Chromium
 #M 29.9 23.4 172.9 <0.5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Copper
 #M 62 59 429AA <1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Lead
 #M 48 25 412 <5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Mercury
 #M <0.1 0.2 0.2 <0.1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Nickel
 #M 44.8 48.5 156.3 <0.7 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Selenium
 #M 3 2 4 <1 mg/kg TM30/PM15

Water Soluble Boron
 #M 2.0 1.1 5.1 <0.1 mg/kg TM74/PM32

Zinc
 #M 154 131 1015 <5 mg/kg TM30/PM15

PAH MS

Naphthalene
 #M <0.04 0.34 5.28AA <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Acenaphthylene <0.03 <0.03 0.28AA <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Acenaphthene
 #M <0.05 <0.05 0.82AA <0.05 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Fluorene
 #M <0.04 0.07 0.89AA <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Phenanthrene
 #M 0.05 0.27 7.12AA <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Anthracene
 # <0.04 <0.04 1.61AA <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Fluoranthene
 #M 0.07 0.05 7.35AA <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Pyrene
 # 0.06 0.03 5.85AA <0.03 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(a)anthracene
 # <0.06 <0.06 3.78AA <0.06 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Chrysene
 #M 0.04 0.03 3.68AA <0.02 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(bk)fluoranthene
 #M <0.07 <0.07 6.32AA <0.07 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(a)pyrene
 # <0.04 <0.04 3.70AA <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Indeno(123cd)pyrene
 #M <0.04 <0.04 2.74AA <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Dibenzo(ah)anthracene
 # <0.04 <0.04 0.51AA <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(ghi)perylene
 # <0.04 <0.04 2.05AA <0.04 mg/kg TM4/PM8

PAH 16 Total <0.6 0.8 52.0AA <0.6 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(b)fluoranthene <0.05 <0.05 4.55AA <0.05 mg/kg TM4/PM8

Benzo(k)fluoranthene <0.02 <0.02 1.77AA <0.02 mg/kg TM4/PM8

PAH Surrogate % Recovery 85 88 96AA <0 % TM4/PM8

EPH >C8-C10
 #M 7 11 53 <5 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C10-C12
 #M <10 <10 21 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C12-C16
 #M 24 47 90 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C16-C21
 #M 50 76 272 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C21-C40 215 231 1458 <10 mg/kg TM5/PM8

EPH >C8-C40 296 365 1894 <30 mg/kg TM5/PM8

Total Phenols HPLC <0.15 <0.15 0.15 <0.15 mg/kg TM26/PM21

Natural Moisture Content 19.2 14.4 15.7 <0.1 % PM4/PM0

Hexavalent Chromium
 # <0.3 <0.3 <0.3 <0.3 mg/kg TM38/PM20

Creswell

David Howes

Please see attached notes for all 

abbreviations and acronyms

LOD/LOR Units
Method

No.

Jones Environmental Laboratory

WYG

A092146-1

QF-PM 3.1.2 v11
Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced

All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. 2 of 8



Client Name: Report : Solid

Reference:

Location: Solids: V=60g VOC jar, J=250g glass jar, T=plastic tub

Contact:

JE Job No.: 16/14656

J E Sample No. 68 69 70

Sample ID TP03 TP04 TP07

Depth 0.5 0.5 1.0

COC No / misc

Containers T T T

Sample Date <> <> <>

Sample Type Soil Soil Soil

Batch Number 3 3 3

Date of Receipt 24/09/2016 24/09/2016 24/09/2016

Sulphate as SO4 (2:1 Ext)
 #M 2.1141 0.3360 1.7963 <0.0015 g/l TM38/PM20

Free Cyanide <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 mg/kg TM89/PM45

pH
 #M 7.56 7.49 7.43 <0.01 pH units TM73/PM11

Sample Type Clayey Loam Clayey Loam Clayey Loam None PM13/PM0

Sample Colour Medium Brown Medium Brown Medium Brown None PM13/PM0

Other Items stones stones, brick stones None PM13/PM0

LOD/LOR Units
Method

No.

Jones Environmental Laboratory

WYG

A092146-1

Creswell

David Howes

Please see attached notes for all 

abbreviations and acronyms

QF-PM 3.1.2 v11
Please include all sections of this report if it is reproduced

All solid results are expressed on a dry weight basis unless stated otherwise. 3 of 8



Creswell Lagoons and Soakaways  
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Appendix E – Contamination Assessment Criteria 

  



Creswell Lagoons and Soakaways  
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          Contamination Assessment Criteria 

WYG Tier One Human Health Screening Values, Issue 15 
Public Open Space (park), 2.5% SOM 

Determinand Units 
Soil 

Screening 
Value 

Derivation Tool 

pH  <5, >9  

    

HEAVY METALS/METALLOIDS    

Arsenic mg/kg 170 C4SL 

Cadmium mg/kg 880 C4SL 

Chromium (III) mg/kg 33,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Chromium (VI) mg/kg 250 C4SL 

Lead mg/kg 1300 C4SL 

Mercury (Inorganic) mg/kg 240 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Nickel mg/kg 3400 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Selenium mg/kg 1800 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Copper mg/kg 44,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Zinc mg/kg 170,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

    

GENERAL INORGANICS    

Easily Liberatable Cyanide (free 
mg/kg  

Acute effects infant 1 
dose 5g soil 

    

US EPA PRIORITY PAHs    

Acenaphthene mg/kg 30,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Acenaphthylene mg/kg 30,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Anthracene mg/kg 150,000   CIEH/LQM S4ULs 6 

Benzo(a)Anthracene mg/kg 56 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene mg/kg 15 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene mg/kg 410 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene mg/kg 1,500 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Benzo(a)Pyrene mg/kg 21 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Chrysene mg/kg 110 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Di-benzo(a,h)anthracene mg/kg 1.3 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Fluoranthene mg/kg 6,300 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

 

  



Creswell Lagoons and Soakaways  

 

www.wyg.com                                                                 creative minds safe hands 

 

 

Determinand Units 
Soil 

Screening 
Value 

Derivation Tool 

Fluorene mg/kg 20,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene mg/kg 170 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Naphthalene mg/kg 1,900 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Phenanthrene mg/kg 6,200 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

Pyrene mg/kg 15,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

        

Phenolics       

Phenol mg/kg 690 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

        

TPH    

TPH Aliphatic >C5-6 mg/kg 130,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

TPH Aliphatic >C6-8 mg/kg 220,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

TPH Aliphatic >C8-10 mg/kg 18,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

TPH Aliphatic >C10-12 mg/kg 23,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

TPH Aliphatic >C12-16 mg/kg 25,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

TPH Aliphatic >C16-35 mg/kg 480,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

TPH Aliphatic >EC5-7 (Benzene) mg/kg 
210 

C4SL App D/CLEA v1.071 

model 

TPH Aliphatic >EC7-8 mg/kg 95,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

TPH Aliphatic >EC8-10 mg/kg 8,500 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

TPH Aliphatic >EC10-12 mg/kg 9,700 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

TPH Aliphatic >EC12-16 mg/kg 10,000 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

TPH Aliphatic >E16-21 mg/kg 7,700 CIEH/LQM S4ULs  

TPH Aliphatic >EC21-35 mg/kg 7,800 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 

 TPH Aliphatic >EC35-44 mg/kg 7,800 CIEH/LQM S4ULs 
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SPN Associates August2017 

Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to reconsider and explain in further detail the options 
considered by  Welbeck Estates Limited for the restoration of Creswell Colliery lagoons and 
address comments from the DCC Planning Committee Report 5th June specifically ; 

 “The submitted details indicate what is proposed. They describe why reclamation is 
desirable but do not explain or justify why it is imperative to import 150,000m3 of inert waste 
and an unspecified volume of soil to deliver an appropriate scheme. Indeed, the quantity of 
waste proposed to be imported has increased since the original pre-application enquiry was 
made to this Authority and without any explanation. The application does not provide any 
engineering based numerical information relating to the void space against the quantity of 
waste to be imported. It does not provide any assessment of the landscape merits of 
restoring the site at the heights proposed or any alternative landform. It does not indicate 
any financial justification for the scale of waste imports.” 

This report should be read in conjunction with the following report and others 

Former Creswell Colliery 

South Tip Restoration Proposal (TIPS 4 & 5) 

Informative Draft for ES Screening 

REV C - May 2016 

A copy is included in Appendix A for reference purposes. 

Following a meeting held at Shand House on June 1st between representatives of Welbeck 

Estates and planners of Derbyshire County Council it was agreed that further information 

was required to validate the choice of restoration and to explain the requirement for the 

importation of  approximately 150,000m3) of additional material. 

To avoid lengthy repetition and to ensure this supplementary report is concise the location 

history and fundamental reasons for restoration of the former tips 4 and 5 can be reviewed in 

the document included in Appendix A although, where necessary, further explanation is 

given to issues having fundamental influence on the restoration design such as the nature of 

the ochre. This report is intended to supplement Appendix A and endeavours to explain, in 

more detail, the consideration of alternative options and why the preferred option was 

chosen. 
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Major Constraints and Design Protocol 

Before describing the options considered and the principles of design it is necessary to 

understand the existing constraints within the proposed restoration area and their influence 

on the choice of option. The existing physical nature of the site can be seen on the existing 

survey in Appendix B.

UK Coal had previously pumped water from the shaft at Creswell to reduce the risk of the 

mine-water emerging “downstream” and polluting rivers, and to protect against the inrush of 

water into downstream Collieries such as Welbeck Colliery. To avoid such scenarios mine-

water was pumped from the shaft, over the “cascades”, to the lagoons to extract and 

separate out the high levels of Iron in the mine-water before pumping the treated water 

overland to Renishaw, where the resultant water was discharged to the river Rother. 

Aerating the mine-water over the cascades resulted in the iron, in solution, being 

transformed to Ferrous and Ferric oxides (orange ochre). The oxides are very fine and 

gelatinous but given time would slowly settle as gelatinous sediment. 

Following the demise of UK Coal the lagoons and ponds reverted back to Welbeck Estates 

without any treatment to make them safe. No further pumping was anticipated. It soon 

became evident the lagoons were a significant risk to Health and Safety. Whilst all bodies of 

water present risks, the risk in this case was abnormally high due to the physical nature of 

the ochre. After lengthy settlement the ochre resided in the bottom of the lagoons not as firm 

sediment but as gelatinous layer where anyone walking/wading into the sediments would 

become trapped and unable to exit. Initially, because of the depth of water above these 

sediments the risk was ascertained as high but not significant because the depth of water 

above the sediments prohibited contact with the sediments. Over time  water depths reduced 

down to the ochre reducing to a metre, or in some cases much less than a metre. Footprints 

from unauthorised personnel and their dogs, tyre tracks from motor bikes in the lagoon 

margins was clear evidence that the area was being used by others and it was determined 

that the risk to loss of life had increased to an unacceptable level. 

In the spring of 2015 it was decided to remedy the situation and to reduce the level of risk. 

Water was pumped from each lagoon in turn and pumped to the largest of the three ponds in 

the south that already contained water. As the water was pumped off the physical nature of 

the sediment soon became clear which is evident in the photographs of the attached report 

(Appendix A).  

Infilling of the dewatered lagoons was difficult and not without significant risk. An operation 

that should have taken no more than a week took months and necessitated the use of 

specialist equipment such as the use of a dozer with very wide tracks (swamp tracks) and 

light-weight excavators. However, in late spring of 2015 the lagoon area was made safer for 

any unauthorised access, although there were still many areas that were unsuitable for 

vehicles/mobile plant.  At the time it was decided that because the significant risk had been 

removed then further works should be part of a planning proposal to restore not only the 

lagoon areas but also the remainder of the site including the infilling of the steep sided ponds 

in the south. 
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It should be understood that as we have only overtipped the contents there is no doubt that 

there still exists an unknown depth of semi –liquid gelatinous material below. It is imperative 

that an adequate capping layer be provided over this area to provide a robust long-term 

solution as part of any future restoration. It is, therefore, clearly evident that no further 

excavation should take place in the former lagoon area because of the nature of the material 

in this area. 

 The 2015 safety work was performed by pushing the intermediate banks of the lagoons into 

the ochre sediment. Some material was also sourced from the tops of the external lagoon 

banks but to reduce these further poses the risk of changing the stability of these banks and 

exposing ochre to the environment. Significant quantities of additional material will be 

required from other areas of the site to produce a final capping layer that will be robust and 

stand the test of time. It is proposed that any shortfall should be supplemented by 

importation.To ensure the long term stability of the lagoons they require capping with 

suitable material. Clay would be ideal but mine waste is suitable in that it can be rolled and 

compacted to prevent the ingress of rainwater into the ochre below. The preferred location of 

the capping material is immediately to the north of the most northern lagoons. The material 

is suitable and is the shortest distance away from the former lagoons so costs will be less 

than material from other area. 

1. Unsocial Behaviour 

Since the cessation of works on the north part of the site the area has continually been 

subject to unauthorised use by 4x4 and motorcycles.  In order to remove the attraction of this 

area to such anti-social behaviour the scheme has been designed to offer a more uniform 

landform unattractive to such users with the use of natural barriers to seek to deter access to 

the grassland by unauthorised foot traffic that seem determined to remove any form of 

fencing used to bar their way. It should be noted that the Fire service has been called out on 

numerous occasions to attend fires started by unauthorised personnel. The site is becoming 

a drain on services when it could be a local and ecological asset. 

2. Drainage 

Whilst a new landform can be created to solve the Health and Safety aspects of the lagoons 

a further important consideration in the design of the new landform is the final drainage 

system. Before the Health and Safety works of 2015 the majority of rainwater in the former 

lagoon area drained into the lagoons and the water dissipated through a combination of 

leakage and evaporation. Similarly in the southern pond area the majority of rainwater 

drained into the ponds and dissipated in a similar way although it is clear that the 2 most 

southerly ponds did not retain water which illustrates their suitability as soakaways 

The underlying magnesian limestone is only suitable for soakaways where fissures in the 

rock are present. The rock itself is relatively impermeable. Trial excavations have 

determined that the rock head is immediately at the invert of the 2 southern ponds. 

Soakaway tests have been carried out and determined that the invert of these ponds is 

suitable for sustainable soakaway drainage. There is no other area where rock head is easily 

accessible other than an area in the north-west where fill levels are shallow, but other than 

this there is no possibility of drainage to the north or south of the application area. Therefore 
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any new landform should be designed to produce a profile where the majority of the rain-

water is directed to the south of the site where a new soakaway system can be designed. 

The drainage strategy for the proposed restoration takes into account final levels of the 

capping over the lagoons and the requirement to divert the majority of the rainwater to the 

south where it can be discharged via swales and soakaways. It is inevitable that some water 

will drain to the north therefore a small pond built directly at rock-head will collect water from 

the two ditches draining water from the northern face of the restoration. A drawing of the 

proposed drainage strategy has already been provided in the Flood risk assessment 

provided. The principle of the soakaways is a vertical drain constructed from suitable 

permeable material commencing at the bottom of the ponds in the south. The vertical drains 

will be brought up to the final surface during filling of the ponds and to a surface swale which 

will collect rainwater from the western and eastern diches/swales and the southern slope of 

the restored landform. The vertical drains will be extended and constructed as the filling of 

the southern ponds progress 

3. Conveyor Belting 

There exists on site a significant quantity (more than 80 tonnes) of old conveyor belting that 

was used in the construction of the lagoons. This quantity cannot be buried on site. The 

presence of the belting is now presenting a temptation to the more malicious elements of the 

community resulting in frequent fires which the fire service are having to handle.  

Environmental Heath are encouraging immediate removal of the material to remove the 

source of the fires which carries a risk of spread in this dry weather.  The material should be 

removed as part of the reclamation of the site. This is a potential cost that the site works will 

need to incur and as such be recouped through value from imported material. 

4. Ecology 

While the bulk of the northern part of the site remains desolate and largely barren, the 

southern area has blossomed with many types of flora flourishing due to the material 

beneath.  Succession is beginning to take place and areas of grassland are being overcome 

with other flora.  The restoration proposal will form a managed landscape less suitable for 

succession therefore maintaining the existing and encouraging further grassland. Whilst the 

ecological surveys did not determine the application area was of significant ecological value, 

the wooded margins to the west, east and south and grasslands south of the lagoon area 

support a number of different species of breeding birds.  

In the consideration of the above and in particular the establish hedgerow to the south which 

is of notable value, the design of the restoration is sympathetic to the margins and wherever 

possible attempted to retain as much as possible whilst at the same time recognising that 

the dense margins not only provided screening for the restoration work but also 

supplemented long-term security although some loss of the wooded area in the north west is 

inevitable if the necessary material is to be recovered to produce the proposed model 

without the need to import additional material.  
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5. Cost 

Whilst every effort is to provide a reclamation scheme that is acceptable to all parties it is 

important to recognise the overall scheme should be cost neutral or as close to cost neutral 

as there is no present or future development potential of the proposed area and because the 

applicant is not responsible for the issues and features requiring restoration. Costs are 

considered in greater detail later in this report. 

It should be noted that the 3 cost analyses included have assumed a working period from 1st 

March to 1st November with an average of 30 loads/day. The current application has 

assumed a Maximum 40 loads/day. There will be days, possibly weeks, when there could no 

importation of material due to the weather and/or available material. Obviously in this 

situation operating costs would increase without any corresponding credit from importation. 

Options considered. 

Before reviewing the options considered it is imperative to understand and recognise 

the fact that any excavation in the lagoon area cannot be considered and that a 

minimum of 2 metres of  suitable fill should be placed over the former lagoons if we 

are to comply with good working practices for former coal mine tips. 

Option  1.– Do nothing 

The first option is to leave the site as it currently stands and allow natural succession to 

colonise the site. This means that the site remains attractive to unauthorised uses and does 

not return to a beneficial use. The former lagoon area would remain as it is with ochre close 

to the surface and the lower ponds would also remain exposed and given previous attempts 

to fence the site, which have proved unsuccessful, this is not an acceptable solution.  

Option 2 – As proposed - Drawing A 

The site would be operated as indicated in the planning application with the importation of 

150,000 tonnes (100,000m3) of inert waste soil/soil-making material. This programme would 

result in the formation of the profile indicated in the application and restoration operations to 

be completed. The operational period could extend to 3years (which is only due to the 

Permit Limits of the Importation of Material on a per-annum basis and the likely operational 

period of the site due to weather constraints being from March to November each year).  

Following which there would be a ten year maintenance programme allowing the site to 

develop its nature conservation interest and permit the use of the site for mixed grazing. 

Please note that as illustrated in the calculations and profiles attached in Appendix C that 

this proposal has already assumed the reuse of some material on site.  

To adequately cap the lagoon areas and provide a profile that would retain the majority of 

the wooded margins and allow drainage to the south has been calculated as fill required 

267400m3. The assumed available cut material in the north of the site is 171,600m3. 

Therefore additional fill required via importation is 95800m3 plus soils.  
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In this proposal we have not made use of the southern, eastern and the majority of the 

western embankments due to their value as a landscape and operational screen and the 

considerable biodiversity they contain due to their established tree and scrub growth. 

Option 3. – Revised profiles 

Following the meeting held at Shand House in June it was agreed we should not only 

provide additional information as to the application proposal, but also revisit the current 

proposal to determine if there was an alternative option that would be acceptable to all 

parties.  

Numerous profiles were drafted and considered having due regard to the constraints and 

protocols already outlined earlier in this report. In undertaking this process it  became 

apparent that the current application model had assumed excavation of a large proportion of 

the north-western lagoon. Clearly this was an error and is not possible 

Furthermore, and ignoring the engineering approach of the current application, should any 

application utilise that amount of cut then as highlighted in the relevant cost analysis below, 

the significant cost of the onsite cut and fill means that the current application proposal is 

unviable.(Cost analysis A ) 

Option B.1 

Redesigning the model whilst retaining the lagoon and supporting banks has resulted in a 

reduction to the overall amount of on-site fill material available and unless suitable fill 

material could be found elsewhere on site we have to consider significantly increasing the 

amount of imported material 

Complete removal of the southern embankment was considered. This would provide a site 

on two distinct levels; The lagoon area capped with a further 2 metres of material, the 

existing central bank retained as it is now and then a sloping southern area from the toe of 

the central bank down to Frithwood Lane in the south. Whilst the scheme offered an 

engineering solution without the need to increase the importation of material it was rejected 

because; 

• The bank has ecological value including nesting birds etc. 

• the southern bank is almost impassible because of the dense vegetation and provides 

screening and security during and after the reclamation works. 

Option B.2 

Retaining the southern bank, but reducing finished levels above the ponds in the south could 

reduce the required fill but with the reduced cut available due to the need to retain the 

integrity of the ochre this solution results in an importation level similar to that of the current 

application. 

Consideration had to be given to fact that the southern area needs to drain predominately to 

the south and we retain the existing central bank between the lagoon area and the pond 

area. Furthermore, a suitable gradient of the fill over the former pond area needs to be 
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provided to ensure that water drains to the south but also is not too steep in order to prevent 

erosion. A new model was therefore designed and produced which reduces, from the current 

proposals, the final the fill level over the southern edge of the ponds by 2 metres.   

 
The amended profile, maintaining the enclosure of the viscous ochre material in situ, creates 

a higher level plateau in the north above the settlement lagoons and a lower plateau in the 

south where the ponds are located. Both areas require the importation of some inert waste 

amounting to 100,268m3 ( 150,402 Tonnes) in total and the movement internally of 33,287m3 

cut in the north, 59,608m3 fill over the lagoons and 73,948m3 fill in the pond area in the 

south. The timeframe for the importation could be reduced to 2 years, but this depends on 

the availability of the imported material and the weather. The maintenance period remains 

the same. The ‘split level’ nature of the new landform would mean that the agricultural use 

would be impeded, a new access point may be required for the northern area and there is an 

additional cost of fencing between the two plateaux. The Revised profile is Option B included 

in Appendix C. 

It is considered appropriate that any scheme of restoration is cost neutral to the applicant. 

On that basis any importation of material and its value is considered necessary not only to 

facilitate the profile required to achieve the restoration outcomes explained above but also to 

compensate and eradicate the costs already incurred and those part of any restoration 

proposal. A summary of costs and credits for the amended scheme is attached. When 

Option B was costed it was apparent that the cost of any cut and subsequent fill, using 

existing materials on site, moved the scheme deeper into a cost deficit situation.   

In consideration of the above a further option was considered, Option C, which attempted to 

address the design requirements and at the same time to provide a scheme that was cost 

neutral. The profile and cost analysis for Option C are provided in Appendix C.  

The preferred Option C maintains a split level site similar to Option B but reduces the 

amount of the costly cut in the north to a minimum and increases the cover over the three 

ponds in the south to not only provide a site profile that will facilitate drainage but also 

provides the additional revenue from importation to give the scheme a cost level 

approaching viable. 
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Cost Comparison For Options A - C 

The different cost analyses are provided in Appendix C.  

In determining the costs for each option the following have been considered 

•  Laying and compacting imported material 

Whilst there will be a charge for every lorry load of inert fill there still remains 

a cost of spreading and compacting. There will also be preparation costs and 

the construction and maintenance of haul roads 

• Demolition of cascades, manholes, lagoon/pond outlets, and ancillary 

pipework. 

Whilst the physical demolition of the cascades will not be significant the 

disposal of materials associated with the cascades such as plastic piping and 

wood will be, and some of this may be required to be taken to a licensed 

waste facility. 

• Reinstatement and Ecology. 

Clearly there will be cost implications from the reinstatement plan and 10 year   

management plan and these have been included in the cost analyses. 

Indicative costs for ecology and landscaping are included in Appendix C; a 

sum of £20,000 has been included in the cost analyses to cover these. 

• Frithwood Lane.  

Currently Frithwood lane, from the A616 junction to the entrance to the site 

near the railway bridge, is in an unsatisfactory condition apart from the first 

100 metres from the A616 which is tarmac. It is over 1 Km long and 

unsuitable for normal road vehicles although 4 x4 can be accommodated with 

care. As well as the passing bays it will be necessary to carry out major new 

works including new drainage and surfacing with suitable materials.   

Furthermore maintenance works to Frithwood Lane and the junction to the 

A619 are predicted both during the operational period and at the start of each 

year. 

• Bridge over railway. 

Significant costs have already been incurred in assessments and inspections 

of the bridge to access its structural integrity and to confirm its ability to 

support all the loads associated with the import of material.  Specialist 

consultants have been appointed and following detailed inspections structural 

reports have been produced.  
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• Security 

Following receipt of the site from the former UK Coal the recorded instances 

of theft, vandalism, criminality, arson, threating behaviour are numerous. It is 

not possible to leave anything on the site attended. Machines have been 

vandalised and accommodation damaged behind repair. The only solution we 

have found reasonably successful is to have full time security on the site at 

night and weekends outside of operation hours. If the working day is limited to 

8 hrs 5 days a week then at least 128 hours of security will be required/week. 

•  Removal of belting 

There exists on site a significant quantity of old conveyor belting that was 

used in the construction of the lagoons. There is approximately 80 tonnes. It 

is impractical to retain this amount on site. The presence of the belting is now 

presenting a temptation to the more malicious elements of the community 

resulting in frequent fires which the fire service are having to handle.  

Environmental Heath are requiring immediate removal of the material to 

remove the source of the fires which carries a risk of spread in this dry 

weather.  Whilst recycling of the belting will be considered it is most likely that 

they will need to be disposed of as waste at a cost. This is a cost that the site 

works will need to incur and as such be recouped through value from 

imported material. 

• Fees & Other costs 

Apart from the specialist fees associated with the bridge that carries 

Frithwood Lane over the railway, consultancy fees have also been expended 

in other areas including ecology, surveys, modelling and design, planning 

advice and costs associated with the application. 

•  Initial Health & Safety works 2015. 

Significant costs have already been incurred as a consequence of the 

dewatering of the lagoons and the over-tipping of the ochre. 

Summary and Conclusions 

A visual comparison of the 3 options below is provided on a drawing in Appendix C. 

 Option A (Current Application Model) 

 The current proposed restored profile includes an overall fill requirement of 267400m3  and 

a cut of 171600m3, the shortfall (95800m3) being provided by the importation of inert 

material.  

Unfortunately there are two fundamental problems with this model in that too much 

excavation is assumed in the area of the north western lagoon and the cost of the cut and fill 

and operating costs cannot be recovered by the importation of material. 
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The deficit in producing this scheme has been calculated at £576908 even if all the material 

can be imported in a 2 year period. The deficit will further increase if the 95800m3 cannot be 

imported within 2 years.        

Option B 

The cut and fill has been reduced to eliminate the excavation of the north western lagoon 

and to reduce operating costs. The profile will be different from Option A in that there will be 

2 distinct areas separated by the existing central vegetated bank which will remain. The 

resultant cut and fill is 41046m3 which is a perceived minimum to cap the lagoon area. The 

finished profile has been reduced in the south to keep the importation of material similar to 

Option A, but it can be clearly seen that the scheme will still be in significant deficit even if 

the importation can be completed in 2 years. The final deficit has been calculated as 

£183,946 but will increase further if the importation of 100269m3 cannot be completed in the 

2 year period. 

Option C 

This option is a variant of Option B. The model retains the central bank and the two distinct 

areas in the north and south but slightly raises these areas to allow for the importation of 

154,141m3 of material to reduce the final deficit to an acceptable level. The importation can 

be completed in the current application timeframe of 3-years without an increase in the 

application maximum vehicle movements..  

At £90,000 and with £60,000 of 2015 Health and Safety Costs and Fees it was felt that this 

cost deficit could be absorbed when considered against the implications of further 

importation, which would most likely extend the restoration period. 

While using a relatively low cost per load it was decided that such a cost would enable the 

maximisation of import loads per day in order to achieve the importation in the application 

time period without incurring the costs of a further year of operation, which would most likely 

eradicate any benefit of increased charges. 

The conclusion of this report is that whilst option B offers a solution of reducing engineering 

and importation it is not commercially viable. Option C, while carrying a potential deficit, with 

good site management it is perceived that this could be reduced to an acceptable level and 

is therefore our preferred scheme and is presented for approval. 
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Introduction  
 
 
This report provides a summary of previous uses of the site together with a proposal for its 
restoration. 
 
Location 
 
The approximate location of the proposed restoration area is shown in Appendix A.  The site 
was formerly tips 4 and 5 of the former Colliery. The plan in Appendix A shows the area 
prior to construction of the mine-water settlement lagoons. 

 

History 
 

The earliest available Ordnance Survey maps 0f 1875 and 1876 show the presence of green 
fields on the site and adjacent land. A north/south orientated Mansfield Railway line was 
situated immediately to the eastern boundary. 

 

 

Creswell Colliery was constructed prior to 1898. Spoil was initially placed directly to the 
south of the colliery but by 1955 was deposited to the east of the rail line by means of an 
aerial ropeway and then further south of the colliery. The Colliery closed in 1991. Part of the 
site was demolished and the remainder of the buildings were converted for commercial 
lettings and a pumping complex.  

 

 
After the miner’s strike in 1984 the lease was split by the government between the Coal 
Authority and UK Coal.  UK Coal leased the tips and an area around the shafts whilst the 
Coal Authority was responsible for the remainder of the colliery yards and infrastructure. 
Following closure of the Colliery in 1991 UK Coal constructed a mine-water pumping system 
to protect, the still operational, Welbeck and Thoresby Collieries from rising mine-water. 
Water was pumped from the shaft to 6 new settlement lagoons constructed in tips 4 & 5. A 
further 3 ponds took mine-water pumped overland from Langwith when seasonal 
requirements of the extraction licence meant it could not be discharged into the river 
Poulter. Following settlement the mine-water from either source was pumped overland to 
the river Rother at Renishaw. 
 
 
In 2013 the Coal authority surrendered their lease following an agreed scheme of 
reclamation. In 2014 UK Coal went into administration and the areas they had previously 
leased reverted back to Welbeck Estates. The only areas not transferred back to Welbeck 
were the shafts, which remain owned by the Coal Authority. 
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Following confirmation that the mine-water pumping system was no longer required 
Welbeck commissioned contractors to demolish the remainder of the surface buildings and 
fill the mine-water treatment lagoons because of the significant Health & Safety liability 
posed by the redundant structures and the initial water filled and later ochre filled lagoons. 
These works were carried out in the first half of 2015. The mine-water was pumped from 
the mine-water lagoons to the final settlement pond in the south of the site and the lagoons 
carefully filled by pushing the banks and sides in with a D6 dozer.  
 
A current site survey is included in Appendix B which shows the former positions of the part 
filled lagoons in outline. These emergency engineering works removed the immediate 
threat to life posed by the lagoons and more significantly their contents but hasn’t restored 
the site, neither has it resolved the issues presented by the three ponds at the southern end 
of the site 
 
Use 
 
The site has previously been used in association with mining at the former Creswell Colliery 
and was an area of settlement ponds prior to them being infilled in 2015. There is no 
‘approved’ after use as the ponds were created under historic Permitted Development 
rights with no restoration and after use conditions applied.  
 
Reasons for restoration. 
 
 
Since closure the site has attracted all kinds of criminal activity including vandalism and 
theft. In recent times the theft of copper cable has been such that UK Coal were forced to 
isolate the site from the electric network because of the risk of serious injury to 
unauthorised personnel removing cables. Since then Welbeck has had to instruct a 
contractor to remove all the remaining cables and demolish the buildings to remove the 
focus of the theft. 
 
 
The perimeter fencing has continually been repaired and re-breached and warning signs 
destroyed or removed. Contractor’s cabins have been broken into and set on fire even the 
wooden cascades at the head of each mine-water lagoon have been set on fire. Motorbike 
riding at high speed has been prevalent during the Health & Safety works with riders 
running very close to the edges of the ponds and lagoons. It is therefore proposed to fill the 
three remaining ponds to remove the remaining Health and safety hazard and create a new 
landform that is consistent with the restored adjacent tips which present little problem in 
regard to unauthorised personnel and motorbike riders.  
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Restoration methodology 
 
Our proposed new landform is shown in Appendix C with sections shown in Appendix D. 
Appendices E & F show the restored area in the context of the surrounding tips. 
  
A new landform cannot be created by simply modifying the existing landform due to the 
materials residing within it. Therefore the best strategy is to leave those materials in-situ 
and restore over, creating a new landform. 
 
To create this new landform some material can be excavated and transported from the 
north of the area to the south. However, due to the consistency of the material in the 
northern part of that area it is not possible to excavate and move this material to fill the 
southern ponds. There is therefore insufficient suitable material to fill the 100,000m3 of 
voids and subsequently the import of 150,000 tonnes is necessary. In addition, there are 
insufficient soils and material on site to finish the restoration of both the north and south 
areas The 150,000 tonnes proposed is the minimum necessary to fill the voids and restore 
the site. This is confirmed by the cross sections showing the current landform and that 
proposed. 
 
 It is proposed that the imported material be imported via the A616, Frithwood Lane and the 
bridge over the Robin Hood Line as shown below in the overhead photograph. 
 
Photograph showing location, Frithwood Lane Bridge, lagoons & settlement ponds before 
Lagoons were infilled during 2015 

 

Importing material via the above proposed route will inhibit the need to use the existing 
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access along Colliery Road, Elmton Rd and through Creswell village pass the School. 
The bridge has been subject to extensive examination by engineers and, although subject to 
some minor repairs, has been certified to transport vehicles for importing fill materials. 
Vehicles will be required to turn left on exiting the site and follow a prescribed route plan to 
alleviate any impact on neighbouring highways and in particular the Cuckney A60/A619 
crossroads.  The route plan will pick up the same route utilised by Lafarge and the Whitwell 
Quarry. It is anticipated that there will be no more than 40 vehicles /day entering the site 
and will be limited to 50,000 tonnes/annum. 
 
Summary 
 
We conclude that the proposed restoration is the best means by which a useful future for 
the site can be created, given the inability to access sufficient existing material on-site, and 
that the extended import period is timed to reduce highway and other impacts presented by 
bringing material onto the site 
 
The re-profiling works proposed north of the application site, to reduce imported materials 
and provide part of the surface layer, will enhance the future development of this land 
subject to future planning permission for its use being obtained. 
 
Site Photographs  
 
 Creswell lagoon before H & S work 
 

 
 Creswell lagoon during H & S work. 
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 Creswell lagoon prior to completion of H & S work 
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 Creswell lagoon after H & S work 
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APPENDIX C 



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan C i.e. Required import 154141m3 (£60/load)

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £1800 £9000 306000

Assume £60/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 weeks @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 68622

 We wil have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north @ £3/M3. cut and Fill 

22874M3 = £68622 . Assume dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 3250

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 5 days @ £650/day = £6500

lanscaping and ecology 20000 refer costings in Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138 *12= £1656

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 208072 306000

 Difference between Income and operational costs/annum=  306000-215679 = 90321

Total profit over 3 years including fixed costs = 3*90321 -208072 =  £62891

Cost Credit



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan C i.e. Required import 154141m3 (£70/load)

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £2100 £10500 357000

Assume £70/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 weeks @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 68622

 We wil have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north @ £3/M3. cut and Fill 

22874M3 = £68622 . Assume dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 3250

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 5 days @ £650/day = £6500

Landscaping & Ecology 20000 Refer Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138 *12= £1656

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 208072 357000

 Difference between Income and operational costs/annum= 357000-215679 = 141321

Total profit over 3 years including fixed costs = 3*141321 -208072 =  £215891

Cost Credit



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan C i.e. Required import 154141m3 (£80/load)

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £2400 £12000 408000

Assume £80/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 weeks @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 68622

 We wil have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north @ £3/M3. cut and Fill 

22874M3 = £68622 . Assume dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 3250

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 5 days @ £650/day = £6500

Lanscaping & Ecology 20000 Refer Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138 *12= £1656

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 208072 408000

 Difference between Income and operational costs/annum=  408000-215679 = 192321

Total profit over 3 years including fixed costs = 3*192321 -208072 =  £368891

Cost Credit



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan A i.e. Required import 100000M3 (original scheme)

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £1500 £7500 255000

Assume £50/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 week @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 514800

 We will have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north @ £3/M3. Cut & Fill 

estimated at 171600M3= £514800. Dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 4550

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 7 days @ £650/day = £4550

Landscaping and ecology 20000 refer to costs in Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138 *12= £3312

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 655550 255000

Therefore difference between Income and operational costs/annum= 255000-215679 = 39321

Total deficit over 2 years = 2*39321 - 655550 =£ 576908…deficit will increase if import cannot be completed in 2 seasons

Cost Credit



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan B. Required Import 100269M3

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £1500 £7500 255000

Assume £50/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 week @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 123138

 we wil have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north and south @ £3/M3. cut 

and Fill 41046M3 = 123138. Dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 3250

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 5 days @ £650/day = £3250

Landscaping and ecology 20000 refer costings in Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138*12= £1656

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 262588 255000

Therefore difference between Income and operational costs/annum=  255000-215679 = 39321

This sceme requires the import of 100269 M3 . Therefore the site is only operational for 2 years 

based on expected import of 51000m3/annum.

Total  deficit over 2 years = 2*39321 -262588 = £183946….Deficit will increase if importation cannot be completed in 2 seasons.

Cost Credit



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan C i.e. Required import 154141m3

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £1500 £7500 255000

Assume £50/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 weeks @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 68622

 We wil have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north @ £3/M3. cut and Fill 

22874M3 = £68622 . Assume dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 3250

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 5 days @ £650/day = £6500

Landscaping and ecology 20000 Refer costings in Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138 *12= £1656

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 208072 255000

 Difference between Income and operational costs/annum= 255000-215679 = 39321

Total deficit over 3 years including fixed costs = 3*39321 -208072 =  £90109

Cost Credit
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Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to reconsider and explain in further detail the options 
considered by  Welbeck Estates Limited for the restoration of Creswell Colliery lagoons and 
address comments from the DCC Planning Committee Report 5th June specifically ; 

 “The submitted details indicate what is proposed. They describe why reclamation is 
desirable but do not explain or justify why it is imperative to import 150,000m3 of inert waste 
and an unspecified volume of soil to deliver an appropriate scheme. Indeed, the quantity of 
waste proposed to be imported has increased since the original pre-application enquiry was 
made to this Authority and without any explanation. The application does not provide any 
engineering based numerical information relating to the void space against the quantity of 
waste to be imported. It does not provide any assessment of the landscape merits of 
restoring the site at the heights proposed or any alternative landform. It does not indicate 
any financial justification for the scale of waste imports.” 

This report should be read in conjunction with the following report and others 

Former Creswell Colliery 

South Tip Restoration Proposal (TIPS 4 & 5) 

Informative Draft for ES Screening 

REV C - May 2016 

A copy is included in Appendix A for reference purposes. 

Following a meeting held at Shand House on June 1st between representatives of Welbeck 

Estates and planners of Derbyshire County Council it was agreed that further information 

was required to validate the choice of restoration and to explain the requirement for the 

importation of  approximately 150,000m3) of additional material. 

To avoid lengthy repetition and to ensure this supplementary report is concise the location 

history and fundamental reasons for restoration of the former tips 4 and 5 can be reviewed in 

the document included in Appendix A although, where necessary, further explanation is 

given to issues having fundamental influence on the restoration design such as the nature of 

the ochre. This report is intended to supplement Appendix A and endeavours to explain, in 

more detail, the consideration of alternative options and why the preferred option was 

chosen. 
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Major Constraints and Design Protocol 

Before describing the options considered and the principles of design it is necessary to 

understand the existing constraints within the proposed restoration area and their influence 

on the choice of option. The existing physical nature of the site can be seen on the existing 

survey in Appendix B.

UK Coal had previously pumped water from the shaft at Creswell to reduce the risk of the 

mine-water emerging “downstream” and polluting rivers, and to protect against the inrush of 

water into downstream Collieries such as Welbeck Colliery. To avoid such scenarios mine-

water was pumped from the shaft, over the “cascades”, to the lagoons to extract and 

separate out the high levels of Iron in the mine-water before pumping the treated water 

overland to Renishaw, where the resultant water was discharged to the river Rother. 

Aerating the mine-water over the cascades resulted in the iron, in solution, being 

transformed to Ferrous and Ferric oxides (orange ochre). The oxides are very fine and 

gelatinous but given time would slowly settle as gelatinous sediment. 

Following the demise of UK Coal the lagoons and ponds reverted back to Welbeck Estates 

without any treatment to make them safe. No further pumping was anticipated. It soon 

became evident the lagoons were a significant risk to Health and Safety. Whilst all bodies of 

water present risks, the risk in this case was abnormally high due to the physical nature of 

the ochre. After lengthy settlement the ochre resided in the bottom of the lagoons not as firm 

sediment but as gelatinous layer where anyone walking/wading into the sediments would 

become trapped and unable to exit. Initially, because of the depth of water above these 

sediments the risk was ascertained as high but not significant because the depth of water 

above the sediments prohibited contact with the sediments. Over time  water depths reduced 

down to the ochre reducing to a metre, or in some cases much less than a metre. Footprints 

from unauthorised personnel and their dogs, tyre tracks from motor bikes in the lagoon 

margins was clear evidence that the area was being used by others and it was determined 

that the risk to loss of life had increased to an unacceptable level. 

In the spring of 2015 it was decided to remedy the situation and to reduce the level of risk. 

Water was pumped from each lagoon in turn and pumped to the largest of the three ponds in 

the south that already contained water. As the water was pumped off the physical nature of 

the sediment soon became clear which is evident in the photographs of the attached report 

(Appendix A).  

Infilling of the dewatered lagoons was difficult and not without significant risk. An operation 

that should have taken no more than a week took months and necessitated the use of 

specialist equipment such as the use of a dozer with very wide tracks (swamp tracks) and 

light-weight excavators. However, in late spring of 2015 the lagoon area was made safer for 

any unauthorised access, although there were still many areas that were unsuitable for 

vehicles/mobile plant.  At the time it was decided that because the significant risk had been 

removed then further works should be part of a planning proposal to restore not only the 

lagoon areas but also the remainder of the site including the infilling of the steep sided ponds 

in the south. 
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It should be understood that as we have only overtipped the contents there is no doubt that 

there still exists an unknown depth of semi –liquid gelatinous material below. It is imperative 

that an adequate capping layer be provided over this area to provide a robust long-term 

solution as part of any future restoration. It is, therefore, clearly evident that no further 

excavation should take place in the former lagoon area because of the nature of the material 

in this area. 

 The 2015 safety work was performed by pushing the intermediate banks of the lagoons into 

the ochre sediment. Some material was also sourced from the tops of the external lagoon 

banks but to reduce these further poses the risk of changing the stability of these banks and 

exposing ochre to the environment. Significant quantities of additional material will be 

required from other areas of the site to produce a final capping layer that will be robust and 

stand the test of time. It is proposed that any shortfall should be supplemented by 

importation.To ensure the long term stability of the lagoons they require capping with 

suitable material. Clay would be ideal but mine waste is suitable in that it can be rolled and 

compacted to prevent the ingress of rainwater into the ochre below. The preferred location of 

the capping material is immediately to the north of the most northern lagoons. The material 

is suitable and is the shortest distance away from the former lagoons so costs will be less 

than material from other area. 

1. Unsocial Behaviour 

Since the cessation of works on the north part of the site the area has continually been 

subject to unauthorised use by 4x4 and motorcycles.  In order to remove the attraction of this 

area to such anti-social behaviour the scheme has been designed to offer a more uniform 

landform unattractive to such users with the use of natural barriers to seek to deter access to 

the grassland by unauthorised foot traffic that seem determined to remove any form of 

fencing used to bar their way. It should be noted that the Fire service has been called out on 

numerous occasions to attend fires started by unauthorised personnel. The site is becoming 

a drain on services when it could be a local and ecological asset. 

2. Drainage 

Whilst a new landform can be created to solve the Health and Safety aspects of the lagoons 

a further important consideration in the design of the new landform is the final drainage 

system. Before the Health and Safety works of 2015 the majority of rainwater in the former 

lagoon area drained into the lagoons and the water dissipated through a combination of 

leakage and evaporation. Similarly in the southern pond area the majority of rainwater 

drained into the ponds and dissipated in a similar way although it is clear that the 2 most 

southerly ponds did not retain water which illustrates their suitability as soakaways 

The underlying magnesian limestone is only suitable for soakaways where fissures in the 

rock are present. The rock itself is relatively impermeable. Trial excavations have 

determined that the rock head is immediately at the invert of the 2 southern ponds. 

Soakaway tests have been carried out and determined that the invert of these ponds is 

suitable for sustainable soakaway drainage. There is no other area where rock head is easily 

accessible other than an area in the north-west where fill levels are shallow, but other than 

this there is no possibility of drainage to the north or south of the application area. Therefore 
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any new landform should be designed to produce a profile where the majority of the rain-

water is directed to the south of the site where a new soakaway system can be designed. 

The drainage strategy for the proposed restoration takes into account final levels of the 

capping over the lagoons and the requirement to divert the majority of the rainwater to the 

south where it can be discharged via swales and soakaways. It is inevitable that some water 

will drain to the north therefore a small pond built directly at rock-head will collect water from 

the two ditches draining water from the northern face of the restoration. A drawing of the 

proposed drainage strategy has already been provided in the Flood risk assessment 

provided. The principle of the soakaways is a vertical drain constructed from suitable 

permeable material commencing at the bottom of the ponds in the south. The vertical drains 

will be brought up to the final surface during filling of the ponds and to a surface swale which 

will collect rainwater from the western and eastern diches/swales and the southern slope of 

the restored landform. The vertical drains will be extended and constructed as the filling of 

the southern ponds progress 

3. Conveyor Belting 

There exists on site a significant quantity (more than 80 tonnes) of old conveyor belting that 

was used in the construction of the lagoons. This quantity cannot be buried on site. The 

presence of the belting is now presenting a temptation to the more malicious elements of the 

community resulting in frequent fires which the fire service are having to handle.  

Environmental Heath are encouraging immediate removal of the material to remove the 

source of the fires which carries a risk of spread in this dry weather.  The material should be 

removed as part of the reclamation of the site. This is a potential cost that the site works will 

need to incur and as such be recouped through value from imported material. 

4. Ecology 

While the bulk of the northern part of the site remains desolate and largely barren, the 

southern area has blossomed with many types of flora flourishing due to the material 

beneath.  Succession is beginning to take place and areas of grassland are being overcome 

with other flora.  The restoration proposal will form a managed landscape less suitable for 

succession therefore maintaining the existing and encouraging further grassland. Whilst the 

ecological surveys did not determine the application area was of significant ecological value, 

the wooded margins to the west, east and south and grasslands south of the lagoon area 

support a number of different species of breeding birds.  

In the consideration of the above and in particular the establish hedgerow to the south which 

is of notable value, the design of the restoration is sympathetic to the margins and wherever 

possible attempted to retain as much as possible whilst at the same time recognising that 

the dense margins not only provided screening for the restoration work but also 

supplemented long-term security although some loss of the wooded area in the north west is 

inevitable if the necessary material is to be recovered to produce the proposed model 

without the need to import additional material.  
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5. Cost 

Whilst every effort is to provide a reclamation scheme that is acceptable to all parties it is 

important to recognise the overall scheme should be cost neutral or as close to cost neutral 

as there is no present or future development potential of the proposed area and because the 

applicant is not responsible for the issues and features requiring restoration. Costs are 

considered in greater detail later in this report. 

It should be noted that the 3 cost analyses included have assumed a working period from 1st 

March to 1st November with an average of 30 loads/day. The current application has 

assumed a Maximum 40 loads/day. There will be days, possibly weeks, when there could no 

importation of material due to the weather and/or available material. Obviously in this 

situation operating costs would increase without any corresponding credit from importation. 

Options considered. 

Before reviewing the options considered it is imperative to understand and recognise 

the fact that any excavation in the lagoon area cannot be considered and that a 

minimum of 2 metres of  suitable fill should be placed over the former lagoons if we 

are to comply with good working practices for former coal mine tips. 

Option  1.– Do nothing 

The first option is to leave the site as it currently stands and allow natural succession to 

colonise the site. This means that the site remains attractive to unauthorised uses and does 

not return to a beneficial use. The former lagoon area would remain as it is with ochre close 

to the surface and the lower ponds would also remain exposed and given previous attempts 

to fence the site, which have proved unsuccessful, this is not an acceptable solution.  

Option 2 – As proposed - Drawing A 

The site would be operated as indicated in the planning application with the importation of 

150,000 tonnes (100,000m3) of inert waste soil/soil-making material. This programme would 

result in the formation of the profile indicated in the application and restoration operations to 

be completed. The operational period could extend to 3years (which is only due to the 

Permit Limits of the Importation of Material on a per-annum basis and the likely operational 

period of the site due to weather constraints being from March to November each year).  

Following which there would be a ten year maintenance programme allowing the site to 

develop its nature conservation interest and permit the use of the site for mixed grazing. 

Please note that as illustrated in the calculations and profiles attached in Appendix C that 

this proposal has already assumed the reuse of some material on site.  

To adequately cap the lagoon areas and provide a profile that would retain the majority of 

the wooded margins and allow drainage to the south has been calculated as fill required 

267400m3. The assumed available cut material in the north of the site is 171,600m3. 

Therefore additional fill required via importation is 95800m3 plus soils.  
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In this proposal we have not made use of the southern, eastern and the majority of the 

western embankments due to their value as a landscape and operational screen and the 

considerable biodiversity they contain due to their established tree and scrub growth. 

Option 3. – Revised profiles 

Following the meeting held at Shand House in June it was agreed we should not only 

provide additional information as to the application proposal, but also revisit the current 

proposal to determine if there was an alternative option that would be acceptable to all 

parties.  

Numerous profiles were drafted and considered having due regard to the constraints and 

protocols already outlined earlier in this report. In undertaking this process it  became 

apparent that the current application model had assumed excavation of a large proportion of 

the north-western lagoon. Clearly this was an error and is not possible 

Furthermore, and ignoring the engineering approach of the current application, should any 

application utilise that amount of cut then as highlighted in the relevant cost analysis below, 

the significant cost of the onsite cut and fill means that the current application proposal is 

unviable.(Cost analysis A ) 

Option B.1 

Redesigning the model whilst retaining the lagoon and supporting banks has resulted in a 

reduction to the overall amount of on-site fill material available and unless suitable fill 

material could be found elsewhere on site we have to consider significantly increasing the 

amount of imported material 

Complete removal of the southern embankment was considered. This would provide a site 

on two distinct levels; The lagoon area capped with a further 2 metres of material, the 

existing central bank retained as it is now and then a sloping southern area from the toe of 

the central bank down to Frithwood Lane in the south. Whilst the scheme offered an 

engineering solution without the need to increase the importation of material it was rejected 

because; 

• The bank has ecological value including nesting birds etc. 

• the southern bank is almost impassible because of the dense vegetation and provides 

screening and security during and after the reclamation works. 

Option B.2 

Retaining the southern bank, but reducing finished levels above the ponds in the south could 

reduce the required fill but with the reduced cut available due to the need to retain the 

integrity of the ochre this solution results in an importation level similar to that of the current 

application. 

Consideration had to be given to fact that the southern area needs to drain predominately to 

the south and we retain the existing central bank between the lagoon area and the pond 

area. Furthermore, a suitable gradient of the fill over the former pond area needs to be 
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provided to ensure that water drains to the south but also is not too steep in order to prevent 

erosion. A new model was therefore designed and produced which reduces, from the current 

proposals, the final the fill level over the southern edge of the ponds by 2 metres.   

 
The amended profile, maintaining the enclosure of the viscous ochre material in situ, creates 

a higher level plateau in the north above the settlement lagoons and a lower plateau in the 

south where the ponds are located. Both areas require the importation of some inert waste 

amounting to 100,268m3 ( 150,402 Tonnes) in total and the movement internally of 33,287m3 

cut in the north, 59,608m3 fill over the lagoons and 73,948m3 fill in the pond area in the 

south. The timeframe for the importation could be reduced to 2 years, but this depends on 

the availability of the imported material and the weather. The maintenance period remains 

the same. The ‘split level’ nature of the new landform would mean that the agricultural use 

would be impeded, a new access point may be required for the northern area and there is an 

additional cost of fencing between the two plateaux. The Revised profile is Option B included 

in Appendix C. 

It is considered appropriate that any scheme of restoration is cost neutral to the applicant. 

On that basis any importation of material and its value is considered necessary not only to 

facilitate the profile required to achieve the restoration outcomes explained above but also to 

compensate and eradicate the costs already incurred and those part of any restoration 

proposal. A summary of costs and credits for the amended scheme is attached. When 

Option B was costed it was apparent that the cost of any cut and subsequent fill, using 

existing materials on site, moved the scheme deeper into a cost deficit situation.   

In consideration of the above a further option was considered, Option C, which attempted to 

address the design requirements and at the same time to provide a scheme that was cost 

neutral. The profile and cost analysis for Option C are provided in Appendix C.  

The preferred Option C maintains a split level site similar to Option B but reduces the 

amount of the costly cut in the north to a minimum and increases the cover over the three 

ponds in the south to not only provide a site profile that will facilitate drainage but also 

provides the additional revenue from importation to give the scheme a cost level 

approaching viable. 
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Cost Comparison For Options A - C 

The different cost analyses are provided in Appendix C.  

In determining the costs for each option the following have been considered 

•  Laying and compacting imported material 

Whilst there will be a charge for every lorry load of inert fill there still remains 

a cost of spreading and compacting. There will also be preparation costs and 

the construction and maintenance of haul roads 

• Demolition of cascades, manholes, lagoon/pond outlets, and ancillary 

pipework. 

Whilst the physical demolition of the cascades will not be significant the 

disposal of materials associated with the cascades such as plastic piping and 

wood will be, and some of this may be required to be taken to a licensed 

waste facility. 

• Reinstatement and Ecology. 

Clearly there will be cost implications from the reinstatement plan and 10 year   

management plan and these have been included in the cost analyses. 

Indicative costs for ecology and landscaping are included in Appendix C; a 

sum of £20,000 has been included in the cost analyses to cover these. 

• Frithwood Lane.  

Currently Frithwood lane, from the A616 junction to the entrance to the site 

near the railway bridge, is in an unsatisfactory condition apart from the first 

100 metres from the A616 which is tarmac. It is over 1 Km long and 

unsuitable for normal road vehicles although 4 x4 can be accommodated with 

care. As well as the passing bays it will be necessary to carry out major new 

works including new drainage and surfacing with suitable materials.   

Furthermore maintenance works to Frithwood Lane and the junction to the 

A619 are predicted both during the operational period and at the start of each 

year. 

• Bridge over railway. 

Significant costs have already been incurred in assessments and inspections 

of the bridge to access its structural integrity and to confirm its ability to 

support all the loads associated with the import of material.  Specialist 

consultants have been appointed and following detailed inspections structural 

reports have been produced.  
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• Security 

Following receipt of the site from the former UK Coal the recorded instances 

of theft, vandalism, criminality, arson, threating behaviour are numerous. It is 

not possible to leave anything on the site attended. Machines have been 

vandalised and accommodation damaged behind repair. The only solution we 

have found reasonably successful is to have full time security on the site at 

night and weekends outside of operation hours. If the working day is limited to 

8 hrs 5 days a week then at least 128 hours of security will be required/week. 

•  Removal of belting 

There exists on site a significant quantity of old conveyor belting that was 

used in the construction of the lagoons. There is approximately 80 tonnes. It 

is impractical to retain this amount on site. The presence of the belting is now 

presenting a temptation to the more malicious elements of the community 

resulting in frequent fires which the fire service are having to handle.  

Environmental Heath are requiring immediate removal of the material to 

remove the source of the fires which carries a risk of spread in this dry 

weather.  Whilst recycling of the belting will be considered it is most likely that 

they will need to be disposed of as waste at a cost. This is a cost that the site 

works will need to incur and as such be recouped through value from 

imported material. 

• Fees & Other costs 

Apart from the specialist fees associated with the bridge that carries 

Frithwood Lane over the railway, consultancy fees have also been expended 

in other areas including ecology, surveys, modelling and design, planning 

advice and costs associated with the application. 

•  Initial Health & Safety works 2015. 

Significant costs have already been incurred as a consequence of the 

dewatering of the lagoons and the over-tipping of the ochre. 

Summary and Conclusions 

A visual comparison of the 3 options below is provided on a drawing in Appendix C. 

 Option A (Current Application Model) 

 The current proposed restored profile includes an overall fill requirement of 267400m3  and 

a cut of 171600m3, the shortfall (95800m3) being provided by the importation of inert 

material.  

Unfortunately there are two fundamental problems with this model in that too much 

excavation is assumed in the area of the north western lagoon and the cost of the cut and fill 

and operating costs cannot be recovered by the importation of material. 
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The deficit in producing this scheme has been calculated at £576908 even if all the material 

can be imported in a 2 year period. The deficit will further increase if the 95800m3 cannot be 

imported within 2 years.        

Option B 

The cut and fill has been reduced to eliminate the excavation of the north western lagoon 

and to reduce operating costs. The profile will be different from Option A in that there will be 

2 distinct areas separated by the existing central vegetated bank which will remain. The 

resultant cut and fill is 41046m3 which is a perceived minimum to cap the lagoon area. The 

finished profile has been reduced in the south to keep the importation of material similar to 

Option A, but it can be clearly seen that the scheme will still be in significant deficit even if 

the importation can be completed in 2 years. The final deficit has been calculated as 

£183,946 but will increase further if the importation of 100269m3 cannot be completed in the 

2 year period. 

Option C 

This option is a variant of Option B. The model retains the central bank and the two distinct 

areas in the north and south but slightly raises these areas to allow for the importation of 

154,141m3 of material to reduce the final deficit to an acceptable level. The importation can 

be completed in the current application timeframe of 3-years without an increase in the 

application maximum vehicle movements..  

At £90,000 and with £60,000 of 2015 Health and Safety Costs and Fees it was felt that this 

cost deficit could be absorbed when considered against the implications of further 

importation, which would most likely extend the restoration period. 

While using a relatively low cost per load it was decided that such a cost would enable the 

maximisation of import loads per day in order to achieve the importation in the application 

time period without incurring the costs of a further year of operation, which would most likely 

eradicate any benefit of increased charges. 

The conclusion of this report is that whilst option B offers a solution of reducing engineering 

and importation it is not commercially viable. Option C, while carrying a potential deficit, with 

good site management it is perceived that this could be reduced to an acceptable level and 

is therefore our preferred scheme and is presented for approval. 
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Introduction  
 
 
This report provides a summary of previous uses of the site together with a proposal for its 
restoration. 
 
Location 
 
The approximate location of the proposed restoration area is shown in Appendix A.  The site 
was formerly tips 4 and 5 of the former Colliery. The plan in Appendix A shows the area 
prior to construction of the mine-water settlement lagoons. 

 

History 
 

The earliest available Ordnance Survey maps 0f 1875 and 1876 show the presence of green 
fields on the site and adjacent land. A north/south orientated Mansfield Railway line was 
situated immediately to the eastern boundary. 

 

 

Creswell Colliery was constructed prior to 1898. Spoil was initially placed directly to the 
south of the colliery but by 1955 was deposited to the east of the rail line by means of an 
aerial ropeway and then further south of the colliery. The Colliery closed in 1991. Part of the 
site was demolished and the remainder of the buildings were converted for commercial 
lettings and a pumping complex.  

 

 
After the miner’s strike in 1984 the lease was split by the government between the Coal 
Authority and UK Coal.  UK Coal leased the tips and an area around the shafts whilst the 
Coal Authority was responsible for the remainder of the colliery yards and infrastructure. 
Following closure of the Colliery in 1991 UK Coal constructed a mine-water pumping system 
to protect, the still operational, Welbeck and Thoresby Collieries from rising mine-water. 
Water was pumped from the shaft to 6 new settlement lagoons constructed in tips 4 & 5. A 
further 3 ponds took mine-water pumped overland from Langwith when seasonal 
requirements of the extraction licence meant it could not be discharged into the river 
Poulter. Following settlement the mine-water from either source was pumped overland to 
the river Rother at Renishaw. 
 
 
In 2013 the Coal authority surrendered their lease following an agreed scheme of 
reclamation. In 2014 UK Coal went into administration and the areas they had previously 
leased reverted back to Welbeck Estates. The only areas not transferred back to Welbeck 
were the shafts, which remain owned by the Coal Authority. 
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Following confirmation that the mine-water pumping system was no longer required 
Welbeck commissioned contractors to demolish the remainder of the surface buildings and 
fill the mine-water treatment lagoons because of the significant Health & Safety liability 
posed by the redundant structures and the initial water filled and later ochre filled lagoons. 
These works were carried out in the first half of 2015. The mine-water was pumped from 
the mine-water lagoons to the final settlement pond in the south of the site and the lagoons 
carefully filled by pushing the banks and sides in with a D6 dozer.  
 
A current site survey is included in Appendix B which shows the former positions of the part 
filled lagoons in outline. These emergency engineering works removed the immediate 
threat to life posed by the lagoons and more significantly their contents but hasn’t restored 
the site, neither has it resolved the issues presented by the three ponds at the southern end 
of the site 
 
Use 
 
The site has previously been used in association with mining at the former Creswell Colliery 
and was an area of settlement ponds prior to them being infilled in 2015. There is no 
‘approved’ after use as the ponds were created under historic Permitted Development 
rights with no restoration and after use conditions applied.  
 
Reasons for restoration. 
 
 
Since closure the site has attracted all kinds of criminal activity including vandalism and 
theft. In recent times the theft of copper cable has been such that UK Coal were forced to 
isolate the site from the electric network because of the risk of serious injury to 
unauthorised personnel removing cables. Since then Welbeck has had to instruct a 
contractor to remove all the remaining cables and demolish the buildings to remove the 
focus of the theft. 
 
 
The perimeter fencing has continually been repaired and re-breached and warning signs 
destroyed or removed. Contractor’s cabins have been broken into and set on fire even the 
wooden cascades at the head of each mine-water lagoon have been set on fire. Motorbike 
riding at high speed has been prevalent during the Health & Safety works with riders 
running very close to the edges of the ponds and lagoons. It is therefore proposed to fill the 
three remaining ponds to remove the remaining Health and safety hazard and create a new 
landform that is consistent with the restored adjacent tips which present little problem in 
regard to unauthorised personnel and motorbike riders.  
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Restoration methodology 
 
Our proposed new landform is shown in Appendix C with sections shown in Appendix D. 
Appendices E & F show the restored area in the context of the surrounding tips. 
  
A new landform cannot be created by simply modifying the existing landform due to the 
materials residing within it. Therefore the best strategy is to leave those materials in-situ 
and restore over, creating a new landform. 
 
To create this new landform some material can be excavated and transported from the 
north of the area to the south. However, due to the consistency of the material in the 
northern part of that area it is not possible to excavate and move this material to fill the 
southern ponds. There is therefore insufficient suitable material to fill the 100,000m3 of 
voids and subsequently the import of 150,000 tonnes is necessary. In addition, there are 
insufficient soils and material on site to finish the restoration of both the north and south 
areas The 150,000 tonnes proposed is the minimum necessary to fill the voids and restore 
the site. This is confirmed by the cross sections showing the current landform and that 
proposed. 
 
 It is proposed that the imported material be imported via the A616, Frithwood Lane and the 
bridge over the Robin Hood Line as shown below in the overhead photograph. 
 
Photograph showing location, Frithwood Lane Bridge, lagoons & settlement ponds before 
Lagoons were infilled during 2015 

 

Importing material via the above proposed route will inhibit the need to use the existing 
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access along Colliery Road, Elmton Rd and through Creswell village pass the School. 
The bridge has been subject to extensive examination by engineers and, although subject to 
some minor repairs, has been certified to transport vehicles for importing fill materials. 
Vehicles will be required to turn left on exiting the site and follow a prescribed route plan to 
alleviate any impact on neighbouring highways and in particular the Cuckney A60/A619 
crossroads.  The route plan will pick up the same route utilised by Lafarge and the Whitwell 
Quarry. It is anticipated that there will be no more than 40 vehicles /day entering the site 
and will be limited to 50,000 tonnes/annum. 
 
Summary 
 
We conclude that the proposed restoration is the best means by which a useful future for 
the site can be created, given the inability to access sufficient existing material on-site, and 
that the extended import period is timed to reduce highway and other impacts presented by 
bringing material onto the site 
 
The re-profiling works proposed north of the application site, to reduce imported materials 
and provide part of the surface layer, will enhance the future development of this land 
subject to future planning permission for its use being obtained. 
 
Site Photographs  
 
 Creswell lagoon before H & S work 
 

 
 Creswell lagoon during H & S work. 
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 Creswell lagoon prior to completion of H & S work 
 

 
 



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan C i.e. Required import 154141m3 (£60/load)

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £1800 £9000 306000

Assume £60/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 weeks @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 68622

 We wil have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north @ £3/M3. cut and Fill 

22874M3 = £68622 . Assume dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 3250

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 5 days @ £650/day = £6500

lanscaping and ecology 20000 refer costings in Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138 *12= £1656

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 208072 306000

 Difference between Income and operational costs/annum=  306000-215679 = 90321

Total profit over 3 years including fixed costs = 3*90321 -208072 =  £62891

Cost Credit



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan C i.e. Required import 154141m3 (£70/load)

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £2100 £10500 357000

Assume £70/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 weeks @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 68622

 We wil have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north @ £3/M3. cut and Fill 

22874M3 = £68622 . Assume dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 3250

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 5 days @ £650/day = £6500

Landscaping & Ecology 20000 Refer Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138 *12= £1656

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 208072 357000

 Difference between Income and operational costs/annum= 357000-215679 = 141321

Total profit over 3 years including fixed costs = 3*141321 -208072 =  £215891

Cost Credit



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan C i.e. Required import 154141m3 (£80/load)

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £2400 £12000 408000

Assume £80/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 weeks @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 68622

 We wil have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north @ £3/M3. cut and Fill 

22874M3 = £68622 . Assume dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 3250

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 5 days @ £650/day = £6500

Lanscaping & Ecology 20000 Refer Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138 *12= £1656

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 208072 408000

 Difference between Income and operational costs/annum=  408000-215679 = 192321

Total profit over 3 years including fixed costs = 3*192321 -208072 =  £368891

Cost Credit



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan A i.e. Required import 100000M3 (original scheme)

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £1500 £7500 255000

Assume £50/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 week @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 514800

 We will have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north @ £3/M3. Cut & Fill 

estimated at 171600M3= £514800. Dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 4550

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 7 days @ £650/day = £4550

Landscaping and ecology 20000 refer to costs in Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138 *12= £3312

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 655550 255000

Therefore difference between Income and operational costs/annum= 255000-215679 = 39321

Total deficit over 2 years = 2*39321 - 655550 =£ 576908…deficit will increase if import cannot be completed in 2 seasons

Cost Credit



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan B. Required Import 100269M3

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £1500 £7500 255000

Assume £50/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 week @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 123138

 we wil have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north and south @ £3/M3. cut 

and Fill 41046M3 = 123138. Dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 3250

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 5 days @ £650/day = £3250

Landscaping and ecology 20000 refer costings in Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138*12= £1656

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 262588 255000

Therefore difference between Income and operational costs/annum=  255000-215679 = 39321

This sceme requires the import of 100269 M3 . Therefore the site is only operational for 2 years 

based on expected import of 51000m3/annum.

Total  deficit over 2 years = 2*39321 -262588 = £183946….Deficit will increase if importation cannot be completed in 2 seasons.

Cost Credit



CRESWELL Colliery- Filling of ponds & Lagoons -Comparison of costs & Income Plan C i.e. Required import 154141m3

One off activity Daily Activity Notes-Calculations

day week season one off day week season Assume season runs 1st March 1st November approximately 34 weeks.

Import 30 loads/day £1150 £5750 146625 £1500 £7500 255000

Assume £50/load average revenue for 30 loads average/day. This rate was achieved following consultation with 

various individuals & organisations and in consideration of the isolated location of the site.Assume 2 men on site, 

Dozer, vibrating roller, tractor, trailer and water bowser, welfare cabin etc. Daily cost (2men @ 250/day/man) + D6 

Dozer @£450/day +£50/day for fuel for plant and cabins  +£35/day for wefare facilities, £45/day for a vibrating roller 

& £70/day for tractor, trailer and water bowser for dust suppression.  In reality dozer would only be requires for 50%  

of the season but we will need excavator and dumper for short periods. The season cost has been reduced by 25% to 

reflect there will be periods when some plant will not be required all the time.

Initial Mobilisation 1500

Prepare Tipping area & set up 

site 3000

Site set up and dozer will be required to push in side wall of ponds to provide access for tipping into ponds at bottom 

level. Assume 1 weeks @ £3000/week = £3000

Frithwood lane & passbyes 5500

Assume sufficient materials on site i.e. Redshale. Pipework for ditches = £1000. Excavator, dozer and dumptruck for 

one week including roller=£4500

Maintenance of roads and 

passbyes 1250 Assume some maintenance at the start of each season.

Cut and Fill on site. 68622

 We wil have to allow for excavator and dumptruck to move the bulk of the cut in the north @ £3/M3. cut and Fill 

22874M3 = £68622 . Assume dozer and roller will compact fill.

Repairs to bridge 10000 Detailed costs required but all activities expensive because of live railway below.

Demolition and offsite 

disposal 1500

Dismantle cascades and outlet weirs, manholes etc, crush arisings and dispose of plastic pipes and wood frames. It is 

likely that the treated wood to the cascades and plastic pipes may have to be disposed off site to a licensed waste 

facility

Soil final profiles 3250

Need to move soil from soil storage area to final profile. Assume excavator and dumper & dozer to level off. Dozer 

included elsewhere, excavator £350/day, dumper £300/day. 5 days @ £650/day = £6500

Landscaping and ecology 20000 Refer costings in Appendix D

Demobilisation. 1500

Excavate and store/replace 

grassland turves for re-use 1800 Identified as separate cost as this activity requires dumper and excavator. Estimate 3 days = 3*600=1800

Remove vegetation on 

northwest corner before 

starting cut. 5500 Trees need to be logged/chipped. Specialist contractor

Drainage 3000

We will need to construct 2 ditches down east and east sides , vertical drains and swales in south and south west and 

a pond in the north west corner. The vertical drains can be constructed during the operational period with plant that 

is already costed but the ditches and pond will need to be constructed with excavators and dumptrucks at the end of 

the operational phases. Estimate one week for excavator and dumptruck = 5*600=3000

Fencing/Gates 2500 Allow nominal sum

Belting Should be able to remove majority at zero cost.

Security 1656 56304

We have considered demobilising at the end of each day and/or only for weekends but this has been found to be not 

cost effective or practical. We will therefore require security for all non working hours. Previous knowledge and 

experience of the site is that we would need to have a security guard on site for all non working hours. Non working 

hours /week= 168- 50= 138.  cost/week= 138 *12= £1656

Pump out residual water from 

large pond 3400 Assumes we can pump residual water into one of the empty ponds to soakaway

Wheelwash 250 8,500 Hire cost of wheelwash.

Planning and professional 

fees 20,000 Costs already incurred planning and professional fees.

2015 H & S costs 60,000 Costs already incurred with dewatering and over tipping the ochre.

TOTALS 215679 208072 255000

 Difference between Income and operational costs/annum= 255000-215679 = 39321

Total deficit over 3 years including fixed costs = 3*39321 -208072 =  £90109

Cost Credit
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IV.90.16 

FORMER CRESWELL COLLIERY LAGOONS - TYPES OF WASTE ACCEPTED 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 

IV.90.16 

TYPES OF WASTE ACCEPTED (contd.) 
 

 




