Hauxton Consultative Committee Meeting,

Hauxton Village Hall, Hauxton
Thursday 18th August 2010

Attendance:

Jennie Daly (JD), Harrow Estates plc (HE) (Secretary)



Mark Nicholls (MLN), Harrow Estates plc (HE)




Mark Smith (MS), Atkins (ATK)




Steve Edgar (SE), Vertase FLI (VFLI)




Cllr Janet Lockwood (JL), South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC) (Chair)



Tony Allison (TA), Hauxton Parish Council (HPC)




Susan Walford (SW), South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC)




Eileen Young (EY) , Environment Agency (EA)




Joseph Whelan (JW), Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) 




Cllr Gail Kenney (GK), Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC)




Kate King (KK) , Health Protection Agency (HPA) 

Also in Attendance: 
Emma Lowther (EL), South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC)

Apologies:

Cllr Tony Orgee (TO), Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC)

1. Introductions and Apologies
1.1 JL welcomed EL to the meeting and explained that EL was attending to take some bullet point notes from the meeting and to assist with communication. Apologies were received from TO and it was explained that GK was attending in his place. Round the table introductions were made for the benefit of EL and GK.
2. Review of Actions since the Previous Meeting
2.1 The minutes of the Teleconference held on the 30th June 2010 were confirmed as having been received and accepted via email. 
2.2 JL summarised some of the minutes of the previous meeting in relation to the Public Meeting and subsequent Drop-In Session which had been held. JL indicated that some 20 questionnaires had been completed and confirmed that these indicated the event had been beneficial.
2.3 JL noted an action against VFLI in relation to monitoring during the evening and out of hours. SE confirmed that patrols were undertaken in the evening and out of hours. MLN also stated that the EA have the out of hours contact number to ring to report any out of hours complaints to allow these to be checked.
2.4 TA indicated that HPC had asked SCDC for a consolidation of complaints since the works started. TA noted that the worst day for odour and complaints in his opinion was the 26th July when new complainants who had not previously been concerned registered complaints.  TA commented that improvements had since been made on site and complainants had reduced since.
2.5 A further action was noted in relation to notice boards. MLN confirmed these had now been erected, one at the bus stop in Hauxton and there had been two on the site hoardings though one had now been removed to be relocated to Harston following agreement to erect one there.
3. Progress on Site 
3.1 SE undertook a brief PowerPoint presentation to refresh understanding and to demonstrate progress on the site in the period. This followed a guided site tour for JL and TA undertaken by SE earlier in the day. 
3.2 SE explained the excavation progress and intention to complete the first phase of remediation works by Autumn this year. 
3.3 SE went on to explain that the High Bay warehouse was being used to contain materials known to be odourous. Photographs were shown of this material completely covered with sheeting. SE explained that the weather and wind conditions had not yet been favourable for the processing of this material and that this would only be done once the prevailing wind was away from the villages. 
3.4 GK asked when filling of the excavation would occur. SE explained that this would happen once a sufficient volume of material was available from treatment. SE also confirmed that the material would be placed to an engineering specification.
3.5 SE explained that soil materials were being deposited on the excavation base to free up room elsewhere on the site. In addition, the decision had been taken to relocate the more odourous material to the excavation base as this assisted in minimising odour generation and containing it. 
3.6 GK asked about the works being undertaken in the Winter period. SE explained that works would continue during this period where the weather conditions permitted. TA suggested there appeared to be a misconception among villagers that works were ceasing over Winter. SE explained that work would continue but would be scaled down due to reduced daylight hours and likely inclement weather conditions.  Although it was acknowledged that this proposal had been confirmed to attendees during the drop-in session, it was agreed that a statement be made to clarify this position for the avoidance of doubt.
3.7 TA asked when the odourous material in the High Bay warehouse was to be processed. SE indicated that this would only be done in a controlled manner once weather conditions were forecast to be favourable.
3.8 SE showed a slide with an aerial photograph of the site which had been annotated. JL asked if a copy of this could be placed on the notice boards. This was agreed. 
Action SE/VFLI
3.9 SE showed a slide indicating the use of covered force ventilated beds for granular material and indicated this was not a suitable method for clay type material. GK asked how much of the excavated soil was of a clay type. SE indicated that the vast majority was clay but where suitable, force ventilation was used. 
4 Matters Arising from Site Operations
4.1 All matters arising were covered under questions and answers during the presentation by SE.
5 Odour Monitoring of Complaints and Responses
5.1 SW gave a brief summary of the current complaints procedure. Individuals are encouraged to ring the EA Hotline number to report any incidences of odour. This data is recorded by the EA. The EA will normally respond to the complainant via telephone or email if a response has been requested.
5.2 SCDC and the EA share site visit and inspections and information is fed back to VFLI to adjust works if necessary. VFLI notify the EA and SCDC each day of planned works and activities scheduled for that day.
5.3 The EA produce reports each week collating odour complaints and any reported health effects.
5.4 Since the site commenced, 526 complaints had been received, of which 166 were related to health effects and had been received from 140 separate complainants. Of the 140 complainants, 65 were complaining of health effects. For the period 7th to the 13th August, 18 calls had been received, 7 of which related to health effects.
5.5 JL asked whether the complaint feedback was useful. SE stated that complaints were not awaited before working practices were adjusted. SE explained that often the complaints lagged the site activities and were often received when activity on site had already been altered or had ceased as potential odour issues had already been anticipated and the works adjusted.
5.6 TA asked if specific data and information relating to complaints could be provided to HPC. SW stated that this was unlikely full information could be released due to Data Protection issues.  It was agreed non-personal summary of complaints could be provided.
5.7  TA asked what constituted a nuisance in odour terms.  SW stated that there are a number of factors including intensity, frequency, duration, offensiveness and location and includes an assessment of the impact on normal activity.  SCDC’s Health and Environmental Services have Officers’ that are investigating allegations of odour from the site adversely affecting the use and enjoyment of residents’ properties.  Officers’ are making visits during the normal working week, early morning, late night and also at weekends in order to gain a true reflection of how offensive the smell is and how frequently the odour can be detected.  This investigation is ongoing, however to date the existence of a statutory nuisance has not been established.
5.8 JL asked whether the works can be undertaken at a slower rate to reduce odours. SE explained that it could, but odour would be prolonged as a result and that areas of elevated odour would be encountered but for longer periods as a result and that it was a case of balancing the odours with completing the work expediently.
5.9 SW stated that less than ten individuals had completed and returned odour nuisance diaries to SCDC since complaints were first received in April 2010.  The Environmental Health Officer has been in contact with the complainants in question, confirming receipt of the odour diaries.  However, the majority of those received did not provide sufficient information.  Complainants are made aware on the odour diaries that it may be used as an exhibit appended to a witness statement and as such a sufficient level of detail is required in order to submit the diary as evidence.
5.10 JL asked whether FAQs addressing the slowing down of works to mitigate odours and the adaption of working practices on site in relation to conditions could be added. It was agreed the existing would be checked and new ones added if required.
Action SCDC/HE/VFLI
5.11 TA and JL asked as to why tenting was not used. SE explained that the size of tent required would need substantial foundations and would in itself become a semi-permanent building on the site. The need for foundations for such a structure would still necessitate excavations for such foundations. The use of smaller tents was only practical for localised areas of contamination where receptors were living or working immediately adjacent to the area of impact. Due to the size of the excavation and extent of contamination this was not practical as the size of excavators and safe working room still had to be accommodated.
6 Site Monitoring and Reporting Progress
6.1  JL raised the issue of the air monitoring tubes and the suggestion that volatile chemicals are absorbed then can leave the tubes. SE explained that the tubes were the best type recommended for the site and that an allowance is made in calculations for the potential loss of volatile organic compounds from them. 
6.2 JL asked about the independence of the testing. SE explained that all VFLI do is take the tubes out of the airtight containers, open the tops and erect them, taking them down 28 days later, closing the tubes and sending them to the laboratory for analysis. Further it was not just normal practice that VFLI do this, it was a requirement under their Permit that they do this. 
6.3 SE confirmed that there were two tubes located in Harston and Hauxton villages as well as those around the boundary of the site. In addition, there were three areas within the site where 24 hour tubes were located and air physically pumped through them and this data was shared with the HPA directly in forming part of their assessment of risks to health.
6.4 SE explained the use of the Photo Ionisation Device (PID) for real time monitoring of total VOC in the air on site. At a trigger level on the device, works would stop and the area affected be covered. The second tier of monitoring comes from the 24hour tubes which are located in the south-east corner, north and centre of the site.  These are pumped to get more air through the tubes to obtain sufficient VOC to allow the lab to detect them. The third tier of monitoring is the 28 day tubes which need to be left longer to ensure there is sufficient VOC on the tube for it to be detected. All of the results of this monitoring are shared with the EA, SCDC and HPA.
6.5 JW asked if it was possible that if the monitoring demonstrated there was an issue that the licence for the site would be revoked. SE confirmed that as all of the data is shared with the regulators and agencies that if it was evident that something had occurred and VFLI had ignored it or chosen not to act then this would be a breach of the licence and that VFLI took this very seriously.  JW felt this should be communicated to the public as it reinforces the independence of the monitoring process as Vertase were at risk of losing the Licence if found to have ignored any breaches.
7 Role and Membership of the Multi-Agency Group (MAG) and Senior MAG
7.1 SW explained that because of the size of the project and expertise required, a MAG had been formed comprising representatives from SCDC, HPA, EA, NHS Cambridgeshire, HE, VFLI and ATK. The group have a weekly teleconference to discuss the site and issues arising and Comms representatives from each of the public bodies also have a weekly conference call to discuss press enquiries and releases relating to the site.
7.2 The Senior MAG had been formed comprising of Director level individuals from the regulators and agencies who meet to ensure that resources provided to the project are adequate.
8 HPA Report
8.1 KK reported that baseline monitoring and four months of 28 day tube data had now been reviewed by the HPA to date and confirmed that the levels of VOC remained below all relevant health based air quality standards and were therefore very unlikely to pose a risk to short or long term health. That was not to say that the effects of odour on some people were being discounted and it was acknowledged that odour can have a physical effect on some people but the HPA were satisfied this was not toxicological.
8.2  The 24hr monitoring tube information was in the process of being collated into a spreadsheet for easier presentation. Assessment  of this data is to be issued by the HPA shortly.
8.3 NHS Cambridgeshire have set up a monitoring regime with local GP practices and in total so far 55 people have consulted their GP about health concerns which the patient attributed to site activities. The symptoms have been described as sore throats, sore eyes, coughing and irritation as well as general anxiety.
8.4 It was noted that a number of individuals had written directly to the HPA or the NHS with concerns and that these were responded to but where a concern was general, consideration was given to adding this to the FAQs.
8.5 GK asked whether asthma had developed as a result. KK responded that someone with an existing asthma may be triggered. 
8.6 GK asked whether someone could develop asthma. KK suggested that someone could develop asthma at any stage of their life but that no doctor has reported that asthma has or is developing in any of the patients. There was also no reports from doctors with regards current asthma sufferers reporting increased or pro-longed attacks.  KK went on to say that Robie Kamanyire at the HPA had already considered this question as a FAQ.
8.7 It was further noted that Andrew Lansley’s office had requested regular briefing updates and these are being provided.
8.8 JL asked whether the HPA had received the questions recently issued by HauxAir. It was noted that these would receive consideration by the MAG and a response co-ordinated in due course.
9 Communications
9.1 JL noted that HauxAir had recently issued information to the press and felt that there should be some engagement with them. SW suggested SCDC were quite happy to talk to HauxAir and that the questions they had raised were to be considered by the MAG.
9.2 EL commented that HauxAir had recently issued some negative publicity and that communicating with them may foster a relationship suggesting that future media releases and web updates be issued to HauxAir.
9.3 HauxAir had extended an invitation to Cllrs Nightingale and Ellington to meet on Tuesday 17th August and requested that the site not be informed. The meeting was also attended by EL and SW. They met with workers and individuals in their homes in the area and this was followed by a presentation by HauxAir.
9.4 HauxAir had formed a Scientific Committee and elected a new Chairman. HauxAir subsequently issued their data and a series of question with a request that works be halted or amended by the 31st August.
9.5 It was noted that HauxAir had engaged the press regarding a statement suggesting that there was intended to be a Winter break in the works and that this had now been changed. EL, SE and MLN had all been contacted by the BBC in this respect and when corrected that this was always the intention the story had been dropped as incorrect. TA suggested this may have come from an earlier letter from VFLI to residents but upon reviewing the letter noted that this stated that the first phase of works would be completed at the end of Autumn 2010 which may be where the misunderstanding by HauxAir had occurred.
9.6 It was noted that the HPC website was now up and running. GK suggested that the noticeboards be used to communicate reassuring information and specifically that the allegation by HauxAir that the monitoring tubes were incorrect needed to be addressed. It was agreed that this would be addressed by the MAG in response to HauxAir.
Action SCDC / HE / ATK / EA
10 Future Plans
10.1 JD reported that the land to the West of the A10 will start to be reviewed by HE and that investigation and risk assessment work was being reviewed by ATK.
10.2 JD also noted that the Household Waste Recycling Centre had been objected to by Cambridge City Council at the proposed Addenbrookes site and Cambridge were requesting the inspector to allocate the Hauxton site. This was to be examined in public next Summer and if found to be unsuitable as a site by the inspector, this would re-open the debate.
11 Any Other Business 
11.1 11.1
It was requested that the VFLI progress photographs be displayed on the noticeboard as an update. This was agreed.






Action SE / MLN
11.2 11.2
It was suggested that the next meeting be scheduled for mid-October. A list of suitable dates is to be circulated.







Action JD
1

