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Please see below for response to comments on the memorandum 

received from Angela Guy, Contaminated Land Officer at Wrexham 

County Borough Council (CLO WCBC) on May 31st 2023. Comments 

received are shown in bold, with our responses shown below.  

 

1. The Contaminated Land Team recommended a condition to 

assess for potential land contamination due to the mound at the 

site and likelihood of made ground being present. It is noted 

that the contamination assessment identified extensive made 

ground at the site, it is understood that the on-site mound has 

now been removed but please can this be confirmed. 

a. We can confirm that the on-site mound has been removed. The 

intention is that the details surrounding the removal of the 

mound are included in the verification report to be submitted at 

the end of the earthworks stage. Briefly, following the 

demolition of the Kop P.P. O'Connor Ltd undertook the 6 trial 

pits described in section 3.1.3 and 3.3.9 of the report so that 

chemical testing and waste classification could be undertaken 

prior to earthworks to remove the mound. The outcome of the 

testing and assessment are described in Sections 4.4.5 of the 

report. The mound was then removed by P.P. O'Connor, and 

excavated material taken to permitted facilities between 20th 

January – 17th February 2023. Once the mound had been 

removed, Geotechnics Ltd were commissioned to undertake the 

2nd phase of the main ground investigation at the site in the 

area of the former Kop, with these exploratory holes 

undertaken from the new site level (similar to the original site 

level adjacent to the Kop mound). 

2. There is no explanation of the potential source of hydrocarbon 

contamination identified in TP104, was there anything evident 

that could explain its presence. What was the reason for not 

delineating and further investigating the area of hydrocarbons? 

Paragraphs 10.3.3 and 10.3.4 discuss the use of a Land Quality 

Dear Matthew Phillips,  
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Method Statement (LQMS) and Verification Plan, this would include a watching brief 

during the earthworks for unforeseen ground conditions including potential 

contamination concerns. This is considered a suitable proposal as it will address 

unexpected contamination that may be encountered as well as works in the vicinity of 

TP104. 

a. This information was omitted from the report in error. The trial pit log (Figure 1) for 

TP104 shows that the hydrocarbon impact was identified in the South East corner of the 

trial pit, adjacent to the site boundary and directly beneath a concrete foundation, in the 

natural soils directly beneath the made ground. This suggests that the contamination 

was from an off-site source, likely to be the adjacent former garage. 

b. The assessment for Human Health (Sections 4.1, 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4.4  of the report), did 

not identify an exceedance of the Generic Assessment Criteria for TPH. Furthermore, 

TPH was not identified in groundwater in the underlying Glaciofluvial Sheet Deposits 

(described in Section 5.2 and 5.3 of the report).  

c. As the design for the Kop and public realm area in front of the Kop did not require any 

significant excavations, and as the concentrations identified were below the human 

health assessment criteria, it was decided that further delineation works would not be 

necessary, subject to confirmation of this approach with the Local Authority. If further 

ground investigation works are deemed to be necessary by the Local Authority then we 

would recommend that this work is undertaken as part of the verification works, fully 

described in the verification plan that will be included in the LQMS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Trial pit log for TP104 

 

3. The interim report covered the gas monitoring that had been undertaken up until that 

time, some installations required a further 4 monitoring rounds. This work has since 

been undertaken and the second issue of the report details the findings, however 

some parts of the report have not been updated, paragraph 6.1.4, Table 8.1 and 10.1.2 

& 10.1.11 for instance. Were BH’s 104, 105 and 106 on the mound and was their 

purpose to monitor the gas potential within the mound, or had the mound been 

removed prior to their installation (it is noted that paragraph 4.4.5 does state the 

material has been removed from site but it is not clear at what time this was in 

relation to the intrusive investigation works taking place)? 
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a. We confirm that BH104, 105 and 106 were undertaken by Geotechnics Ltd (20th – 23rd  

February 2023) following the removal of the mound by P. P. O’Connor (excavated 

material taken to permitted facilities between 20th January – 17th February 2023). The 

ground gas installations at BH104, BH105 and BH016 were installed to monitor the gas 

potential of the ground underlying the mound of material that was removed.   

b. Data from the additional monitoring rounds were broadly within the range of 

concentrations observed during previous rounds, therefore the changes to the table 

were minor. No changes were therefore made to the outcomes of the Risk Assessment 

(Section X), therefore no changes were made to Sections 10.1.2 and 10.1.11.  

 

4. Were TP100 – 104 below the footprint of the mound and therefore this sampling was 

undertaken after the removal of the mound? 

a. Exploratory locations TP100 – 104 were not within the footprint of the mound, as shown 

in the figure below (taken from page 65 of the report).  

b. We can confirm that TP100 – 104 were undertaken by Geotechnics Ltd during the 2nd 

phase of the GI (15th & 16th February 2023), following the removal of the mound by P. 

P. O’Connor (excavated material taken to permitted facilities between 20th January – 

17th February 2023).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Exploratory Hole Plan for exploratory location undertaken by Geotechnics Ltd during Phase I 

and Phase II of the GI.  

 

5. In paragraph 4.4.5 it is stated that 15 samples of the mound beneath the old Kop 

Stand were taken by P.P O’Conner Limited as part of the additional ground 

investigation, the samples were screened for metals, inorganic, PAHs, TPH, VOC 

including tentatively identified compounds (TICs) and SVOC including TICs and 

asbestos screening. No trial pit logs, soil descriptions or photos were provided for the 

mound material. Was a plan provided of the sampling locations? 

a. A plan of Trial pit locations is shown in Figure 3 below. We can confirm that the 6 no. 

trial pits were located on the mound, within the footprint of the former Kop Stand.  
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Figure 3: Trial pit location plan provided by P. P O’Connor.  

 

b. We confirm that no trial pits logs or detailed soil descriptions were provided by P. P. 

O’Connor. Laboratory testing has provided a basic soil description, shown in Figure 4 

below. Photos of the trial pits have been provided, however they have not been labelled 

by P. P. O’Connor, but are provided in Appendix 1. We will be providing feedback to P. P. 

O’Connor to rectify this in due course, and plan to provide this information within a 

verification report.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Laboratory soil descriptions for trial pits undertaken by P. P. O’ Connor 
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Please let me know if you have any further questions or require any further information to close out to 

enable the discharge of planning conditions 5, 6 and 10.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Bethan Smith 
Environmental Consultant 

M +447866129480 

bethan.smith@ramboll.com 

  

mailto:bethan.smith@ramboll.com


 

 

6/42 Doc ID RUK2021N00485-RAM-RP-00026 /   Version 0.1 

 
 

Confidential 

Appendix 1 
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