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 Information by experts:
HCC DCC meeting held on 18th December 2019 extracts transcribed from Q&A session
Councillor’s questions to Peter Robe Consultant to Brett Aggregate and Project Manager:
1. Question: “Can the plume move?”
Answer: “It’s a static situation here”
EARA & SRA comment: Not answered the question
2. Question: “How much do you feel it’s going to move over the next 30 years – change direction and move?”
Answer:  “What causes the plume to move is abstraction of groundwater”
EARA & SRA comment: Not answered the question
3. Question: “What guarantee can you give that there will be no water – no leakage into the public water supply?”
Answer:   “Leakage into the supply”   “I’m not sure I can answer the question – to be honest with you – leakage into the public water supply – this is job for Affinity”
EARA & SRA comment: Not answered the question. Brett should absolutely be able to answer this question. It is their water management plan that is managing the risk.
4. Question: “One minute you say it’s static and another it’s moving towards the East?” 
Answer:  No answer
EARA & SRA comment: Brett should have a good knowledge of the bromate plume and be able to answer this question
5. Question: “Is there any examples nationally or internationally of mining so close to the plume?”
Answer:   “In my experience  - I just can’t  - answer – that – you’re asking questions that cannot be answered”
EARA & SRA comment: This is absolutely a question that can be answered. Brett should have carried out their own research into other sites. In fact, there is a quarry site next door to the Brett proposal where “mining” takes place, but only to the upper mineral horizon.
6. Question: “You don’t know any other sites?” 
Answer:  “Not to my knowledge under these circumstances”
EARA & SRA comment: This is absolutely a question that can be answered similar to question 5. Brett should have carried out their own research into other sites. 
7. Question: “You are guaranteeing that the plume is not going to move sideways?” “ I think that in itself is the concern”
“I’m very disappointed that we don’t have the Environment Agency or Affinity Water here”
Answer: No answer
EARA & SRA comment: This is absolutely a question that can be answered.  Brett should fully understand the movement of the plume. 

8. Question: “Is there any work been done – where – to say the plume is exhausted and move out of the area in time…”
Answer: I’m unable to answer that question – 20 years or more on that being static” 
EARA & SRA comment: This is absolutely a question that can be answered.  Brett should fully understand how the remediation plan is progressing. 

EARA:  As you can see from the responses to reasonable questions from councillors, Brett’s technical expert failed to give comprehensive, technical answers and in some cases failed to answer the questions at all. We would expect that Brett should have a thorough understanding of the bromate plume and its likely behaviour. Their lack of knowledge undermines the groundwater management plan that are relying upon to manage the risk from the bromate plume. 

HCC DCC meeting held on 24th September 2020 extracts transcribed from Q&A session – virtual meeting on-line
Stephen Boulton, councillor:
1. “The site may or not cause a diversion in the plume as water carries through it – is that a problem in so much that the water is dealt with by the extraction before it goes to be drunk by anybody?”
2. “Has there ever been a case locally where people have had to drink water contaminated by bromate?”
3. “Guarantee people of Essendon that the water they drink will not be affected by this in the future?”

D. Jones from EA speaking on behalf of Affinity replies:
“Bishops Rise removes bromate from aquifer” “drinking water standard is 10 micrograms in a litre of water”
“I’m speaking on their behalf, they supply good quality drinking water - blending, switching supplies” “ so no people in Hertfordshire – will always be given good quality drinking water” “ so in terms diversion of the plume – lot of work over 20 years – nothing I’ve heard today changes view – if applicant can meet the points raised with them – within the WMP  - risk of diverting the plume – or additional risk to drinking water is negligible” “ Keith is far more technical than me”
EARA comment:   D. Jones speaking on behalf of Affinity, made it clear that drinking water was safe. In terms of the diversion of the bromate plume then it relies on a WMP (water management plan)

Extracts from Keith Spence EA reply:
“We have looked at everything in a degree of detail” 
“ we are aware Hatfield quarry and the historic Hatfield quarry workings immediately north of the proposed Ellenbrook quarry site – and on the Hatfield quarry site there are several deep ponds that are in hydraulically continuity with the lower mineral aquifer horizon – so we have strong reasons to believe that historically that the lower aquifer was actually worked at that site” 
“in addition to this we have several ground water monitoring wells between  - this historic Hatfield quarry site – and the proposed Estdon quarry – and the Roestock – and the Tyttenhanger – abstraction boreholes” “originated from Sandringham”
“ and we’ve never seen bromate in any of the boreholes” “ and therefore we don’t believe that the plume will be diverted by the workings that are proposed in the lower mineral aquifer”
“we are happy that – any works within the lower mineral aquifer are managed – and will not cause a diversion of this plume”

EARA comment:   It is clear that Keith Spence is not familiar with the local area. There is no Estdon quarry and no Sandringham.  Hatfield quarry is in fact now called Cemex quarry and it is northwest of the applicant’s quarry. The proposed Brett quarry is called the Hatfield Aerodrome Quarry.

The historic “several deep ponds” (in fact lakes) may have been in contact with the LMA several years ago but are now capped internally. The bromate plume never reached them anyway. Vigorous testing for bromate in the lakes is collected every week by the EA.
Keith Spence implied that the lakes were always polluted – but they were never polluted – and as no transmission had occurred to Roestock and Tyttenhanger (PWS) there was nothing to worry about.
The implication was therefore it would never happen in the Brett quarry case.

We believe that transmission is much more likely in the Brett case as the PWS are much closer (1.4 miles).							(See doc 047)
 Brett’s high-risk activity by mining in the lower aquifer (LMH) increases that risk. Brett location puts it in Affinity’s Source Protection Zone 2, and indeed was objected to by Affinity.
Too much reliance is put at two testing boreholes between Brett’s site and the PWS. If bromate is detected then transmission is rapid, less than the stated 400-day travel in SPZ2 regulations. Each station would be pulled out of service when the level was greater than 10 µg/l of bromate in the water supply - this compounded the drought problem affecting Hertfordshire.				(See SPZ2 map 029)

 

 



“the second question – bromate on the site – we have no data at the moment that suggests that bromate is directly under the – mineral working area within the proposed quarry site”
EARA:  The second question “bromate under the site” this cannot be established now or in the future as there are no active testing boreholes on the site. The last recorded data was in 2019 from SLR. Bh107 is on the site but has no current data: 	(See doc 012, 013, 014, 015).


“the third point is – the role of pumping at bishops rise – to divert the plume away from Eston (Essendon)”
“the vast majority of the high concentration of bromate actually occurs at quite a greater depth than the base of the quarry”
“the actual bishops rise abstracts from a depth greater than 68m below the ground”
“ so the actual abstraction and majority of the flow  in the plume is actually much deeper than the base of the quarry”
“ pumping at bishops rise which primarily to – to draw the plume slightly  further south and away from Essendon – not actually to recover the bromate mass”
EARA:  It is not clear the exact depth of bromate below the quarry.  Dr Mike Rivett has developed a conceptual position that the LMH gravel body as a whole will act as a temporary storage reservoir for bromate to “soak up” some of the dynamic inputs of bromate from the bromate source. 						
The data from EA boreholes suggest that it is <20m bgl.
The drawdown effect from the twin boreholes at BR – on a 25m hill – suggest that the groundwater flow is about 65m to 68m bgl.
A better understanding of the vast “majority of the high concentration of bromate actually occurs at quite a depth than the base of the quarry” is well documented in a document EARAQU_EA sent to the in EA on 16th October 2020. 		(doc 043).



In summary
EARA and SRA locally are concerned at the responses to straight forward questions and lack of specialised knowledge shown by Brett’s technical expert and the Environment Agency

See full transcripts: documents 033, 017, 018


