
Application SCR evaluation template
	Name of activity, address and NGR
	Nestle Hayes.
Nestles Avenue, Hayes, Middlesex, UB3 4RF.

National Grid Reference (NGR) of the approximate centre of the site – NGR TQ 101 792.
Environmental Permit Reference EPR/VP3332ST.




	Document reference of application SCR
	Application Site Report for CGCP, No.1 Boilerhouse and Roasters, Hayes Site, Nestle UK Ltd.



	Date and version of application SCR


	27 September 2005.


	1.0 Site details


	Has the applicant provided the following information as required by the application SCR template?

	Site plans showing site layout, drainage, surfacing, receptors, sources of emissions/releases and monitoring points.


	The Operator provided an Application Site Report (ASR) and a Site Closure Plan at the time the original application was made.  Drawings as well as a conceptual site model (CSM) have been provided by the Operator and reviewed and accepted by the Environment Agency at the application stage.



	2.0 Condition of the land at permit issue


	Has the applicant provided the following information as required by the application SCR template?

	a) Environmental setting including geology, hydrogeology and surface waters.
b) Pollution history including:

· pollution incidents that may have affected land

· historical land-uses and associated contaminants

· visual/olfactory evidence of existing contamination

· evidence of damage to existing pollution prevention measures.
c) Evidence of historic contamination (i.e. historical site investigation, assessment, remediation and verification reports (where available).
d) Has the applicant chosen to collect baseline reference data?



	a) - A CSM was provided for the site at the application stage and the condition of the site had been described within in the document ‘Application Site Report for PPC Application.  CGCP, No.1 Boilerhouse and Roasters, Hayes Site, Nestle UK Ltd’ (27 September 2005) and ‘Permit Surrender Environmental Report of the Nestle Site in Hayes, Middlesex’ (ref: GCU0124024, 09 September 2015).

The ASR and the Permit Surrender Report identifying the environmental setting.  The geological sequence beneath the site is as follows:
1) Made Ground – the site is predominantly surfaced with reinforced concrete generally 0.1m to 0.4m thick.  The area adjacent to the Grand Union canal (northern site boundary) has been the subject of extensive soil excavation and replacement works down gradient of the environmental permit installation areas, following the identification and remediation of fuel contamination which at one time impacted the canal.  In isolated areas along the northern site boundary (vicinity of BH1 and BH2) two layers of concrete were found extending to observed depths of 0.8mbgl.
Within the permitted CGCP building >1.8m of reinforced concrete was found (WS31) the extent of which is believed to be localised (not encountered in nearby WSs 29, 30, 32 or 33 to the same degree).  This extended concrete thickness could be attributed to the possible use of concrete backfill in the area where the CGCP 1995 remediation works were completed.
Made Ground was encountered below the concrete in the majority of locations (except WS31 and BH3).  In the majority of cases thicknesses of concrete and underlying Made Ground materials generally extended to depths of between 0.5m to 1.0m, with a maximum observed thickness of 1.8m.  Made Ground consisted predominantly of building rubble type materials in upper sections becoming clayey with depth.  Slag type materials were encountered in discrete areas along the northern site boundary (WSs 11, 21, 23 and BH9) as well as in the south eastern corner (BH4, BH5 and WS28).
2) Glacial Deposits – clayey gravel/gravelly clay.  These deposits appear to extend laterally beneath the majority of the site.  Thin peaty silt deposits overlay glacial deposits locally.
3) Lynch Hill Gravel Member - sand and gravel deposits between 1m to 4m thick appear to extend laterally beneath the entire site.  Discrete (possibly contiguous) 0.2m to 0.3m thick sand lenses were observed within the sand and gravel.
4) Langley Silt Member - comprise silt and clay.  These are further north, south, and immediately east of the site (a small area only), extending to and beyond the River Crane.
5) London Clay – a sequence of clay, silt and sometimes sand was proven in all nine deeper borehole locations (BHs 1 to 9).  The London Clay can be expected to extend laterally beneath the entire site and the area as a whole.  Drilling penetrated to a maximum depth of 1.2m into the London Clay (BH6) and it is expected to be in the order of 60m thick beneath the site.
6) Reading and Woolwich Beds (Principal Aquifer) – c.21m thick comprising clay, pebble beds and sand.  Laterally extensive and high permeability supporting abstractions and base flow to surface waters.
7) Thanet Sands - at the base of the Reading Beds.  Contribute significant storage to the underlying chalk aquifer.
8) Upper Chalk (Principal Aquifer) - overlain by and in hydraulic continuity with the Reading Beds.
There is a small river located about 200m east of the site flowing in a northerly direction and the Grand Union Canal lies to the north of site.  It is anticipated that shallow groundwater flow will be to the east or south towards local surface waters and the River Thames.  The site had two groundwater abstraction wells, one in use and one never commissioned.  The main abstraction well was located centrally at the northern end of the main building and was listed for abstraction for the boiler feed and evaporative cooling.  The ‘unused’ well was adjacent to the Roaster Building.  Envirocheck data suggests there were five boreholes onsite with depth >30m on BGS records.  One may be coincident with the in-use on-site abstraction well and the second well being the one that was never commissioned.  The locations of the other three wells are unknown and there is no evidence of their use.
The site does not lie within a Groundwater Source Protection Zone for potable water supply.  The site is underlain by a Principal Aquifer comprising all sand and gravel units.  Whilst the sand and gravels are relatively thin and shallow they are laterally extensive, highly permeable and capable of supporting small to medium sized abstractions as well as providing base flow to surface waters such as the River Crane and the River Thames.  Water quality in the River Crane was classified as category “D” (Fair) in 2000.  Due to the sand and gravel aquifer being relatively close to the surface it is classified as having high groundwater vulnerability over a wide area, including beneath the site.

The shallow groundwater flow regime within the River Terrace Gravel Deposits is in line with natural drainage in the local area.  The water level in the River Crane in February 2014 was about 24.5mAOD.  This is some 3.5m to 4m lower than groundwater levels within the sand and gravel beneath the eastern end of the site.
Groundwater within the Lynch Hill Gravel Member appears to be confined to semi-confined beneath a significant part of the site, by the overlying clayey deposits.  Repeated groundwater elevations measured in BH9 suggest a localised depression of ~2.0m lower than in BH8 (60m away).  This apparent localised water table depression is inferred to cause a localised reversal in groundwater flow direction (to the northwest).  This is unusual and may be erroneous, and may be associated with hydraulic connection of the sand and gravel with a local deeper service trench or drain directed under the canal.

b) and c) – The ASR included the site history as well as a site reconnaissance to identify substances and/or activities which may lead to land pollution.  The Nestlé Hayes facility comprised an area of around 12 hectares.  Between 1868 and 1900’s the site was agricultural land.  A chocolate factory was built on the site in 1913.  From 1932 the site had been developed as a Cocoa Factory.  In 1939 the manufacture of Nescafe coffee was introduced.  Coal was stored in heaps along the canal road.  In the 1940s part of the site, including where the Roaster building stood, was used as an ammunitions dump.  The main building and production site was extended in 1965 and 1970 with little change up until site closure.  Potentially polluting industries in close vicinity of the site included creosote works, engineering works, railway lines, aviation works, power station and oil storage tanks.
Heavy Fuel Oil (HFO) was used on site and (as described in Section 6.0) there was an HFO leak from redundant pipes in 1998.  Although this area was decontaminated, it is possible there may be some HFO contamination in the area of the storage tanks (now the water storage tank area) and the roadway.

There was a small storage building where the roaster building now stands and it is possible when this was demolished rubble including asbestos was buried.

d) - Other than the remediation of land underneath the Coffee Grounds Combustion Plant (CGCP), there have been no previous investigations or assessments undertaken within the installation specifically or to check for groundwater contamination.  No targeted intrusive investigations were undertaken to support the original application.



	3.0 Permitted activities


	Has the applicant provided the following information as required by the application SCR template?


	Response
(Specify what information is needed from the applicant, if any)

	a) Permitted activities

b) Non-permitted activities undertaken at the site


	a)  The Environment Agency determined that the Installation comprised the following activity as listed in Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the PPC Regulations at the time of the original application determination:

· Section 1.1 A(1)(a) - burning any fuel in an appliance with a rated thermal input of 50MW or more.
This relates to the on-site CGCP (multi-hearth furnaces) which burnt waste coffee grounds from the coffee manufacturing process to raise steam for use on site.  Natural gas was used as an auxiliary fuel.
Directly Associated Activities at the site include:

· in addition to the waste coffee ground boilers there were five gas/oil fired boilers for steam production
· groundwater abstraction - used in the production process (licensed separately)
· HFO storage (above ground fuel tanks No.1 and No.2 each with a capacity of 225,000 litres) within one dedicated concrete bund – the boiler house was converted to run on gas/diesel in 1993/94 with above ground transfer lines from the diesel bulk storage tanks
· materials storage and handling – the main external raw materials and waste storage areas were at the northern end of the site.  The main hazardous waste storage compound was located immediately to the west of the diesel tanks.  The hazardous chemical storage compound was next to the hazardous waste compound.  There was a segregated waste storage area for skips
· effluent discharge - emissions to sewer from the installation were subject to the site trade effluent agreement NOHLOO2A with Thames Water Utilities Ltd.



	3.0(a) Environmental Risk Assessment



	The H1 environmental risk assessment should identify elements that could impact on land and waters, cross- referenced back to documents and plans provided as part of the wider permit application.



	The Environment Agency reviewed the Operator's environmental risk assessment (H1) including the potential for environmental impact from emissions to air and water.  The H1 was reviewed at the time of the original permit determination and accepted as satisfactory.  An Improvement Programme was set within the original permit to ensure that the identified required improvements were undertaken over specified timescales at the installation.




	3.0(b) Will the pollution prevention measures protect land and groundwater?


	Are the activities likely to result in pollution of land?

	It was concluded that there was little likelihood of pollution arising from the operation of the installation provided that it was operated and maintained correctly.  The site had a structured in-house Environmental Management System which delegated responsibilities to individual job functions.  Staff were given training in the operation and maintenance of plant and equipment and in key roles specific environmental training was given.  Environmental performance was specifically monitored via the Nestle Environmental Management System (NEMS).  This system is operated worldwide by Nestle.
To ensure the continued effectiveness of pollution prevention measures to protect the land the Operator was required to implement and operate under a Site Protection and Monitoring Programme.



	For dangerous and/or hazardous substances only, are the pollution prevention measures for the relevant activities to a standard that is likely to prevent pollution of land?

	There were no direct discharges of hazardous substances or non-hazardous pollutants to groundwater from the site.  The Hayes site was never used to manufacture decaffeinated coffee - the process uses chlorinated solvents to decaffeinate coffee (e.g. methylene chloride).
There was reported to be a detailed Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) inventory for the site prepared in 2010.  Thereafter an annual survey was commissioned to keep the register up to date.



	Application SCR decision summary
	Tick relevant decision

	Sufficient information has been supplied to describe the condition of the site at permit issue
	Yes.

	Pollution of land and water is unlikely

	Yes.

	Date and name of reviewer:
	Liz Ebbs
24/09/2015



Operational phase SCR evaluation template
	4.0 Changes to the activities


	Have there been any changes to the following during the operation of the site?
	Response
(Specify what information is needed from the applicant, if any)

	a) Activity boundaries

b) Permitted activities

c) “Hazardous pollutants” used or produced.


	The permitted activity within the surrender area remained as detailed within Environmental Permit EPR/VP3332ST until the end of production at the site as below:

· S1.1 A(1)(a) – burning any fuel in an appliance with a rated thermal input of 50MW or more.
The predominant historic activities undertaken within the permit surrender area included:
· tanks on site - used for storing oil, diesel, gas, reverse osmosis (RO) water, soft water, caustic, polymer, salt and oxygen.  All tanks (except the RO) had secondary containment in the form of a bund.  All tanks were inspected in line with company Technical Procedures.  Tank secondary containment and signs of spills/leaks were also recorded.  Sodium hydroxide solution was used for cleaning and for RO to produce softened water for the boiler feed.  Before the RO Plant was built in the 1980s, there was a demineralisation plant that used both caustic and sulphuric acid
· transformers on site - one by the boiler plant, four around the Roaster Building and a set of transformers located centrally within the southern part of the Main Building.  The main substation for the site was outside the site boundary.  All electrical equipment including transformers and switchgear were PCB-free.
There were changes to activities during the sites’ operation.  In 2009 MHF1 was rebuilt with monolithic hearths resulting in a higher fuel loading and MHF2 not being used.



	5.0 Measures taken to protect land


	Has the applicant provided evidence from records collated during the lifetime of the permit, to show that the pollution prevention measures have worked?



	There was a Fire and Evacuation Procedure, a Pollution Incident Response Plan and a Major Incident Plan.  Records of any incidents, accidents and near misses were recorded, investigated and corrective and/or preventative actions taken where appropriate.  Emergency procedures were in place for actions to be taken in the event of a loss of containment.

Drains were directed to trade effluent rather than storm water.  Storm water drains initially discharged to oil interceptors with drop type shut offs prior to discharge into the canal.  Removable bungs were installed in all drainage outlets to the Grand Union Canal and surface water drains were diverted to foul sewer.  During the life of the permit concrete was used to seal the drains permanently in 2010.

Floors drained to sumps which could be pumped into effluent drains.  Water drained naturally from the coffee grounds silos and conveyors and was collected in a sump.  The contents of the sump were circulated through a rotating screen filter to recover combustible solids.
Weekly inspections were undertaken by ISS Facility Services on behalf of Nestlé.  These inspections covered permitted as well as non-permitted areas of the site.  Any actions identified were reported to the person or party designated to carry out the remedial action with a target completion.  Potential fugitive emissions were broken drains, spillage from tanks or leaking pipes, or spillage during a tanker delivery.  The drains were inspected by a CCTV survey enabling repairs to be carried out should any damage be found.  All drains were colour coded so that should any spillage take place the route could be identified.  Loading and unloading of tankers was subject to operational procedures.


	Vessels, pipelines, drains, gullies, bunds, oil and grease traps and general surfacing were subject to periodic inspection, emptying and jet washing through the site’s planned inspection and maintenance system as well as during factory shutdown periods.



	6.0 Pollution incidents that may have impacted on land and their remediation


	Has the applicant provided evidence to show that any pollution incidents which have taken place during the life of the permit and which may have impacted on land or water have been investigated and remediated (where necessary)?



	Records of historical pollution incidents within the permitted area of the site during the sites operation exist and comprise of:

· salt spill in the boiler house was reported in 2010.  White powder like material on the floor below a tank was observed during inspection which was salt from the water softener plant.

· caustic leak reported in 2011 due to the poor condition of the bund housing.  The bund and flooring tiles were repaired.

· loss of approximately 18 tonne of caustic solution to foul sewer in April 2011.  Valves on the caustic centre had been left in the open position during the delivery and as a result the delivery went straight to drain.  The incident was reported to Thames Water.  Corrective actions included locking access to the caustic centre, operatives to monitor telemetry during offloading, caustic delivery procedure was re-written and all operators re-trained.

· floor cleaning wash water discharged to surface water in 2013.  Prevention actions implemented by Nestlé included re-training all cleaning staff, colour coding drain covers and identifying drains that can be used for floor wash water.
· shallow soil petroleum hydrocarbon contamination was encountered outside the eastern wall of boiler house during the excavation in 2012 for the foundations of a new de-aerator tank.  The source of the diesel contamination is believed to have come from a leaking underground diesel pipe transferring fuel to the boiler house from the tanks.  A new above ground diesel supply system was installed after the HFO and diesel spill in July 1998 into the canal which resulted in a prosecution under the Water Resources Act (1991).
Other records or pollution incidents exist for the site but were not related to the permitted area:
· mercury losses to ground (up to early 1990s) – when the excavation for the CGCP took place in 1995 mercury contamination was identified in the soils.  This was believed to have been associated with the use of mercury switches within the old boiler house.  The whole CGCP area was cleaned up by removing the soil prior to the building of the CGCP.  Recent site investigation in 2015 confirms that mercury has impacted groundwater in one monitoring well (BH1) installed within the shallow sand and gravel aquifer close to the existing boiler house on its northeast side and to a lesser extent BH2 and BH8.  The highest reported mercury concentrations in shallow soil samples were from boreholes drilled relatively close to the existing boiler house.  This evidence from the north and south side of the boiler house suggests soil and groundwater has been impacted locally by mercury.

· ACMs in soils below the Undercroft and associated deep service conduits - soils in this area may be impregnated with ACMs down to 1m depth.  There is the potential for asbestos contamination in the ground from old lagging, rubble and gaskets buried years ago without knowledge
· burial of coffee grounds - have been found during various excavations although there were no records.
· diesel loss (2009) - associated with the rupture of a delivery vehicle truck diesel fuel tank caused by a punctured fuel tank and involved a total of about 150 litres.  Spill kits were used as a first response.  All surface water drains along the canal bank road were already blocked to prevent fuel going into the canal (goes to sewer) and oil interceptors captured the spill.  These were cleaned out after the incident by a drain cleaning contractor.  The used spill kit materials were disposed of as hazardous waste according to site waste procedure in place.  Any remainder would have gone to the foul sewer.



	7.0 Soil gas and water quality monitoring (where relevant)



	Where soil gas and/or water quality monitoring has been undertaken, does this demonstrate that there has been no change in the condition of the land? Has any change that has occurred been investigated and remediated?



	No soil and groundwater monitoring and/or testing was carried out for the original application or during the life of the permit.  Whilst historical remediation activities were undertaken between 1995 and 2001 the amount of data related to locations which subsequently became permitted areas was limited and without a full schedule of analysis being present.
There is the potential for ground gas, shallow soil and possibly groundwater contamination associated with the uses of the site to be present at the site.



Surrender SCR Evaluation Template
	8.0 Decommissioning and removal of pollution risk


	Has the applicant demonstrated that decommissioning works have been undertaken and that all pollution risks associated with the site have been removed?  Has any contamination of land that has occurred during these activities been investigated and remediated?


	The following reports have been submitted by the Operator as part of the surrender process:

· ‘Phase 1 Environmental Assessment of the Nestle UK Ltd Facility in Hayes, Middlesex’ – Ref: GCU0124020 (September 2013).
· ‘Project Coffee Excellence: Sub Project – Site Decommissioning Hayes Factory Project Report’ – Ref: 04EA, dated 27/02/2015 and amended 17/03/2015, Nestle UK Limited.

· ‘Permit Surrender Environmental Report of the Nestle Site in Hayes, Middlesex’ (ref: GCU0124024, 09 September 2015).
The Phase 1 study has identified a number of potential sources of ground or groundwater contamination.  These main sources comprise:
· potentially contaminated Made Ground
· former underground fuel lines from bulk storage, also possibly including diesel fuel feeds into the roasting and spray drying plants (for specific heating applications)
· known fuel (diesel, oil and heavy fuel oil) losses around bulk storage tanks and boiler house.  It is believed that the diesel AST farm may have been present before 1993/94
· mercury contaminated soils below the boiler house

· hydrocarbons and chlorinated solvents used in engineering workshops, stores, main production building and garage/depot area.  Degreasing operations used trichloroethene
· ACMs within shallow soil profiles in the Undercroft area and associated deep service conduits
· former vehicle washing area (included an oil:water interceptor).
Coffee Roasters:

All energy sources to this building have been purged, fully shutdown and isolated.  The electricity was cut off permanently on 17th March 2015 and the mains water and soft water supplies have been fully isolated and drained down locally.  The roasting process, associated wastes and feed systems have been emptied and isolated.  All hazardous materials (oil from gearboxes) have been removed and have been disposed of using site procedures and waste transfer notes provided.
Boiler House (5No. package boilers):

All energy sources to this building have been purged, fully shutdown and isolated.  The electricity was cut off permanently on 17th March 2015 and the mains water and RO treated soft water supplies have been fully isolated and drained down locally.  All hazardous materials (oil from gearboxes and sodium hydroxide solution) have been removed and have been disposed of using site procedures and waste transfer notes provided.
Coffee Grounds Combustion Process (CGCP):

All energy sources to this building, including coffee grounds, have been purged, fully shutdown and isolated.  The electricity was cut off permanently on 17th March 2015 and the RO treated soft water supply has been fully isolated and drained down locally.  All hazardous materials (oil from gearboxes and hydraulic systems, and fuel for emergency diesel motors) have been removed and have been disposed of using site procedures and waste transfer notes provided.  Waste ash skips have also been removed from site.
Cooling Towers (42No.):

All cooling tower cells were chlorinated one week before shutdown and all cells, ponds and pumps have been drained.  The GES cooling tower pond has no drain and was pumped out but has since refilled with rain water.



	Soft Water:
All soft water tanks, pumps and pipework have been drained.  Softeners located in No.1 boiler house and borehole plant room have been drained.  White residue still present on site at closure has since been removed following a site inspection visit by the Environment Agency and waste transfer notes and photos provided.  Salt tanks located in No.1 boiler house, canal bank and borehole plant room have been drained.
Town’s Mains:

Tested weekly for chlorine dioxide and bacterial growth.  Two of the three tanks have been emptied and isolated, although valves were letting some water enter tanks, and drain valves were left open.  The No.1 tank as this tank directly supplies the security building.  The amenities plant room storage tank supplies male sinks, toilets showers and electrically heated hot water.  All other water supplies have been isolated and dead legs reduced or eliminated where possible.
Chilled Water Compressors:

All chilled water has been drained including the storage tank in the plant room.  All oil and refrigerant has been removed from the remaining two compressors and have been disposed of using site procedures and waste transfer notes provided.
Refrigeration:

All hazardous materials (4 tonnes of liquid R717 ammonia) have been removed by Star Refrigeration and waste transfer notes provided.
Natural Gas System (pipelines, boiler house and CGCP):

Internal natural gas lines were purged using nitrogen and certification provided.  Works were carried out by Flare in accordance with IGE regulations using Gas Safe Registered certificated engineers and comprised:

· isolating the gas supplies on the Transco site 640, 642, 370 and from the low pressure line from Nestle Avenue meter positions

· carry out a ‘let-by’ test on these isolation valves
· purge points installed and a flare stack set up 4m away from the building
· all pipe work decommissioned/purged capped off and labelled accordingly.

Lab and Canteen, and Gas Cylinders:
Lab gas burners and canteen gas burning equipment was purged in accordance with the gas line purging works described above.  Completed copies of the consignment notes for the removal of the gas cylinders were provided.
Ergon Spray Drier Plant:
All gas lines have been purged using nitrogen in accordance with the work described above.
All fuels, chemicals, greases and oils have been disposed of according to site procedures.  It’s also noted that whilst comprehensive inventories exist for site buildings these are not a complete inventory.  A major survey of ACMs was undertaken in 2014 to update the site asbestos management survey report.



	9.0 Reference data and remediation (where relevant)


	Has the applicant provided details of any surrender reference data that they have collected and any remediation that they have undertaken?  (Reference data for soils must meet the requirements of policy 307_03 Chemical test data on contaminated soils – quantification requirements). If the surrender reference data shows that the condition of the land has changed as a result of the permitted activities, the applicant will need to undertake remediation to return the condition of the land back to that at permit issue. You should not require remediation of historic contamination or contamination arising from non-permitted activities as part of the permit surrender.

	The report ‘Permit Surrender Report of the Nestlé Site in Hayes, Middlesex (Final), Project Number GCU0124024 dated September 2015, prepared by Geosyntec Consultants Ltd’ includes soil and groundwater quality for installation and wider site area (no soil verification reports available for previous remediation activities following caustic and diesel spills).



	10.0a and 10.0b Statement of site condition


	Has the applicant provided a statement, backed up with evidence, confirming that the permitted activities have ceased, decommissioning works are complete and that pollution risk has been removed and that the land and waters at the site are in a satisfactory state?


	During decommissioning all sources of potential pollution risk were removed.  All raw materials and waste associated with the regulated activities were removed from site prior to the surrender application being submitted.  The site infrastructure still remains in-situ and no demolition activities have occurred as part of the surrender process.  Nestle UK Limited confirmed that in the surrender area all permitted activities have ceased, the decommissioning process was completed and all pollution risk has been removed.

Installation boundary investigation locations – soil sample assessment:

WS11, WS12, WS13, WS14, WS19, WS20, WS29, WS31, WS32, WS33 and WS36.

Black soil staining and/or residual tar like hydrocarbon coatings combined with associated hydrocarbon odour was encountered in WS20.  For total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) only two samples were reported with elevated TPH (WS14, 263mg/kg and WS32, 342mg/kg).  WS32 had a total poly-aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) concentration of 42mg/kg.

No visible asbestos containing materials or fibres were encountered during the drilling works.  HSA of soil sub samples in WS36 recorded PID readings in the 10’s ppm range with associated visual and olfactory evidence of petroleum hydrocarbons.  Similar PID readings were also observed in WS29 with additional visual and olfactory evidence being observed in WS20 near to the former heavy fuel oil (HFO) tanks and the historical spill area.  Observed residual hydrocarbon impacts are inferred to be as a result of historic losses to ground of fuel hydrocarbons from bulk tank storage along the northern (canal) site boundary.
Lynch Hill Gravel shallow aquifer – groundwater assessment:

BHs 1 to 9.

These wells were designed to assess the sand and gravel shallow aquifer zone and validate the absence of light non-aqueous phase liquids (LNAPL).  This round of groundwater sampling and monitoring was completed on 14th August 2015 and also confirmed a south easterly shallow aquifer flow direction.

Shallow groundwater samples were found to be comparable or lower than the previous rounds of sampling with the confirmed absence of any LNAPL within the wells.  The shallow groundwater has not to be impacted by any TPH fractions or any of the 60 volatile organic compounds (VOC) analysed for.  Limited impact has been noted by PAH (in BHs 1, 2 and 8) and trace metal/metalloids but all at low to trace concentrations.  None of these contaminants can be related to the permitted operations.

Monitoring wells located in the northern area of the site had the most elevated PAH concentrations and are all associated with the soil contamination by hydrocarbon fuels: BH1 (2.5 to 12.5μg/l), BH2 (1 to 30μg/l) and BH9 (1.4μg/l, 2014).  No PAH concentrations exceeded the Drinking Water Standard (DWS) or the Environmental Quality Standard (EQS).  
The SCR provided with the surrender application identifies the main areas requiring future investigation to better quantify the potential soil and groundwater liability at the site.  This liability is as a result of historic operational and non-operational activities known to have occurred at the site before the issue of the environmental permit.  This includes areas of hydrocarbon bulk storage, waste storage, chlorinated solvent storage and previous underground transfer lines, known hydrocarbon and mercury contamination, ACMs in shallow soils and possible trans-boundary migration of contamination and ammunitions dumping.  All Nestle Health and Safety records have been handed over to the new site owners.
It is apparent that the potential exists for there to be ground gas, shallow soil and possibly groundwater contamination associated with the previous uses of the site and possibly also adjacent land uses.  Intrusive investigation work(s) regarding soil and groundwater contamination will need to be undertaken as part of the Planning Regime and related to the type of proposed end use.  Nestle confirmed that written declarations will be provided to the new owners to include the cleanliness of tanks and the removal of all hazardous material from the site.


	Nestle has confirmed that the abstraction licence for the borehole on site has been surrendered.  The borehole has not been capped and it still remains a potential pathway for pollution.  Redundant boreholes and wells must be dealt with appropriately to make them safe and secure and to ensure they don't cause groundwater pollution by providing preferential pathways for groundwater or contaminant movement, or loss of water supplies.
The DEFRA core guidance states:
“Satisfactory state
7.29
The regulator must ensure that the necessary measures have been taken to return the site of the regulated facility to a satisfactory state.  This can only be achieved if operators aim to restore a site to the condition it was in before the facility was put into operation.
7.30
This may be significantly stricter than the ‘suitable for use’ test of the contaminated land regime in Part 2A of the EPA 1990 and similar controls on redevelopment.  While ‘suitable for use’ is appropriate for pre-existing contamination, it is not the right test for the preventive environmental permitting regime.  When applying to surrender a permit, applicants are advised to consider whether they might be required to carry out remediation under Part 2A and if so whether it would be more cost effective to undertake operations for both purposes at the same time.
7.31
Other than in exceptional circumstances operators should remove any contamination and return the site to the original condition.  However, where an operator can robustly demonstrate that is unsustainable or not practical to do this, then the contamination should be removed as far as practicable.
7.32
The return of the site of the regulated facility to a satisfactory state should include:
· the removal of any residual waste deposits (though clearly not for landfills or mining waste operations for the permanent deposit of extractive waste)
· removing as far as is practical any contamination to return the site to the original condition, and
· where removal is not practical - treating or immobilising contamination remedying any harm the contamination may have caused, and mitigating the effects of any harm.”
In the report ‘Permit Surrender Report of the Nestlé Site in Hayes, Middlesex (Final),  Project Number GCU0124024 dated September 2015’ prepared by Geosyntec Consultants Ltd, Section 8 details that the infrastructure associated with the installation activities have been emptied and purged but not removed (also confirmed by the final site inspection and site walkover).  However, no site investigation fully characterises a site and not all of the site area was accessible during the investigations to date.

It would appear that the applicant has ‘treated or immobilised previous contamination remedying any harm the contamination may have caused, and mitigating the effects of any harm’ (documented in the site decommissioning report submitted in March 2015).
Section 10.3 details the proposed confirmation of land condition.




	Surrender SCR decision summary
	Tick relevant decision

	Sufficient information has been supplied to show that pollution risk has been removed and that the site is in a satisfactory state – accept the application to surrender the permit; or

	(

	Although the site has not been reinstated back to its original condition before the facility was put into operation, based on the information provided the soil and groundwater data would probably not warrant actions under Part 2A in its current state.  However should the conceptual model change (e.g. proposed change in land use, infrastructure, deterioration of current infrastructure & concrete hardstanding) then remediation may be required at a future date.  For example if a planning application was submitted for the site based on the information provided, the Environment Agency would recommend the use of the land affecting by contamination conditions to be used on the planning consent.

Also, the deep boreholes on the main site should be decommissioned in line with Environment Agency guidance as soon as practically possible.


	Date and name of reviewers:
Liz Ebbs – NPS, 24/09/2015
Theresa Cory – GWCL, 06/10/2015.
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