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Disclaimer

This report has been prepared by Waterman Energy, Environment & Design Ltd, with all reasonable skill,
care and diligence within the terms of the Contract with the client, incorporation of our General Terms and
Condition of Business and taking account of the resources devoted to us by agreement with the client.

We disclaim any responsibility to the client and others in respect of any matters outside the scope of the
above.

This report is confidential to the client and we accept no responsibility of whatsoever nature to third
parties to whom this report, or any part thereof, is made known. Any such party relies on the report at its
own risk.
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Executive Summary

Objectives

Waterman Energy, Environment & Design Limited (“Waterman”) was instructed by Chris Knott Consulting on behalf of
Dorchester (Upper Heyford) LLP to undertake a Preliminary Generic Environmental Risk Assessment of the Intrusive
Works in the New Settlement Area, a large portion of which will be redeveloped for residential and commercial uses.

Site Site investigation company Jomas Associates Limited was instructed to undertake the site

Investigation investigation works. The site investigation, was split in to two phases and carried out between the
26 September and 27 October 2011 and 26 January and 24 February 2012. Works comprised the
completion of 41No. boreholes and 96No. trial pits. A survey was also undertaken of the above
and below ground tanks that are known to exist on the site. Factual reports detailing the activities
undertaken during the investigation are presented in Appendix C.

Ground Made ground was encountered throughout the site and comprised a sandy gravelly material with

Conditions intermixed fragments of ash, clinker, brick, tarmac, concrete and glass in varying quantities to a
maximum depth 2.6m bgs. Natural underlying soil comprised sand gravel and clay in varying
proportions.  Analysis of soil samples collected from trial pits and boreholes indicated that
inorganic and organic contamination was associated with made ground but underlying natural
material was not significantly impacted.

Controlled Groundwater level monitoring and sampling was carried as part of the site investigation. The

Waters results of chemical analysis confirmed that the presence of underground storage tanks on the site
has locally impacted groundwater quality, although the groundwater quality across the much of the
site remains relatively good.

Ground Gas Ground gas monitoring has indicted that elevated concentrations of ground gas are not being
Regime generated on site.

Conceptual Model

The presence of the USTs and the site’s history has impacted the sites groundwater quality. Elevated concentrations
of both organic and inorganic compounds were also detected in some samples collected from made ground.

Conclusions

As part of the redevelopment of the site all USTs will be removed and excavations backfilled with material deemed
suitable for use. Areas of hard standing and built development will act as a break layer between elevated
contaminants detected in made ground. In areas of soft landscaping and gardens a suitable cover layer will be put in
place. A Detailed Qualitative Risk Assessment will also be undertaken to generate threshold values in relation to
material to be reused on site.

Recommendations

A Detailed Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment (DQRA) should be undertaken to define acceptable criteria
for residual soils. This document and the completed DQRA should then be used to update to the preliminary
remedial strategy previously developed for the site.

All reports should then be passed to the Local authority and Environmental Agency for approval.
All services should be constructed in inert backfill.

Drinking water supply pipes should be constructed of materials which are capable of withstanding the concentrations
of both inorganic and organic contamination encountered on site.

Buried concrete should be suitably designed to limit the potential for chemical attack.

An Environmental Management Plan (EMP) should be developed that covers environmental management of the site
during the enabling and construction works.

Construction/maintenance workers should adopt good hygiene and safe working practices. Appropriate Personal
Protective Equipment (PPE) should be provided to, and used by, all site personnel.

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
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1. Introduction

1.1 Objectives

Waterman Energy, Environment & Design Limited (“Waterman”) was instructed by Chris Knott Consulting
on behalf of Dorchester (Upper Heyford) LLP to undertake a Preliminary Generic Environmental Risk
Assessment of the Intrusive Works in the New Settlement Area (NSA).

Works were undertaken in accordance with the NSA site investigation strategy document EED10658-
109/R/8.2.1/FA dated October 2011.

Scopes of works for the NSA were developed in accordance with the NSA site investigation strategy and
reported within EED10658-109_S_7.1.5_FA dated September 2011 and EED10658-109_S 9.1.2_FA
dated April 2012. The intrusive works were sub contracted to Jomas Associates Limited (JAL) and
managed by Chris Knott Consulting. For the purpose of this document the area of the investigation will
be referred to as “the Site”. A Site location plan is presented in Figure 1, Appendix A.

1.2 Site Specific Nomenclature

For the purposes of this document and subsequent works to be undertaken the following nomenclature
will be used.

e Heyford Park, comprises the whole of the former airbase including all residential and commercial
areas and the entire Flying Field.

¢ The New Settlement Area (NSA), comprising an area of Heyford Park to the north of Camp Road and
to the south of the Flying Field currently occupied by warehouses and some residential properties, the
residential area to the south of Camp Road and various disused buildings and structures associated
with the past uses of the base.

e The Retained Settlement Area (RSA), this comprises occupied housing located to the south and north
of Camp Road and forms part of the NSA.

e The Retained Commercial Area, (RCA), this comprises a combination of offices, former works
buildings and warehouses and forms part of the NSA.

e The Flying Field (FF), comprising the runway, taxiways, aircraft shelters, other buildings and large
areas of undeveloped grassland forms the majority of the area of Heyford Park. A Petroleum Oil and
Lubricant (POL) system is by in large present on the FF and consists of an above and below ground
fuel storage and delivery system and was previously connected to the national fuel pipe line. Vertase
FLI Limited were instructed to undertake clean and make safe works relating to the POL system and
standalone heating fuel tanks also present on the FF. This works included emptying, cleaning and
filling of the majority of the network of tanks and pipes with grout or foam and were completed by the
end of February 2012.

e The New Development Area (NDA), comprising the area within in the NSA where buildings will be
demolished and redevelopment for a mixed residential and commercial end use will take place.

A plan showing the various areas as described above is presented in Figure 2, Appendix A

1.3 Background information

Heyford Park is centred at national grid reference 451185 226775 and comprises the former RAF and
USAF Upper Heyford airbase now known as Heyford Park. The town of Bicester, Oxfordshire, is located
approximately 8 km to the south east whilst the village of Upper Heyford lies immediately to the west.
Heyford Park is located on a plateau at approximately 130m Above Ordnance Datum (AOD), although at

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
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its western end the elevation reduces to 115m AOD. This reduction in elevation is associated with the
valley of the River Cherwell which at its closest point is located approximately 1km to the west of the Site
and flows alongside the Oxford Canal. A public road named ‘Camp Road’ traverses Heyford Park
running east west.

The northern portion of Heyford Park is occupied by the FF comprising associated taxi ways, hardened
aircraft shelters, fuel storage tanks, maintenance areas, offices, warehouses and undeveloped grassed
areas, whilst the southern area of the Heyford Park comprises the NSA which consists of former
residential area of the base and is occupied by various types of residential units ranging from dormitories
to semidetached housing. This area also contains the former base shop, petrol filling station, hospital,
school and sports ground along with other recreational facilities such as the base restaurant and bar.
Some of the former base housing is currently occupied; this portion of the NSA is referred to as the RSA.

The NSA also includes, former works buildings warehouses and administrative buildings, this area is
referred to as the RCA. Many of these buildings are currently leased out for a variety of uses. A previous
base vehicle fuel filling station is also present in the NSA to the north of Camp Road, while an additional
redundant fuel filling station is also located adjacent to the south side of Camp Road. Numerous clusters
of redundant heating oil and underground storage tanks (USTs) are also present across the NSA. A
portion of the north of the NSA is leased out to a Paragon, a vehicle fleet management company. This
area includes POL19 which is currently used as a vehicle refuelling station by Paragon. It should be
noted at this point that Paragon has recently signed a new lease agreement regarding their tenancy at
Heyford Park. Under the terms of this lease agreement they are required to decommission POL 19 and
meet the relevant requirements as out lined in the planning permission APP/C3105/A/08/2080594.

Documents that should be read in conjunction with this report are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Reports Pertaining to the Site
Author Title Date and Reference
Waterman Group  Heyford Park Flying Field Hydrogeological EED10658-109_R_9.2.1.FA
Characterisation and Groundwater Quality
Assessment

Waterman Group Preliminary Environmental Risk Assessment EED10658-109 R 6.2.1 FA
Heyford Park — Existing Commercial Properties

Waterman Group Preliminary environmental Risk Assessment EED10658-101-5.2.3 PDS
Heyford Park — Existing Retained Residential
Properties

Waterman Group  NSA site investigation strategy EED10658-R-8.2.1-PDS

Waterman Group  Specification for Ground Investigation Works, EED10658-109 S 7.1.5 FA
Areas 1 3 & 7 New Settlement Area Park

Waterman Group  Specification for Ground Investigation Works EED10658-109_S 9.1.2 FA
New Settlement Area, Heyford Park
(Excluding Areas 1, 3, & 7)

Vertase FLI Limited POL System — Clean and Make Safe Upper 1245DOR
Heyford, Oxfordshire, Contract Completion
Report

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
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1.4 Outline of Proposed redevelopment

Currently it is proposed to redevelop a NDA for a mixed residential and community end use. This will
comprise the demolition of numerous buildings across the NSA. As part of the redevelopment and in
parallel with the demolition, all USTs and associated contamination will be removed or remediated. Other
areas of contamination identified as a result of the intrusive investigation will also be remediated during
redevelopment.

1.5 Regulatory Context

The identified contaminated land issues for Heyford Park are to be addressed via the planning process by
virtue of conditions attached to outline planning permission with reference APP/C3105/A/08/2080594,
dated 27 October 2010. A copy of the planning conditions relating to (ground) contamination is contained
with Appendix B.

The condition relevant to the NSA is presented below.
Condition 11 states that

Contamination in the New Settlement Area: No operational development shall be undertaken and
no building shall be occupied (other than those in use at the date of this application) in relation to a
phase or sub-phase within the New Settlement Area as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111_58-1 until such
time as a scheme to deal with the risks associated with contamination of the site (excluding the
scheme in relation to the POL system), including a programme of proposed delivery, has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The scheme shall include:

o Asite investigation scheme, based on the preliminary risk assessment included in the
Environmental Statement associated with the outline planning permission (and as
supplemented in September 2008) to provide information for a detailed assessment of the
risk to all receptors that may be affected, including those off site.

e The site investigation results and the detailed risk assessment and, based on these, an
options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full details of the remediation measures
required and how they are to be undertaken.

e A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to demonstrate
that the works set out in (iii) are complete and identifying any requirements for longer-term
monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action. Any
changes to these components require the express consent of the local planning authority.

The scheme shall be implemented as approved.
Therefore in order to assess the contamination status of the Site, with respect to the proposed end use, it
is necessary to assess whether the Site could potentially be classified as “Contaminated Land”, as
defined in Part IIA of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 and the Contaminated Land Regulations
2006. This is assessed by the identification and assessment of potential pollutant linkages. The linkage
between the potential sources and potential receptors identified needs to be established and evaluated.

To fall within this definition, it is necessary that, as a result of the condition of the land, substances may
be present on or under the land such that:

a) significant harm is being caused or there is a significant possibility of such harm being caused; or

b) pollution of controlled waters is being, or is likely to be, caused.

1.6 Constraints

This work was undertaken in accordance with the Deed of appointment between Waterman and
Dorchester Heyford Park Limited.

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
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The benefit of this report is made to Dorchester Heyford Park Limited.

Waterman has endeavoured to assess all information provided to them during this investigation, but
makes no guarantees or warranties as to the accuracy or completeness of this information.

The conclusions resulting from this study are not necessarily indicative of future conditions or operating
practices at or adjacent to the Site.

The information contained in this report is based on the findings of the factual report reports produced by
JAL, referenced P8219J107 Final v0.1 (December 2011) and P8251J128 Final V1.1 (April 2012).
Waterman has endeavoured to assess all information provided to them during the investigation, but
makes no guarantees or warranties as to the accuracy or completeness of information provided by third
parties.

The scope of this investigation does not include an assessment for the presence of asbestos containing
materials within or below buildings at the Site. Should there be a requirement under Regulation 4 of the
Control of Asbestos Regulations 2006 for any part of the Site to be deemed ‘non-domestic premises’
(including, inter alia, outbuildings, external pipework, under-floor service ducts, bridges, fixed and mobile
plant), the dutyholder(s) should prepare an asbestos risk management plan and this may require
technical survey works as described in the relevant HSE Guidance Note HSG 264.

The conclusions resulting from this study are not necessarily indicative of future conditions or operating
practices at or adjacent to the Site.

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
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2. Procedures

This Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment has been undertaken in general
accordance with the Model Procedures for Management of Land Contamination (Contaminated Land
Report 11 — Environment Agency, September 2004).

The report includes the following:

outline Conceptual Model for the Site;

results of Intrusive Ground Investigation;

confirmation of Generic Assessment Criteria used to assess risks;
assessment of results against Generic Assessment Criteria;
formulation of a new Conceptual Model for the Site;

identification of potentially unacceptable risks; and

recommendations for further action.

This report forms a decision record for the pollutant linkages identified, the generic assessment criteria
used to assess risks, the unacceptable risks identified and the proposed next steps in relation to the Site.
The report also provides an explanation of the refinement of the outline conceptual model following the
ground investigation, the selection of criteria and assumptions, the evaluation of potential risks and the
basis for the decision on what happens next.

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
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3. Outline Conceptual Model

The outline conceptual model of the Site, developed in the Preliminary Environmental Risk Assessment,
is reproduced below.

3.1.1 Potential Sources of Contamination

Following a review of the information pertaining to the NSA and the completion of a walk over a number
of potential current and historic sources of contamination have been identified. Current and historical
sources of contamination include:

12No. separate locations where at least one underground storage tank is present on the Site to the
north and south of Camp Road. These were associated with the storage of heating fuel oil for the
district heating system and heating several other buildings on the NSA. Contamination could have
arisen from this activity due to leaks from tanks and ancillary pipe work, accidental spillages during
refilling and/or maintenance and poor housekeeping practices;

Road vehicle refuelling stations were historically located to the north and south of Camp Road.
Contamination could have arisen due to the possibility of leaks from tanks and ancillary pipe work,
accidental spillages during refilling and/or during maintenance and poor housekeeping practices;

Numerous electrical substations are present on the Site, which contain transformers and various
quantities of mineral oil, some of which could have contained Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs).
Contamination can arise as a result of leakage from the substations during servicing or as a result of
vandalism. Two substation transformers are known to have leaked as a result of vandalism causing
transformer oil to be discharged to ground surface in the immediate vicinity;

the presence of workshops and maintenance facilities associated with the current and historical
activities on Site, particularly to the north of Camp Road, for example those operated by Paragon (a
fleet solutions company) with respect to the maintenance of vehicles. Contamination can arise as a
result of these activities due to spillage and leaks of maintenance and lubricating oils, chemicals and
poor housekeeping practices;

the presence of made ground across the Site containing varying quantities of foreign material
including concrete, brick, glass wire, timber and ash. Buried organic matter could also have the
capability to generate ground gas including carbon dioxide, methane and hydrogen sulphide;

the presence to the north of the Site of the Petroleum Oil and Lubrication (POL) storage and delivery
system associated with the FF. Several leaks are known to have occurred from the POL system
during its lifetime. In particular, POL 21 located close to the western boundary of the Site, which was
the former fuel entry compound from the National Fuel Pipe Line. POL 21 is known to have leaked in
1990. POL19 and POL 23 also known to have leaked historically. It is possible that contamination
from the POL has migrated on to the Site;

Paragon currently use POL19 for the storage of fuels for use in their operation, contamination may
have arisen from this activity due to leaks from tanks and ancillary pipe work, accidental spillages
during refilling and/or maintenance and poor housekeeping practices;

the fuel entry pipe leading from the National Fuel Pipe Line passes close to the west of the Site. Any
leaks from this pipe or spillages as a result of maintenance could have caused contamination in this
area;

asbestos is known to be present in the fabric of buildings on the Site and could also be associated
with buried pipes and tanks. Given the unknown consistency of made ground on the Site, including
materials used to backfill quarries, asbestos could also be present in made ground;

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
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3.1.2 Potential Receptors

Relevant potential receptors, that could be affected by contamination, identified for the Site as required by
Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990, are set out below:

human health (future users of the Site including visitors, construction and maintenance workers,
residents and off Site land users including residential occupants);

controlled waters including underlying groundwater, tributaries springs that drain the Site, including
Gallos Brook, the River Cherwell, and The Oxford Canal;

property (building structures including foundations and buried services) and;

Although flora is not defined as a receptor under Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990,
flora is identified as a potential receptor for this Site as the Development would include large areas of
green infrastructure and tree planting.

3.1.3 Potential Pathways

Potential pathways, which could exist on-Site, or could be established during and/or once the proposed
Development is completed, are as follows:

potential pathways relating to human health impacts include: ingestion of home grown produce (in
private garden areas); ingestion of, or dermal contact with contaminated soils, dust, surface water and
groundwater; and inhalation of dust, indoor gases and vapours;

potential pathways via which contamination could cause pollution of controlled waters include
downward and lateral migration through soils and shallow rock head into groundwater, downward and
lateral migration along foundation paths/service trenches, surface runoff, flowing through leaking and
damaged drains, flow via smaller tributaries and direct spills and soakaways; and

potential pathways relating building structures include: direct contact with contaminated soils and
groundwater; and ingress of ground gases in confined spaces.

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
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4. Rationale and Specific Objectives

In accordance with the NSA site investigation strategy documents (Report References EED10659-
109 S 7.1.5. FA and EED10658-109_S 9.1.2 FA) works were designed to enable the evaluation of the
following ground and groundwater regimes.

4.1 Characterisation of near surface contamination

Trial pits were positioned to target near surface contamination arising from historical activities including
plant rooms and above ground storage tanks (ASTs). Information from these trial pits would then be used
to determine the extent of contamination as a result of these activities and to detail the requirements for
further investigation at these locations. Information gained from the trial pits will also be used to provide
information with respect to the proposed end use of the NDA.

4.2 Shallow Groundwater Characterisation and targeting USTs

A series of boreholes targeting fuel storage tanks were be drilled to a depth of 10m bgs up and down
groundwater gradient of the identified tanks and were installed to target groundwater at shallow depth.
Information gained from these boreholes would then be used to define the potential impact the USTs on
identified receptors and to target any further investigation that may be required. These boreholes will also
be used to further increase the understanding of the groundwater regime underlying the NSA including
the potential impact of offsite activities. The installation design for each well was confirmed following
completion of the well, being influenced by the geological sequence and any contamination encountered.

4.3 Deep Groundwater Characterisation

An additional series of boreholes was drilled to a depth of approximately 30m bgs to investigate the
presence of a confined aquifer at depth on the NSA. Information gained from these boreholes would then
be used to assess the potential impact of historic and current on site and off site activities on this water
body. The installation design for each well was confirmed following completion of the well, being
influenced by the geological sequence and any contamination encountered.

4.4 Accessing and sampling ASTs and USTs

The identified ASTs and USTs were accessed and sampled to assess their contents and to make an
estimation of their volume. This information would then be used to inform activities surrounding emptying
and decommissioning the tanks and any potential remedial activities that may follow.

4.5 Soils Analysis

Samples of the soil horizons encountered during the investigation were collected. These were obtained
at points of visual or olfactory signs of contamination, change in strata or at 1m centres to a depth of 5m.
All samples were visually inspected and analysed with a PID. Where visual or olfactory signs of
contamination were present the sample was be tested for an appropriate suite of analysis.

Where no visual or olfactory signs of contamination are present and there is no significant elevated PID
results the sample will not be analysed.

4.6 Groundwater Quality Monitoring

Groundwater monitoring and sampling was carried out on five occasions between 10 January and 05
April 2011 by Waterman EED staff. Prior to monitoring being undertaken, each well was developed by
purging out three times the well volume three times or until dry.

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
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The presence of hydrocarbon free product on the groundwater was investigated by retrieving a surface
sample of groundwater using a disposable bailer.

A broad suite of analysis was undertaken for the initial two rounds of sampling including metals speciated
hydrocarbons, BTEX, VOC and SVOC.

Duplicate samples were collected during each monitoring visit these are denoted with an “X” in the
sample ID. A sample of mineral water was also submitted as part of each sampling round these are
identified with a “MW” in the sample ID.

All collected water samples were sealed into bottles with pre-measured fixatives where necessary, as
supplied by the specialist laboratory and transported in cool boxes or refrigerated for 24hrs prior to
despatch to the testing laboratory.

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
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5. Methodology

Jomas undertook the intrusive Site Investigation work in general accordance with the Code of Practice for
Site Investigation BS 5930 (1999) and the Code of Practice for the Investigation of Potentially
Contaminated Sites and its Investigation BS 10175 (2001). An investigation location plan is presented in
Figure 3 Appendix A, this plan also shows the location of USTs and ASTs.

5.1 Design of Investigation

Sampling locations were selected in order to characterise hydrogeology the Site and to target, as far as
possible, potentially contaminated areas identified conceptual model. A summary of the investigation
locations and features investigated is presented in Table 2 and Table 3

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
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Table 2:

Ground investigation strategy for phase of S| undertaken in October 2011

Inv?s_tlgatlon Building Building type Trial pit | Borehole | Location Depth (m bes)

position

TPNSA 201 Building 492 | Plant room Y N Adjacent to the east of building 3.0 (or rock head)

TPNSA 202 Building 492 | AST Y N Adjacent location of AST 3.0 (or rock head)

TPNSA 203 Building 466 | Plant room Y N Adjacent to the north of building 3.0 (or rock head)

TPNSA 204 Building 440 | Fuel fill point Y N Adjacent to north western corner | 3.0 (or rock head)
of building

TPNSA 205 Building Boiler house Y N Adjacent to north eastern corner 3.0 (or rock head)

4408B of building

TPNSA 206 Building 400 | AST Y N Adjacent to north end of bund 3.0 (or rock head)

TPNSA 207 Building 402 | Boiler house Y N Adjacent to the south west corner | 3.0 (or rock head)
of building

TPNSA 208 Building 410 | Boiler house Y N Adjacent to the western edge of 3.0 (or rock head)
building

TPNSA 209 Building 471 | Plant room Y N Adjacent to the north end of 3.0 (or rock head)
building

TPNSA 210 Building 481 | Plant room Y N Adjacent to the south east corner | 3.0 (or rock head)
of building

TPNSA 211 Building 483 | Plant room Y N Adjacent to the east side of the 3.0 (or rock head)
building

TPNSA 212 Building 489 | Plant room Y N Adjacent to south side of building | 3.0 (or rock head)

TPNSA 213 Building 488 | Plant room Y N Adjacent to the north of building 3.0 (or rock head)

TPNSA 214 Building 594 | Plant room Y N Adjacent to the north east corner | 3.0 (or rock head)
of building

TPNSA 215 Building 593 | Plant room Y N Adjacent to the south west corner | 3.0 (or rock head)
of building

TPNSA 216 Building 502 | Plant room Y N Adjacent to the southern corner of | 3.0 (or rock head)
building

TPNSA 217 Building 445 | Plant room Y N Adjacent to the south west corner | 3.0 (or rock head)
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of building
TPNSA 218 Building 446 | Plant room Adjacent to the south west corner | 3.0 (or rock head)
of building
TPNSA 219 Building 598 | Plant room Adjacent to the south west corner | 3.0 (or rock head)
of building
TPNSA 220 Building 596 | Plant room Adjacent to the north west corner | 3.0 (or rock head)
of building
TPNSA 221 Building 527 | Plant room Trial pit adjacent to south of 3.0 (or rock head)
building
TPNSA 222 Building 527 | Suspected AST Trial pit adjacent to suspected AST | 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 223 North west Shallow Shallow geotechnical assessment 3.0 (or rock head)
corner of geotechnical
area
TPNSA 224 Western Shallow Shallow geotechnical assessment 3.0 (or rock head)
portion of geotechnical
area
TPNSA 225 Southern Shallow Shallow geotechnical assessment 3.0 (or rock head)
portion of geotechnical
area
TPNSA 226 Building 295 | Plant room / Trial pit adjacent to location of fill | 3.0 (or rock head)
boiler house point
with fill point
TPNSA 227 Building 293 | Plant room Trial pit adjacent to south of 3.0 (or rock head)
A building
TPNSA 228 Building 293 | Plant room Trial pit adjacent to south of 3.0 (or rock head)
building
TPNSA 294 SW of usT Adjacent to location of AST 3.0 (or rock head)
building 492
TPNSA 295 SW of usT Adjacent to location of AST 3.0 (or rock head)
building 492
BHNSA 001 Building 493 | former petrol Borehole upstream of filling 10
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station with station
USTs
BHNSA 002 Building 493 | former petrol N Y Borehole downstream of filling 10
station with station
USTs
BHNSA 003 Building 493 | former petrol N Y Borehole downstream of filling 10
station with station
USTs
BHNSA 004 Building 467 | UST and boiler N Y Upstream of USTs 10
house
BHNSA 005 Building 467 | UST and boiler N Y Downstream of USTs 10
house
BHNSA 006 Building 467 | UST and boiler N Y Downstream of USTs 10
house
BHNSA 007 Building UH Area impacted N Y Downstream of spill area 10
10 by transformer
oil spill
BHNSA 008 Building 476 | Area impacted N Y Downstream of spill area 10
by transformer
oil spill
BHNSA 009 Building 441 | USTs and boilers | N Y Upstream of USTs 10
house
BHNSA 010 Building 441 | USTs and boilers | N Y Downstream of USTs 10
house
BHNSA 011 Building 441 | USTs and boilers | N Y Downstream of USTs 10
house
BHNSA 012 SW Deep aquifer N Y Perimeter groundwater quality of | 30
Perimeter deep aquifer
well
BHNSA 013 SE Perimeter | Deep aquifer N Y Perimeter groundwater quality of | 30
well deep aquifer
BHNSA 014 E Perimeter Deep aquifer N Y Perimeter groundwater quality of | 30
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well deep aquifer
BHNSA 015 E Perimeter Shallow aquifer | N Y Perimeter groundwater quality of | 10
well shallow aquifer
BHNSA 016 N Perimeter | Deep aquifer N Y Perimeter groundwater quality of | 30
well Deep aquifer
BHNSA 017 Building 579 | Boiler house N Y Upstream of USTs 10
and USTs
BHNSA 018 Building 579 | Boiler house N Y Downstream of USTs 10
and USTs
BHNSA 019 Building 579 | Boiler house N Y Downstream of UST 10
and USTs
BHNSA 020 South of Shallow Aquifer | N Y Perimeter groundwater quality of | 10
building 582 shallow aquifer
BHNSA 021 Building 581 | Plantroomand | N Y Downstream of suspected USTs 10
suspected USTs
BHNSA 022 Building 295 | Suspected tanks | N Y Downstream borehole 10
BHNSA 037 Building UH8 | AST N Y Down gradient of AST 10
BHNSA 038 Building UH8 | AST N Y Up gradient of AST 10
Table 3: Ground investigation strategy for phase of Sl undertaken in February 2012
Investigation Building Building type Trial pit | Borehole | Location Depth (m bgs)
position
TPNSA 229 Building 32—34 | Plant room Y N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 230 Building 32-34 Plant room Y N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 231 Building 32— 34 | Plant room Y N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 232 Building 32-34 Plant room Y N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 233 Building 32-34 Plant room Y N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 234 Building 77 Plant room Y N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
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TPNSA 235 Building 78 Plant room N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 236 Building 86 Suspected AST N South west corner of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 237 Building 62/69 AST N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 238 Building 72 Pla.nt storage and N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
maintenance
TPNSA 239 Building 74 Suspected AST N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 240 Building 74 Plant room N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 241 Building 66 Plant room N Northern corner of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 242 Building 56 Plant room N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 244 Building 133 Plant room N North of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 245 Building 151 Suspected AST N South of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 246 Building 151 Plant room N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 247 Building 151 Plant room N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 248 Building 151 Plant room N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 249 Building 151 Plant room N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 250 Building 151 Plant room N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 251 Building 151 Plant room N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 252 Building 131 Boiler house N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 253 Building 113A Fill point of ASTs and N South western corner of tank bund 3.0 (or rock head)
covered tanks
TPNSA 254 Building 113 Plant room N South side of building

3.0 (or rock head
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TPNSA 257 Building 345 Plant room N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 258 Building 345 Plant room N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 259 Building 345 Plant room N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 261 Building 318 Plant room N East side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 262 Building 350 Suspected AST N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 263 Building 350 Plant room N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 264 Building 350 Plant room N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 265 Building 130 Plant room N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 266 Building 117 AST N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 267 Building 123 Plant room N North corner of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 268 Building 315 Plant room N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 269 Building 315 Plant room N West side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 270 Building 316 Plant room N North west corner of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 271 Building 313 Plant room N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 272 Building 313 AST N South west corner of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 274 Building 320 Plant room N East side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 275 Building 320 Plant room N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 276 Building 320 Suspected AST N South corner of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 277 Building 101 Workshop N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 278 Building 102 Workshop N South side of building

3.0 (or rock head)
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TPNSA 279 Building 103 Workshop N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 280 Building 301 AST N Adjacent to tanks bund 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 281 Building 281 Plant room N South east corner 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 282 Building 80 Car wash tunnel N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 283 Building 80 Car wash tunnel N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 284 Building 80 Car wash tunnel N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 285 Building 172 Switch room N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 286 Building 172 Boiler House N South side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 288 Building 350 Plant room N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 289 Building 350 Plant room N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA 290 Building 350 Plant room N North side of building 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA291 Building Paragon refuel area N tNa(:]th east of Paragon fuel storage 3.0 (or rock head)
TPNSA292 Building Paragon refuel area N tNa(:]rI;ch east of Paragon fuel storage 3.0 (or rock head)
BHNSA 023 Building 88 usT Y Downstream of UST 10
BHNSA 024 Building 84 Fuel filling station Y Borehole up stream of filling 10

station
BHNSA 025 Building 84 Fuel filling station Y Borehole downstream of filling 10

station
BHNSA 026 Building 84 Fuel station Y Borehole downstream of filling 10

station
BHNSA 027 South of Suspected UST Y Borehole upstream of USTs 10

building 133

BHNSA 028 South of Suspected UST Y Borehole downstream of UST 10
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building 133

BHNSA 029 South of USTs Borehole upstream of USTs 10
building 350

BHNSA 030 South of USTs Borehole downstream of USTs 10
building 350

BHNSA 031 South of USTs Borehole downstream of USTs 10
building 350

BHNSA 032 South of AST Borehole Downstream of AST 10
building 113A

BHNSA 039 South of UG usT Borehole Downstream of UST 10
NSA22 and 23

BHNSA 042 South of Contamination BHNSA6 Borehole Downstream of BHNSA6 | 10
BHNSA6

BH NSA 043 South of Contamination in Borehole downstream of BHNSA6 | 10
BHNSAG6 BHNSA6

BHNSA 044 South of Contamination in Borehole downstream of BHNSA6 | 10
BHNSAG6 BHNSA6

BHNSA 045 Adjacent to the | To determine depth of Close to southeast corner of 4
building 492 fill in this area building 492
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6. Site Investigation

JAL was instructed by Chris Knot Consulting, acting on behalf of Dorchester Heyford Park Limited, to
undertake the site investigation works. The site investigation was carried out between the 26 September
and 27 October 2011 and the 26 January and 24 February 2012. The works comprised the completion of
41No. Boreholes and 96No. trial pits. A survey was also undertaken of the above and below ground tanks
that are known to exist on the Site. Factual reports detailing the activities undertaken during the site
investigation are presented JAL Reports P8219J107 and P8251J128 both of which are included in
Appendix C.
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7. Results

Detailed logs of the strata encountered, together with records of the samples taken during both trial pitting
and borehole installation and PID readings, are provided in the JAL Factual Reports contained within
Appendix C. A summary of the geological strata and manmade underground structures encountered is
presented below.

7.1 Geological Strata

The exploratory holes revealed that the NSA is underlain by a series of inter bedded limestones,
sandstones, mudstones and siltstones of varying thickness which is underlain at depth by a significant
deposit of mudstone. Generally, across the NSA the topsoil and underlying drift material was found to be
underlain by fractured limestone or sandstone, which was weathered in its upper reaches across the Site.
This was generally underlain by deposits of siltstone, mudstone or clay bands. The maximum thickness
of these deposits which acts as a potentially impermeable layer with respect to the underlying horizons
was found to be 17.8m, encountered in borehole BHNSA12. Permeability tests carried out on two
samples collected from in mudstone in boreholes BHSNA12 and BHNSA16 showed the permeability of
this material to be 1.0X10™ m/day and 3x10® m/day respectively.

These layers of mudstone clay were found to be underlain by sand deposits or weakly cemented
sandstone in boreholes BHNSA12, BHNSA13, BHNSA14, BHNSA16, although it should be noted that in
borehole BH13 this horizon of mudstones, siltstones and clay is interbedded with limestone horizons of
significant thickness implying that leakage occurs between the aquifers.

This confirms the anticipated geology, as shown on the British Geological Survey map for the area and
also matches with the geology encountered underlying the FF as reported in Report Reference
EED10658-109 R _9.2.1.FA. A summary of the geological strata encountered is shown Table 4.

Table 4: Geological strata encountered during Site Investigation

Soil Type Typical Description

Made Ground Brown/black/yellow/ clayey sandy gravel with gravel comprising fragments
of limestone, concrete, brick, tarmac underlying covering of turf, tarmac or
concrete. Made ground in trial pits TPNSA 201 and TPNSA 202
comprised a black/brown sandy gravel of concrete, ash, clinker metal and
ceramic. A faint hydrocarbon odour was noted at a depth of 2.7m in trial
pit TPNSA 207

Sandy gravel Sandy gravel with limestone cobbles becoming increasingly dense with
depth

Limestone Pale grey crystalline limestone with occasional shell fragments, weathered
at top of strata

Sandstone Yellow and pale grey calcareous sandstone with occasional shell
fragments

Siltstone/mudstone Grey Siltstone and pale grey mudstone occasional bands of coarse shelly
deposits limestone

Sand and weak Dark grey silty sand weakly cemented sandstone
sandstone

Additional information regarding the trial pitting and borehole operation, including copies of trial pit and
borehole logs is presented in JAL Reports P8219J107 and P8251J128, Appendix C. Cross sections of
the Site geology based on what was encountered in boreholes are presented in Appendix A.
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7.2 Chemical Analysis of Soil Samples

The laboratory test results are presented in JAL Reports contained within Appendix C.
7.3 Results of monitoring and analysis of Groundwater

7.3.1  Groundwater monitoring and flow direction

Groundwater monitoring has taken place in all boreholes drilled on the Site, The results of the
groundwater level monitoring are presented in Appendix D. Groundwater levels on Site varied from
107.6mAOD to 123.82mAQOD. The results of groundwater monitoring have indicated that groundwater
flow is towards the southeast. A graphical representation of groundwater flow direction in the shallow
aquifer underlying the Site is provided in Appendix A. It should be noted that some anomalies with
respect to groundwater level on Site were noted in BHNSA4 and BHNSA8. Groundwater levels in these
boreholes appeared to be low in relation to their position on the Site.

Four boreholes only were drilled targeting the deeper aquifer with drilling methodologies and installations
appropriate to prevent the potential for creating a pathway for contamination between the upper and lower
aquifer. BHNSA12 was installed to target the deep aquifer below the mudstone and siltstone deposits
however the groundwater level in this borehole corresponds with that of the shallower aquifer. Surfer
plots were not drawn up to represent ground water flow in the deep aquifer as it was deemed four
boreholes over such a wide area was insufficient to produce a robust plot, also given what is known about
groundwater flow in the area, in view of the works undertaken on the FF, flow in the deep aquifer is also
assumed to flow in a south easterly direction.

During the second round of groundwater sampling LNAPL was noted in borehole NSABH6. Efforts to
measure the thickness proved unsuccessful using an interface probe and a disposable bailer therefore it
is thought the LNAPL layer is less than 2mm in thickness. Following discovering the LNAPL layer an
additional three boreholes BHNSA42, BHNSA43 and BHNSA44 were drilled in an effort to further
characterise any potential LNAPL plume. In subsequent rounds of ground water monitoring LNAPL has
not been detected in any of the-afore mentioned delineation boreholes.

A total of 15 falling head tests were carried out on 5 boreholes on the Site the results of the falling head
tests are presented in Table 5.

Table 5: Summary of results of permeability tests carried out on Site

Average Permeability (K) for

Borehole Date of test the borehole m/day Groundwater flow m/day

BHNSA4 24/02/2012 0.03 0.00042

BHNSA7 24/02/2012 0.14 0.002
BHNSA16 (Deep .

borehole) 24/02/2012 286 >4.0

BHSNA27 24/02/2012 0.7 0.01

BHNSA29 24/02/2012 0.14 0.002

*For this test a head could not be built up in the well therefore the value presumes a constant head was maintained during the test
at the original groundwater dip level therefore this result is indicative only and is likely to be exaggerated.

Given that groundwater flow on Site is flowing in a south easterly direction the difference between the

water level (mAOD) between BHNSA39 (118.35mAOD) and BHNSA11 (117.9mAOD) was chosen to
represent the typical groundwater gradient across the Site. The distance between BHNSA39 and
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BHNSA11 is 704m therefore the approximate groundwater gradient on the site is 0.014. The
corresponding groundwater flow rates have been included in Table 5.

The results for permeability and flow rate are generally in line with what was seen during the investigation
of the FF as reported in report Reference EED10658-109.R.9.2.1_FA. The wide variation in K values is
typical of a fractured limestone and sandstone geology where the presence of fissures of varying
thickness can significantly impact on the hydraulic conductivity of the geological formation, whilst the rock
in its self has a relatively low hydraulic conductivity (K).

7.3.2 Site Hydrogeology

Following a review of the of the geological and hydrological information produced during the site
investigation the hydrogeology for the Site can be described as a two aquifer system separated by a
mudstone/siltstone layer of significantly lower permeability, evidence for leakage between the aquifers is
present. Groundwater flow direction is towards the south and southeast in the upper aquifer with a wide
variation in flow rate present due to fissured nature of the limestone and sandstone rock. Flow direction
in the deep aquifer is assumed similar, where encountered the deeper aquifer comprised weakly
cemented sandstone.

7.3.3 Results of Groundwater Analysis

Results of groundwater analysis are presented in Appendix E.

7.4 Ground Gas

Ground gas monitoring has been carried out in all boreholes on Site the results of the monitoring are
presented in Appendix F. Gas monitoring was carried out on the following dates 07-02-2012, 05-03-2012,
25-03-2012 and 02-04-2012.

7.5 Tank Survey

The results of the tanks survey carried out during the works is presented in the JAL Report contained in
Appendix C

7.6 Results of geotechnical analysis

Results of the ex-situ geotechnical analysis undertaken on a selection of samples are presented in JAL
reports contained within Appendix C.
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8. Generic Assessment Criteria

The information requirements for generic quantitative risk assessment will depend on:

e The substance being assessed
e The receptors being considered
e The pathways being considered
e The complexity of the Site

The outline conceptual model developed for the Site has identified a number of potential pollutant
linkages. These potential pollutant linkages have been investigated and the results assessed against
generic assessment criteria. The generic assessment criteria selected for each potential pollutant linkage

are summarised in Table 6 below:

Table 6: Generic assessment criteria

Source Pathway Receptor

Direct contact, Future users of

Contaminated

. inhalation, the proposed
Soils L
injection Development
Direct contact with
Leaking Fuel groundwater, . .
Tanks migration through Principal Aquifer
bed rock
Production in
made ground and Future users of
Ground gas the proposed

migration through

; . Development
soil matrix

Contaminated
Soils

New water supply

Direct Contact .
pipes

Generic Assessment Criteria

Waterman Generic Assessment Criteria

UK Drinking Water Standards

Gas Screening Value determination and

assessment in accordance with CIRIA C665

Water Regulations Advisory Scheme Information
and Guidance Note

The generic assessment criteria used in this report are included in Appendix G.

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment

23

EED10658-109-R-13.2.1 FA



aaterman

9. Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment

The potential pollutant linkages identified in Section 3.2 have been evaluated using the Generic
Assessment Criteria (GAC) described in Section 8 and Appendix G. Results of soil analysis were
separated into two groups, those collected form the RCA where redevelopment is not proposed and those
samples collected from the NDA. Results were then compared to their relevant threshold concentrations.
The results of this evaluation are reported below.

9.1 Risk to Human Health NDA

The results of the soil analysis were compared against the Generic Assessment Criteria for a residential
end use (Appendix I) for inorganic and organic contaminants the outcome of which are presented in Table
7 to Table 9 for samples collected from the NDA. Some area within the NDA may be developed for
commercial use however contaminant concentrations in these are well below commercial GACs.

Table 7: Summary of Generic Quantitative Risk Assessment for residential end use for Human Health from
inorganic contaminants in NDA.

Contaminant Col\rlll::r:rl:t]ll'laq:on Col\:llz):nnt“r:?on ENumber o Gene_ric As Ui
(mg/kg) (mglkg) xceedances Criteria (mg/kg)
Arsenic 5 56.28 7 32
Barium 1.00 2096.66 1 1300
Beryllium <0.5 6.51 None 51
Boron (Water Soluble) <0.5 3.14 None 291
Cadmium <0.5 23.57 1 10
Chromium (total) 4.29 94.96 None 3000
Chromium VI <2 <2 None 4.30
Copper 2.40 4096.05 1 2330
Cobalt 1.82 23.86 None 240
Lead 2.85 2658.19 2 450
Mercury <0.50 <0.50 None 1
Molybdenum 5.0 8.67 None 670
Nickel 3.77 78.41 None 130
Selenium 0.5 3.43 None 350
Vanadium 15.66 233.0 13 75
Zinc 3.75 2440.65 None 3750
Cyanide (Free) <1 1.14 None 26
Total Cyanide <1 1.14 None 26
Thiocyanate <2 <2 None 230
Elemental Sulphur 10 477.75 n/a n/a
Water Soluble Sulphate (mg/l) 10 868 n/a n/a

* exceedances are written in bold
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Table 8: Summary of Generic Quantitative Risk Assessment for Human Health in the NDA from organic
contaminants

Concomiation MU Mmberal  Geperc ssesaren
(mg/kg)
Aliphatic EC5 -EC6 0.01 0.02 None 30.00
Aliphatic EC6 -EC8 0.01 1.01 None 73.00
Aliphatic EC8-EC10 5.00 22.39 1 19.00
Aliphatic EC10-EC12 0.19 67.24 None 93.00
Aliphatic EC12-EC16 0.26 90.33 None 740.00
Aliphatic EC16-EC35 0.11 83.08 None 45000.00
Aliphatic EC35-EC44 0.11 467.87 None 45000.00
Aromatic EC5-EC7 0.01 0.01 None 0.08
Aromatic EC7-EC8 0.01 0.01 None 120.00
Aromatic EC8-EC10 0.66 5.00 None 27.00
Aromatic EC10-EC12 017 2812 None 69.00
Aromatic EC12-EC16 0.10 93.41 None 140.00
Aromatic EC16-EC21 0.13 293.86 1 250.00
Aromatic EC21-EC35 0.16 973.93 1 890.00
Aromatic EC35-EC44 0.00 0.00 n/a No value
Benzene 0.01 0.012 None 0.08
Toluene 0.01 0.02 None 120.00
Ethyl Benzene 0.011 0.04 None 65.00
Xylene- m 0.022 0.07 None 45.00
Phenols 1 1 None 210
Table 9: Summary of Generic Quantitative Risk Assessment for Human Health from speciated PAHs in NDA
Contaminant Col\rlil::r;m:la':;on Co“::zzlr:?g:i‘on E)T::azz:lg:s I-}sg;::;?ant
(mg/kg) Criteria (mg/kg)
Naphthalene <0.10 11.88 2 1.50
Acenaphthylene <0.10 14.26 None 170.00
Acenaphthene <0.10 23.70 None 210.00
Fluorene <0.10 23.21 None 160.00
Phenanthrene <0.10 238.38 2 92.00
Anthracene <0.10 79.19 None 2300.00
Fluoranthene <0.10 312.13 1 260.00
Pyrene <0.10 248.45 None 560.00
Benz(a)anthracene <0.10 133.02 9 3.10
Chrysene <0.10 127.74 9 6.00
Benzo(b)fluoranthene <0.10 124.17 9 5.60
Benzo(k)fluoranthene <0.10 140.67 5 8.50
Benzo(a)pyrene <0.10 144.05 18 0.83
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Indeno(123-cd)pyrene <0.10 130.93 9 3.20
Dibenz(ah)anthracene <0.10 27.06 9 0.76
Benzo(ghi)perylene <0.10 115.99 2 44.00

9.1.1 Risk to future Site users in residential area

Inorganic contaminants

A number of inorganic compounds were detected above their respective threshold concentrations for land
intended to be developed for residential use.

Arsenic was detected above the threshold concentration of 32mg/kg in trial pits TPNSA201 (2.0 mbgs),
TPNSA204A (0.50m bgs), TPNSA211 (0.3m bgs), TPNSA215 (0.30m), TPNSA224 (0.5m bgs),
BHNSA22 (0.50m bgs) and BHNSA22 (2.0m bgs). Barium was detected above the threshold
concentration of 1300mg/kg in one sample, TPNSA 201 (2.0m bgs). Cadmium was detected above the
threshold value of 10mg/kg in one sample TPNSA 201 (2.0m bgs). Copper was detected above the
threshold value of 2330mg/kg in one sample TPNSA 201 (2.0m bgs). Lead was detected above the
relevant threshold value of 450mg/kg in 2 samples, TPNSA 201 (0.5m bgs) and TPNSA 201 (2.0m bgs).
Vanadium was detected above the threshold concentration of 75mg/kg in 13 samples TPNSA202 (2.5
mbgs), TPNSA204A (0.50m bgs), TPNSA205 (0.20m bgs) TPNSA211 (0.3m bgs), TPNSA213 (0.5m
bgs), TPNSA214 (0.5m bgs), TPNSA215 (0.30m), TPNSA 218 (0.15m bgs) BHNSA4 (1.0m bgs),
BHNSADS (0.50m bgs), BHNSA7 (0.5m bgs), BHNSA22 (0.5m bgs) and BHNSA22 (2.0m bgs).

With the exception of sample BHNSA22 (2.0m bgs) all these sample were collected from made ground
which was recorded as having fragments of ash, clinker, brick, and concrete and as such these
concentrations of contaminants are not untypical. Sample BHNSA22 2.0 was collected from natural
material however this is considered not representative of natural material on the Site and may have
become contaminated with made ground during the drilling process.

Organic contaminants

Two samples (TPNSA 204A, 0.5m bgs and TPNSA 209 0.3m bgs) collected from made ground were
found to contain concentrations of aromatic compounds above the relevant threshold criteria. Following
inspection of the trial pit logs the material from which the samples were collected was found to contain
fragments of tarmac which may have contributed to the detected concentrations of these compounds.
The PID readings for the samples were 1.4ppm and 0.4ppm respectively and hydrocarbon odours were
not noted.

A total of eighteen samples were found to have concentrations of at least one speciated PAH compound
above the relevant threshold concentration for the particular compound. All samples were collected from
made ground which was described as containing fragments of clinker, ash and tarmac in varying
quantities which undoubtedly contributed to the concentrations detected.

9.1.2 Proposed Redevelopment Works and Soil Contamination in the NDA

Although final development levels are not currently available it is expected that the Site will be re-profiled
as part of the proposed development. In areas of the Site where levels are required to be reduced,
material being removed will be sampled and subsequently segregated according the results of chemical
analysis. According to these results material will either be one of the following;

e reused at surface

e reused below a cleaning capping layer as excavation backfill
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e require disposal from Site

The threshold criteria for material to be used at surface will be GACs for a residential development as
used in Section 9.1. For material proposed to be used beneath a clean capping layer a Detailed
Quantitative Risk Assessment (DQRA) will be undertaken to determine threshold concentrations at which
this material is suitable for reuse beneath a clean capping layer. The DQRA is discussed further in
Section 9.4.6

In areas of the Site not proposed to be re-levelled and where the elevated concentrations of contaminants
have been confirmed present these areas will be reassessed in terms of the proposed development.
Areas where the potential pollutant receptor linkage has not been broken by paving, hard-standing or the
built development will be reassessed to determine the required thickness of cover layer in gardens and
areas of soft landscaping. This reassessment will be take place once the final development scheme has
been confirmed and will include the targeted collection of additional near surface soil samples where
necessary.

Therefore risk posed to future Site users as a result of contamination within the soil is considered not
significant for the following reasons

e roads, paving, hard standing and built development will break the source receptor linkage
between contaminated made ground and future Site users

e although details of the final Site levels are not currently available it is likely that some of the made
ground on the Site will be removed in the course of the development thereby removing some of
the source of contamination. Material intended to be removed will segregated based on
suitability for reuse as described above

e in areas of soft landscaping or gardens additional targeted sampling of soil will be carried out
following confirmation of the development layout, the results of which be used to determine the
design of the cover layer in gardens and areas of soft landscaping.

9.2 Risk to future Site users in RCA

The results of analysis of soil samples collected from the retained commercial area were compared with
the relevant GACs for a commercial end use. Only sample TPNSA20 (20.76mg/l) was found to contain
benzo(a)pyrene (BAP) in exceedance of the relevant threshold of 14.0mg/kg. This exceedance is not
representative of BAP concentration on the Site. As a result the RCA is considered suitable for continued
use without the requirement for further investigation or remedial works with respect to contamination in
the soil.

9.2.1 Ground Gas

A complete set of ground gas results is included within Appendix F. Table 10 summarises the peak
carbon dioxide and methane gas results recorded on the Site.

Table 10: Summary of gas monitoring results
Oxygen (%) 14.4 (BHNSA6) — 21.2 (BHNSA24)
Carbon dioxide (%) <0.1 — 3.7(BHNSA45)
Methane (%) <0.1
Carbon Monoxide (ppm) <1
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Hydrogen sulphide (ppm) <1
VOCs (ppm) <0.1 - 75.3 (BHNSA11)
Flow (I/hr) <0.1 - -3.7(BHNSA6)

The results of the ground gas monitoring undertaken to date have indicated concentrations of oxygen
between 14.4% and 21.2% and carbon dioxide between <0.1% and 3.7%. Methane was not recorded
above the 0.1% limit of detection of the instrument used. A flow rate of -3.7I/hr was recorded in borehole
BHNSAG.

To assess the likely risk posed by ground gases a Gas Screening Value (GSV) is calculated using the
peak recorded gas flow (I/hr) multiplied by the maximum gas concentration (%). Depending on the type
of building proposed to be constructed the GSVs, calculated for both carbon dioxide and methane, are
then compared against the threshold values as presented in Appendix I.

Given that the development will include buildings for residential, commercial and community end use the
gas risk assessment has been carried to for both “Situation A” and “Situation B” type development.
“Situation A” comprises all development except low rise house with a ventilated floor void. “Situation B”
development comprises low rise house with a ventilated floor void.  Further explanation of gas risk
assessment is provided in Appendix .

When the maximum flow rate recorded is a minus value the guidance recommends that the positive of the
number is used in calculations. Therefore the GSV for the Site is 0.137. For a “Situation A” development
this corresponds with a Characteristic Situation 2 meaning low risk, whilst for “Situation B” development
the GSV corresponds to Green.

Whilst no additional measures are required for “Situation B” structures, which cover the majority of
development proposed for the NDA, the protective measures for a Situation A development are outlined
in Table 11

Table 11: Protective measures required for “Situation A” development Characteristic Situation 2

Residential building (not those subject
to NHBC Classification Method

Office/commercial/industrial development

cs*
Risk I Noi 2% £ Typical scope of protective I Noi 2 £ Typical scope of protective
Classification cve> % measures evels of — measures
protection protection
2 Low risk 2 a) Reinforced concrete cast 1to2 a) Reinforced concrete cast in
in situ floor slab situ floor slab (Suspended,
(suspended, non- non-suspended or raft) with at
suspended or raftg 7With at least 1200g DPM?*”.
least 1200g DPM™" and b) Beam and block or pre-cast
underfloor venting. concrete slab and minimum
b) Beam and block or pre- 2000g DPM / reinforced gas
cast (730ncrete and 2000g membrane.
DPM'/ reinforced gas c) Possibly underfloor venting or
membrane and underfloor pressurisation in combination
venting. with a) and b) depending on
All joints and penetrations use.
sealed

All joints and penetrations sealed

Based on the results to date the risk posed to future Site users as a result of asphyxiation and/or
explosion is considered not to be significant.
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Hydrocarbon vapours

Hydrocarbon vapours were found to be present above the limit of detection of 0.1ppm in 5No. boreholes,
listed as follows; BHNSA6, BHNSA10, BHNSA11, BHNSA26 and BHNSA42. In these boreholes
concentrations varied from 1.7ppm (BHNSA10 and BHNSA11) to 62.9 in BHNSA6. BHNSAG6 was the
only borehole where VOCs were consistently detected. This is expected given the extent of hydrocarbon
contamination encountered in the BHNSAG. The risks to the future development posed by hydrocarbon
vapours are considered not significant for the large majority of the Site. Following remedial work intended
to take place as part of the redevelopment VOC concentrations will be reassessed at this location in
relation to the proposed development.

9.2.2 Risk to Construction Workers

A qualitative assessment of the risk to construction workers has been undertaken as part of this
assessment, given that there are no specific threshold criteria currently available for contamination risks
to this receptor.

It is considered that Site construction and maintenance workers should wear appropriate Personal
Protective Equipment (PPE) and clothing during any below ground works in order to reduce direct
contact, dermal absorption, ingestion and inhalation of any potential contaminants.

9.3 Risk to Structures

A total of 38 samples were submitted for BRE SD1 suite of analysis. Water soluble sulphate
concentrations were found to range from <10 to 595mg/l however for the soil samples subject to the
general suite of analysis a maximum concentration of 868mg/kg was detected. Concentrations of total
sulphate ranged from a concentration of 0.05% to 1.1%. pH ranged from 7.9 to 11.8.

Using the guidance in BRE Special Digest 1 (2005), the design sulphate concentration for the Site is
normally calculated using the mean of the highest two total sulphate results, which in this case is 0.67%.
Using Table C2 of the BRE guidance, this equates to a design sulphate class of DS-2. The pH of the soil
is in excess of 6.5 and groundwater is mobile beneath the Site, so the Aggressive Chemical Environment
for Concrete (ACEC) class is likely to be AC-2.

9.4 Risk to Water Supply Pipes

Given that the new water main is to be laid on a brownfield Site it is recommended that “barrier pipe (PE-
AL-PE)” is used. This pipe selection is based on the guidance provided in “Guidance for the Selection of
Water Supply Pipes to be used in Brownfield Sites” (Report Ref. No. 10/WM/03/21, dated 2010). The
pipe selection should be confirmed with Thames Water.

9.5 Risk to groundwater

9.51 Groundwater Assessment Criteria

The results of water analysis are presented in Appendix E. The results of analysis were compared in the
first instance against the UK Drinking Water Standards (DWS) as the aquifer underlying the Site
comprises a Principal Aquifer and is used for local extraction. Although the nearest groundwater
extraction is located approximately 1km to the south west of Heyford Park.

Where DWS were not available the Environmental Quality Standards (EQS) (freshwater) were used. A
copy of the EQS and DWS are presented in Appendix I.
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9.5.2 Summary of results of water analysis

Exceedances were noted for several contaminants including Arsenic, Nickel, Magnesium, Total
Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH), phenol and PAHs. The concentrations for other compounds were not
detected above the relevant threshold values and therefore will not be discussed further. A summary of
the recorded exceedances are provided in Table 12 and Table 13.

Table 12: Summary of nickel, lead and magnesium and total PAH concentrations in groundwater
samples
Contaminant Samples with recorded exceedances
Nickel 48ug/l (BHNSA 26 44.00 ug/l (BHNSA
20120307) 26 20120323)
379ug/l (BHNSA 45
Lead 20120327)
. 9200ug/l (BHNSA23
Magnesium 20120307)
13.1ug/l (BHNSAG 4.45ug/l (BHNSA6  0.21ug/l (BHNSA7 0.23ug/l (BHNSA7
20120323) 20120405) 20120323) 20120405)
Total PAHs
0.26ug/l (BHNSA21 0.17ug/l (BHNSA 7.8ug/l (BHNSA 0.11ug/l (BHNSA38
20120307) 20120405) 28A 20120323) 20120323)

Concentrations of nickel, lead and magnesium presented in the above table are not representative of
concentrations across the Site as a whole and are therefore considered not significant in terms of
groundwater quality. Total PAH exceedances in BHNSAG6 reflect the significant hydrocarbon
contamination present in this borehole. For remaining samples where total PAH concentrations
exceeded the relevant threshold concentration exceedances were marginal or not consistent for all
samples collected from the borehole.
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Table 13: Summary of Phenol and TPH concentrations in groundwater samples
BH-NSA-1 BH-NSA-2 BH-NSA-3
201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 20120405
Phenol ug/l 2.70 <0.5 <0.5 <20 20 3.90 2.40 <0.5 <20 <20 3.30 1.10 <0.5 <20 <20
Aliphatics
208 - C40 ugl 5.39 0.27 0.03 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 2.27 0.42 0.04 0.07 0.04
NEOA 1.62 0.09 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.03 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.63 0.12 0.02 <0.01 0.02
TPH 7.01 0.36 0.05 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.04 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 2.90 0.53 0.06 0.07 0.05
BH-NSA-4 BH-NSA-5 BH-NSA-6
201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 20120405
<0.5 1.0 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 3.20 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 4.20 <0.5 <0.5 <20 <20
Phenol
Ag%atics >C8 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 1.16 16.60 0.97 6.93 2.31
Aggaﬁcs >C8 | <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.97 11.60 0.66 4.54 1.59
TPH 0.02 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 213 28.20 1.63 11.47 3.90
BH-NSA-7 BH-NSA-8 BH-NSA-9
201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 20120405
2.70 0.7 0.6 <20 <20 1.30 <0.5 <20 <20 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <20 <20
Phenol
A'(i%aﬁcs >C8 0.05 0.05 0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01
AFCO;BaﬁCS >C8 | <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01
TPH 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 0.03 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02
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BHNS
BH-NSA-10 BH-NSA-11 BH-NSA-12 A12X
201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 | 20120307 20120323 20120405 0.00
1.70 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 2.80 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 2.10 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Phenol
Ag%aﬁcs >C8 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 <0.01 0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.02 0.35 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Aggaﬁcs >C8 | <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.06 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01
TPH <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.03 <0.01 0.01 0.02 <0.01 0.03 0.41 0.02 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01
BH-NSA-13 BH-NSA-14 BH{{'&A' BH-NSA-14 BH-NSA-15
201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 201201 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 20120307 20120323 2%20
2.40 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Phenol
Ag%atics >C8 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.07 0.07 0.01 0.07 <0.01 <0.01 0.03 0.04 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
AFCCRaﬁCS >C8 | <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.03 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.02 <0.01 <0.01
TPH 0.02 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.09 0.09 0.02 0.10 <0.01 <0.01 0.03 0.05 0.03 <0.01 <0.01
BH-NSA-16 B*:g"XSA BH-NSA 16 BH-NSA-17 BH-NSA-18
201201 | 201202 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 | 201202 20120307 20120307 2%20
3.20 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Phenol
Ag%atics >C8 0.03 0.03 0.04 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.03 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01
Ag;gaﬁcs >C8 | <0.01 0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.49 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01
TPH 0.03 0.04 0.06 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.52 0.00 0.01 <0.01 0.03 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01
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BH-NSA-19 BH-NSA-19X BH-NSA-19 BH-NSA-20 BH-NSA-21
201201 201202 20120307 20120323 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 201202 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 201201 201202 20120307 | 20120323 20120405

Phenol 0.80 <0.50 <0.05 <20 <20 <20 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <20 <20 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <20 <20

eno
Aliphatics
>C8 - 0.11 0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 1.00 0.06 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 0.72 0.02 0.03 0.02 <0.01
C40
Aromatics
>C8 - 0.04 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.29 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.22 0.03 0.09 0.10 0.05
C40
TPH 0.14 0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.03 1.29 0.08 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 0.94 0.05 0.11 0.11 0.05

BH-NFA- BH-NFA- BH- BH-
BH-NSA-22 BH-NFA-23 24 24X NSA-24 NSA-24X BHNSA24 | BHNSA24X
201201 201202 20120307 20120323 20120405 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 20120307 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120323 | 20120405 20120405
<0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <20 <20 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Phenol
Aliphatics
>C8 - 0.85 0.18 0.13 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.04 0.03 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
C40
Aromatics
>C8 - 0.20 0.07 0.08 0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.05 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.01
C40
TPH 1.06 0.25 0.22 0.01 0.03 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 0.10 0.03 <0.01 0.01 0.01
BH-NFA-25 BH-NFA-26 BH-NSA 27 BH-NSA 28A BH-NFA-29
20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 0.00 20120323 | 20120405 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20120323 0.00 20120307 | 20120323 | 201204050

Phenol <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5

eno
Aliphatics
>C8 - 0.07 0.01 <0.01 0.02 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
C40
Aromatics
>C8 - 0.04 0.02 <0.01 0.02 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
C40
TPH 0.11 0.03 <0.01 0.05 0.03 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
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BH-NSA 30 BH-NFA-31 BH-NSA 32 BH-NSA 37
20120323 0.00 0.00 20120307 20120323 | 20120405 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405

<0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Phenol
Aliphatics
>C8 - <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02
C40
Aromatics
>C8 - <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 <0.01
C40
TPH <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 0.02

BH-NSA-3 BH-NFA-39 BH-NSA 42 BH-NSA 43
201201 201202 20120307 20120323 20120405 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405 | 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405

1.7 0.6 <0.5 <20 <20 <0.5 <0.5 <20 <0.5 <0.5 <0.20 <0.5 <0.5 <20
Phenol
Aliphatics
>C8 - <0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.05 0.07 <0.01 0.30 0.76 0.27
C40
Aromatics
>C8 - <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.07 0.15 0.03
C40
TPH <0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.03 <0.01 <0.01 0.05 0.09 <0.01 0.38 0.90 0.30

BH-NSA 44 BH-NSA 45 BH-NSA-MW1
20120307 | 20120327 | 20120405 20120307 20120327 | 20120405 | 201201 201202 20120307 | 20120323 | 20120405

<0.5 <0.5 <20 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Phenol <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Aliphatics
>C8 - <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.04 0.01 <0.01 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01
C40
Aromatics
>C8 - <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
C40
TPH <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.05 0.03 <0.01 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01
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9.5.3 Summary of TPH exceedances in groundwater

Of the 170No. samples collected from the boreholes across the NSA a total of 75 (45%) samples had
TPH concentrations in excess of the 0.01mg/L threshold value, whilst a total of 147 (86%) samples had
concentrations at or below 0.1mg/l. Hydrocarbon contamination detected comprised of compounds with a
carbon banding above C8 and in many boreholes higher, reflecting the weathered natured of the
contamination detected. BTEX compounds were not detected above the limit of detection in any of the
samples analysed with the exception of one sample collected from BHNSA6 where a concentration of
8ug/l was detected.

From a review of the results 5No. boreholes show consistently elevated TPH concentrations indicating
groundwater in the vicinity of these locations has been impacted by the presence of USTs which were
operational during the life of the base. These boreholes are listed as follows; BHNSA3, BHNSAG,
BHNSA21, BHNSA22 and BHNSA43. It should be noted that all these boreholes were positioned down
groundwater gradient of a UST to target potential contamination. This is not to imply that other USTs are
not causing a measurable impact to groundwater quality, however concentrations detected in the above
listed boreholes were generally elevated in comparison to other boreholes and/or elevated TPH
concentrations were detected consistently during all groundwater sampling rounds.

TPH exceedances in samples collected from the remainder of the boreholes are often marginal and
sporadic, mirroring what was found following the site investigation carried out on the Flying Field.

9.5.4 Summary of Phenol exceedances in groundwater

Phenol was found to exceed the threshold concentration in 17No. samples. Exceedances were generally
sporadic and often marginal reflecting the general groundwater quality underlying the Site. Phenol
concentrations are not considered to be significant in terms of offsite impact to offsite groundwater and
surface water bodies.

At least three rounds of groundwater sampling and level monitoring took place for every borehole whilst
boreholes BHNSA1 to BHNSA22 and BHNSA38 were subject to five rounds of sampling and level
monitoring.

9.5.5 Assessment of impact to groundwater quality

The results of analysis showed that 4No. clusters of USTs were found to be having a particular consistent
impact on groundwater quality in their immediate vicinity. These USTs are detailed in the Table 14.

Table 14: USTs causing a consistent impact on groundwater quality
Boreholes Range of T_PH Number of sarpples where TPH
concentration concentration exceeded
Impacted
threshold
UG NSA 17, 18, 19, 20 BHNSA3 0.07 to 2.9mg/I 50f5
BHNSA6
UGNSA 1,2 3 1.63 to 28.20mg/I 50f5
(BHNSA 43)
(0.3 to 0.90mg/l) (3 0of 3)
UGNSA 8 BHNSA 21 0.05 to 0.94mgll 50f5
US NDA13, 14, 15 BHNSNA 22 0.01 - 1.06mg! 4of5

The results of chemical analysis from remaining boreholes show that while groundwater quality has been
impacted the extent of the impact is considerably less than in the boreholes listed in Table 15. Moreover
the results of the chemical analysis has indicated that the groundwater quality in boreholes located at or
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close to the Site boundary and therefore down groundwater gradient of the remainder of the Site and
impacted areas (including BHNSA?7) show that the quality of groundwater leaving the Site is, by in large
good considering Site history and then the known impact of USTs. As such the risk to offsite groundwater
and surface water receptors is not considered significant.

Groundwater quality in the boreholes at or in the vicinity of the Site boundary or down gradient of an
impacted area is summarised in Table 15. Groundwater quality is seen by in large to be good. Surfer
plots confirming groundwater flow are presented in Appendix A.

Table 15: Summary of TPH concentration boreholes at Site boundary or down gradient of impacted
area
Range of TPH Number of samples where TPH concentration
Borehole .
concentration mg/l exceeded threshold

BHNSA12 (deep borehole) 0.01to 0.41 20of5
BHNSA10 <0.01 to 0.03 1of5
BHNSA11 <0.01 10 0.02 20f5
BHNSA13 (deep borehole) <0.01 to 0.02 10f5
BHNSA8 <0.011t0 0.03 20f5
BHNSA7 (down gradient of <0.1 to <0.05 40f5
UG NSA1, 2, 3)

BHNSA 14(deep borehole) <0.01to 0.1 30of5
BHNSA 15 <0.01to 0.05 30of5

9.5.6 Proposed Redevelopment Works and Groundwater Quality

As described in Section 1.4 of the report the NDA is due to be redeveloped for a mixed residential,
commercial and community end use. As part of the redevelopment significant demolition works will take
place on the Site. During these works it is intended to remove all USTs and associated ancillary pipe
work from the Site.

Prior to the demolition works commencing a Detail Qualitative Risk Assessment (DQRA) will be carried
out using the Site specific information gained from the recent site investigation. The DQRA will be
undertaken to generate Site specific threshold vales relating to the contaminants of concern encountered
during the site investigation.

During the UST removal process, material at the base and sides of the excavation with concentrations
above DQRA generated threshold values will also be removed. Following validation of the sides and
bases of excavations these will be backfilled with material deemed suitable for use i.e. where contaminant
concentrations are below the above mentioned threshold values. It is also proposed to remove any
impacted water within the excavations during tank removal. This water will be subject to treatment prior to
disposal.

These works will result in a significant betterment of the subsurface environment of the Site. Down
gradient boreholes will be sampled on regular interval to assess groundwater quality during and following
the removal of the tanks. Although as is seen from the results in the boreholes listed in Table 15 the
offsite impact as a results of UST borne contamination appears to be marginal.

Beyond managing impacted water in excavations specific groundwater remedial works are not proposed
in light of the following

e Sources of contamination will be removed and exaction backfilled with suitable material
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e The potential off site impact as result of onsite contamination is considered marginal and sporadic

e A DQRA will be carried out to derive Site specific target concentrations which will ensure removal
of impacted material and that material being use to backfill excavations is of suitable quality.

¢ Contaminated water with excavation will be removed as part of the works, treated and disposed
of appropriately

It is proposed to present the calculations and findings of the DQRA under a separate cover.
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10.Conclusions

Following analysis of the results of the site investigation a Conceptual Site Model (CSM) is presented in
Appendix A. The CSM is presented in two parts the Site in its current condition and the Site following
redevelopment and associated remedial works.

An updated tabulated version of the CSM is summarised in Table 16 below:
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Table 16:

Receptor

Estimation of environmental risks associated with the subject Site in terms of its proposed future use.

Current potential sources

Pathways Risk

Mitigation carried out during redevelopment works

Residual
risk

Human Health

Future Site
users

Construction
and
maintenance
workers

Property

Site structures

Sporadic elevated concentrations of
inorganic and organic contaminants
in made ground across the Site

Hydrocarbon vapours in the vicinity
BHNSAG6

Contaminated shallow soils and
made ground, ground gas, depleted
oxygen concentrations and
hydrocarbon vapours

Contaminated shallow soils and
Made Ground

Direct contact,
inhalation,
ingestion,
dermal
absorption

Low

Inhalation Low

Direct contact,
inhalation,
ingestion,
dermal
absorption

Low

Direct contact low

The requirement to re-level areas of the Site will result of some
made ground being repositioned. This will take place in a
controlled manner which will categorise this material in terms
of its suitability for reuse in relation to the proposed
development. The built development including paved areas
and structures will also break the potential source receptor
linkage. In landscaped areas and gardens a cover layer of
certified clean material will be put in place as a growth
medium. This will also break the source receptor link. In areas
where excavations are backfilled these will be capped with a
cover layer of material certified suitable for reuse. A DQRA will
be undertaken to generate Site specific threshold values where
required.

Hydrocarbon vapours were limited to specific areas of the Site
and are associated with hydrocarbon contamination arising
from the presence of UST. Removal of the UST will remove
the source of hydrocarbon contamination and hence source of
vapours in the vicinity BHNSAG.

Appropriate personal protective equipment, together with other
suitable control measures, should be utilised. Any works
involving ground excavation and/or entrance into confined
spaces will be minimised. Where necessary, such works would
be undertaken using normal good hygiene and safe working
procedures, and with the Confined Space Regulations. All
construction works will be subject to legislative and best
practice controls to minimise contaminative risk.

The potential impact to buried services and water supply pipes
on Site should be considered, services should be laid in
certified clean material and service trenches should be
backfilled with certified clean material. Where the built
development comes into contact with made ground concrete of
correct classification should be used to resist degradation

Low

Low

Low

Low
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Residual

Receptor Current potential sources Pathways Risk Mitigation carried out during redevelopment works risk

Controlled Waters
Groundwater is marginally impacted with several hotspots of

Lateral and contamination associted with USTs, particularly USTs as

vertical outlined in Table 14. All USTs and AST are intened to be
Groundwater Impact as a result of the presence of migration removed as part of proposed development works. This will
and surface  fuel storage tanks and the Site through made Medium include removal of surrounding impacted soil and management Low
water bodies  history ground and of impacted groundwater within excavtions. Resulting

underlying excavtions will be backfilled with material deemed suitable

geology according to threshold conconetrations as derived by the

DQRA.

The potential pollutant linkages described above can be managed by design of appropriate mitigation measures during the redevelopment of the
Site.
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11. Recommendations

In view of the findings of the Site investigation works and the proposed redevelopment the following
environmental recommendations are made:

11.1 Remediation Strategy

A Detailed Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment (DQRA) should be undertaken to define
acceptable criteria for residual soils.

This document and the completed DQRA should then be used to update to the preliminary remedial
strategy previously developed for the site.

All reports should then be passed to the Local authority and Environmental Agency for approval.
Contractor requirements and reporting for this should be stipulated within an addendum employer's
requirements document. Supervision and validation of the works should also be undertaken where
necessary to ensure the contractors adherence to the detailed remedial design. On completion a
validation report specifying the works undertaken should be provided to the Local Authority.

11.2 Buried Services

All services should be constructed in inert backfill.

Drinking water supply pipes should be constructed of materials which are capable of withstanding the
concentrations of both inorganic and organic contamination encountered on Site

11.3 Buried Structure

Buried concrete should be suitably designed to limit the potential for chemical attack.

11.4 Health and Safety

Construction/maintenance workers should adopt good hygiene and safe working practices. Appropriate
Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) should be provided to, and used by, all Site personnel.

11.5 Environmental Management

An Environmental Management Plan (EMP) should be developed that covers environmental management
of the Site during the enabling and construction works. The EMP should include provision for
independent third party supervision and monitoring throughout the proposed works.
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Appendix A

Site Plans

o Site Location Plan (Fig. A1)

e Areas of NSA (Fig.A2)

¢ Sl Investigation Plan (Fig. A3)

e Geological Sections (Fig A4)

o Geological Sections (Fig A5)

o Surfer Plot Shallow Aquifer 03 March 2012 (Fig A6)
o Surfer Plot Shallow Aquifer 25 March 2012 (Fig A7)
o Surfer Plot Shallow Aquifer 05 April 2012 (Fig A8)

e CSM Current Site condition (Fig A9)

¢ CSM Site condition following development (Fig A10)

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
Appendices
EED10658-109-R-13.2.1_FA



SITE LOCATION

N Project Details

Figure Title

Figure Ref
Date
File Location

© WATERMAN ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN

Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey maps with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office,© Crown copyright,
Waterman Energy, Environment & Design, Versailles Court, 3 Paris Garden, London SE1 8ND : Licence number 100048868.

E10658-109: Upper Heyford
Figure Al: Site Location Plan

E10658-109_CR_SI2_A1A
May 2012

\\nt-Incs\weedI\projects\e10658\109\graphics\crissued figures

Materman

Energy, Environment & Design

www.watermangroup.com




Materman

Energy, Environment & Design

' Heyford Park Boundary

i

' NSA Boundary

L.

' RCA Areas

' NDA Area

' Flying Field Area

' RSA Areas

i =Tl —E . A N
/ "r‘ il " e il I U 2:%,\ B v“\§;—\\:1\;\7 / Lﬁ ]
i bl e TR A s T e @

s —
—a UL D | 2= | : ) Project Details EED10658-109: Upper Heyford
= : |
0! 5 = = . 4 . - -
g N A ; : . Figure Title Figure A2: Areas of NSA
] o |
I [l] e Figure Ref E10658-109_GR_CR_A2A
B Date May 2012
File Location \\nt-Incs\weedl\projects\e10658\109\graphics\crissued figures
© WATERMAN ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN
Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey maps with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office,© Crown copyright, Waterman Energy, Environment & Design, Pickfords Wharf, Clink Street, London SE1 9DG. Licence number 100048868. WWWW&termangrOUpcom



O

Vj

0 100 2

N e ——
metres

© WATERMAN ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN o . ] ] ) . . _ _ .
Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey maps with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office,© Crown copyright, Waterman Energy, Environment & Design, Pickfords Wharf, Clink Street, London SE1 9DG. Licence number 100048868.

|
Project Details

Figure Title

Figure Ref
Date

File Location

Materman

Energy, Environment & Design

E10658-109: Upper Heyford
Figure A3: Site Investigation Plan

E10658-109_ GR_CR_A3A
May 2012

\\nt-Incs\weedl\projects\e10658\109\graphics\cr\issued figures

Www.watermangroup.com



BH-NSA-20

SECTION 1 (S1)

BH-NSA-21

BH-NSA-22

BH-NSA-19 BH-NSA-17

SCALES:
HORIZONTAL (X) 1:1000 (@A0)
VERTICAL (Y) 1:200 (@A0)

&) WATERMAN BOREHOLE LOCATION (JAN 2012)
(D WATERMAN BOREHOLE LOCATIONS (ocT 2011)

90

89

BH-NSA-12 BH-NSA-11

BH-NSA-9

BH-NSA-7

BH-NSA-44

BH-NSA-4

BH-NSA-2

BH-NSA-52

BH-NSA-27

BH-NSA-30

BH-NSA-221

GENERAL NOTES

1. THIS DRAWING IS COPYRIGHT AND THE PROPERTY OF WATERMAN
ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN AND IS NOT TO BE COPIED IN
WHOLE OR IN PART EXCEPT UNDER A WRITTEN AGREEMENT.

2. DO NOT SCALE THIS DRAWING. ~ANY DISCREPANCY IS TO BE
REPORTED TO THE ENGINEER IMMEDIATELY.

3. THIS DRAWING IS TO BE READ IN CONJUNCTION WITH ALL ENGINEER'S,
ARCHITECT'S OR OTHER RELEVANT DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

4. ALL DIMENSIONS AND LEVELS ARE TO BE CHECKED ON SITE BY THE
CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO PREPARING ANY WORKING DRAWINGS OR
COMMENCING ON SITE.

5. THE CONTRACTOR MUST ENSURE AND WILL BE HELD RESPONSIBLE
FOR THE OVERALL STABILITY OF THE BUILDING/STRUCTURE/EXCAVATION
AT ALL STAGES OF THE WORK.

6. ALL WORK BY THE CONTRACTOR MUST BE CARRIED OUT IN SUCH A
WAY THAT ALL REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE HEALTH AND SAFETY AT
WORK ACT ARE SATISFIED.

7. ALL WORK IS TO BE CARRIED OUT IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE

REQUIREMENTS OF THE RELEVANT STATUTORY AUTHORITIES AND
REGULATIONS.

TARMAC

PAVING

TURF

MADE GROUND

CRAVEL

LIMESTONE

SILTSTONE

SAND

SANDSTONE

MUDSTONE

A1 [12:04:1

NS

PRELIMINARY ISSUE MC

Rev | Date Description By

Amendments

Project

UPPER HEYFORD

Title

GEOLOGICAL CROSS SECTIONS
51452
(FIGURE Ad)

Client
Dorchester

AWV aterman

Energy, Environment & Design

Office Address

Telephone & Fax numbers
mail@watermangroup.com www.watermangroup.com

Drawing Status

PRELIMINARY

Designed by

FA

Checked by

Project No

Drawn by

MC

Date

April 2012

E106581109

Scales @ A0

work to figured dimensions only

As Shown

Computer File No

E10658-109ESA210016.dwg

Publisher

Zone

Category

Number Revision

EED

SA

21

016. |AD1

AQ-W-Single, EED10658109ESAB0_Sections

File Path  N:\Projects\E106581109 LQD Site&Contract\Cad\21\



90

85

SECTION 3 (S3)

BH-NSA-8 BH*NS@*W BH-NSA-38
BH-NSAT3 -
= i
SCALES:
HORIZONTAL (X) 1:1000 (@AO)
VERTICAL (Y) 1:200 (@AO)
=

BH-NSA-26

BH-NSA-24

(X WATERMAN BOREHOLE LOCATION (JAN 2012)
(® WATERMAN BOREHOLE LOCATIONS (ocT 2011)

GENERAL NOTES

BH-NSA-03

90 A

SECTION 4 (S4)

BH-NSA-14

BH-NSA-358

SCALES:
HORIZONTAL (X) 1:1000 (@A0)
VERTICAL (Y) 1:200 (@AQ)

1. THIS DRAWING IS COPYRIGHT AND THE PROPERTY OF WATERMAN
ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN AND IS NOT TO BE COPIED IN
WHOLE OR IN PART EXCEPT UNDER A WRITTEN AGREEMENT.

2. DO NOT SCALE THIS DRAWING. ~ANY DISCREPANCY IS TO BE
REPORTED TO THE ENGINEER IMMEDIATELY.

3. THIS DRAWING IS TO BE READ IN CONJUNCTION WITH ALL ENGINEER'S,
ARCHITECT'S OR OTHER RELEVANT DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

4. ALL DIMENSIONS AND LEVELS ARE TO BE CHECKED ON SITE BY THE
CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO PREPARING ANY WORKING DRAWINGS OR
COMMENCING ON SITE.

5. THE CONTRACTOR MUST ENSURE AND WILL BE HELD RESPONSIBLE
FOR THE OVERALL STABILITY OF THE BUILDING/STRUCTURE/EXCAVATION
AT ALL STAGES OF THE WORK.

6. ALL WORK BY THE CONTRACTOR MUST BE CARRIED OUT IN SUCH A
WAY THAT ALL REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE HEALTH AND SAFETY AT
WORK ACT ARE SATISFIED.

7. ALL WORK IS TO BE CARRIED OUT IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE

REQUIREMENTS OF THE RELEVANT STATUTORY AUTHORITIES AND
REGULATIONS.

TARMAC

PAVING

TURF

MADE GROUND

CRAVEL

LIMESTONE

SILTSTONE

SAND

SANDSTONE

MUDSTONE

A1 [12:04:1

NS

PRELIMINARY ISSUE MC

Rev | Date Description By

Amendments

Project

UPPER HEYFORD

Title
GEOLOGICAL CROSS SECTIONS
S3 & S4
(Figure AS)
Client
Dorchester
g4Yaterman
Energy, Environment & Design
Office Address
Telephone & Fax numbers
mail@watermangroup.com www.watermangroup.com
Drawing Status P R E L I M I NARY
Designed by FA Checked by Project No
Drawn by MC Date Apnl 2012 E1 0658\1 09
\/SVZ?Le;fgj:ed dimensions only AS Shown Co;%;:ear';;;g;mo”-d“’g

Publisher Zone Category Number Revision

EED SA 21 017 |AQ]

AQ-W-Single, EED10658109ESAB0_Sections

File Path  N:\Projects\E106581109 LQD Site&Contract\Cad\21\



Materman

Energy, Environment & Design

BHNSAZ23
I

Borehole Locations

_— B R . - - ) | W —_ |
. — % E e P _ = Tl 3 = f J | =
- - . [+ N SAZ T | N . A\ || | '
. . cor - 3 f - == | B \—O? - O
. L. < \ N I S - g I [ > |.g
. . o < - \ | { \ - - ) |
: o : KN oL | j | . | —

. - ! } ) \ , — [
[ - A= / \\\ | y, = ! \
/ = /N \ |~ Z Vo y \ .
B -~ s AN / f / y % — iy \ |
| =\ / / . \ [ A s i - e I S | —|
J— — 1/ v - i \ R X AT " 4 — | ALE I - L COORS [ —
] // il AN \ TN 7\ p [ I T : N
. E . - { \ \ / )] A ! <
. 77 — I \. \ | . \ / / A > S - - ) 3 i
o=l ‘\‘\ 28N\ > / Pz N A S A J ) p, -
| ) | 6 o — / P & 7 _ =
s/ p I AD
‘ a : =R , | : [ / [ / l
d| = i o 1 | I ] L / \ I J ) J I, —
| 7: : - < of ) St ) F o y > il It /| >
[= [ 3 | Nl Il g . (XN I 1 F / -/
| N : . > g i )Y ¢ A S v [l —] - | [ | /
| = : / Bl B / M \ S 9 N /| e rLJ ’ | |/ |
— N = — ! : ‘ il ) =LA ; = R A
Al I =y [l 0/ Y\ I — | 1l | e
1] S | - || =\ | | T/ — \ Al —\ | | o |k
- P - = | . - —— ) | | I / 5 — - /
o, o = | ; e — « - [ | I i s .
T N | ol i Vs . = I { )
1 = [ SO =l | L VY | =

225800 | UL R s O ik -4

\/.: > T |
BHN.4 T

2254007 1 H“;‘ : G ‘/ .ﬁ - : ‘ O\ \ > "j ) ; ‘ = ' \ &~ J ™~ g ‘ I Project Details EED10658-109: Upper Heyford

Figure Title Figure A6: Surfer Plot Shallow Aquifer March
2012

Figure Ref E10658-109_GR_CR_AG6A

| o | | |
450800 450900 451000 451100 451200 451300 451400 451500 451600 Date May 2012

File Location \\nt-Incs\weedl\projects\e10658\109\graphics\crissued figures

© WATERMAN ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN
Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey maps with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office,© Crown copyright, Waterman Energy, Environment & Design, Pickfords Wharf, Clink Street, London SE1 9DG. Licence number 100048868. WWWW&termangl'OUpcom




226100

226000 |

225900

225800

225700

225600 BH

225500

225400

| \" —1 | |
450800 450900 451000 451100 451200 451300 451400 451500 451600 Date

Project Details

Figure Title

Figure Ref

File Location

© WATERMAN ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN
Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey maps with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office,© Crown copyright, Waterman Energy, Environment & Design, Pickfords Wharf, Clink Street, London SE1 9DG. Licence num ber 100048868.

Materman

Energy, Environment & Design

O i Borehole Locations

EED10658-109: Upper Heyford
Figure A7: Surfer Plot Shallow Aquifer March
2012

E10658-109_ GR_CR_A7A
May 2012

\\nt-Incs\weedl\projects\e10658\109\graphics\cnissued figures

WWW.watermangroup.com



Materman

Energy, Environment & Design

226100

O ' Borehole Locations

226000
225900

225800

SR Y
,y/4gx" \\\\’; \
- I

—
2

-
225500 i

¢

225400 T ‘ \ / | Project Details EED10658-109: Upper Heyford
ngﬁ; Figure Title Figure A8: Surfer Plot Shallow Aquifer April 2012
: » SN
| | | | | |
Figure Ref E10658-109_GR_CR_A8A
450800 450900 451000 451100 451200 451300 451400 451500 451600 Date May 2012

File Location \\nt-Incs\weedl\projects\e10658\109\graphics\crissued figures

© WATERMAN ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN

Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey maps with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office,© Crown copyright, Waterman Energy, Environment & Design, Pickfords Wharf, Clink Street, London SE1 9DG. Licence num ber 100048868. WWWW&termangrOUpcom



Approximate location

~

of BHNSA 43

GW flow direction

towards the south

and south east Hydrocarbon
contamination

© WATERMAN ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN
Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey maps with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office,© Crown copyright, Waterman Energy, Environment & Design, Pickfords Wharf, Clink Street, London SE1 9DG. Licence number 100048868.

Made ground has sporadic
elevated concentrations
of inorganic and organic

contaminants

Project Details

Figure Title

Figure Ref
Date

File Location

Materman

Energy, Environment & Design

Key:

TARMAC

PAVING

TURF

MADE GROUND
GRAVEL

LIMESTONE

SILTSTONE

SANDSTON

MUDSTONE

E10658-109: Upper Heyford

Figure A9: Conceptual Site Model (Current Site
Condition)

E10658-109_GR_CR_A9A
May 2012

\\nt-Incs\weedl\projects\e10658\109\graphics\crissued figures

Www.watermangroup.com




<]
be%e%

Approximate location
of BHNSA 43

KRS
-t RSEEEES

LS

XX

UL

Groundwater flow
direction towards the
outh east

© WATERMAN ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT & DESIGN
Reproduced from the Ordnance Survey maps with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office,© Crown copyright, Waterman Energy, Environment & Design, Pickfords Wharf, Clink Street, London SE1 9DG. Licence number 100048868.

Project Details

Figure Title

Figure Ref
Date

File Location

Materman

Energy, Environment & Design

Key:

TARMAC

PAVING

TURF

MADE GROUND
GRAVEL

LIMESTONE

SILTSTONE

SANDSTONE

MUDSTONE

E10658-109: Upper Heyford

Figure A10: Conceptual Site Model (Following
Development)

E10658-109_GR_CR_A10A
May 2012

\\nt-Incs\weedI\projects\e10658\109\graphics\crissued figures

Www.watermangroup.com




&aterman

Appendix B Site Photographs

Preliminary Generic Quantitative Environmental Risk Assessment
Appendices
EED10658-109-R-13.2.1_FA



o*%
$ Communities

.‘.‘mmﬁmm

11 January 2010

Mr Mervyn Dobson
Pegasus Planning Group
Queens Business Centre
Whitworth Road
Cirencester

GL7 1RT

Our Ref:

www.communities.gov.uk
community, opportunity, prosperity

APP/C3105/A/08/2080594

along with Conservation Area Consent appeals:
APP/C3105/E/08/2069311;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069314;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069316;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069321;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069327;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069331;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069334;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069337;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069340;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069343;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069346;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069349;

APP/C3105/E/08/2069313;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069315;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069318;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069324;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069329;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069333;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069335;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069339;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069341,
APP/C3105/E/08/2069345;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069347;
APP/C3105/E/08/2069350.

Dear Sir,

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 — SECTION 78 AND

PLANNING (LISTED BUILDINGS AND CONSERVATION AREAS) ACT 1990 —
SECTION 20

APPEALS BY NORTH OXFORDSHIRE CONSORTIUM LTD - SITE AT HEYFORD
PARK, CAMP ROAD, UPPER HEYFORD, BICESTER, OX25 5HD

APPLICATION REF: 08/00716/0OUT (THE LEAD APPEAL), TOGETHER WITH 24
CONSERVATION AREA CONSENT APPEALS

1. I am directed by the Secretary of State to say that consideration has been given
to the report of the Inspector, Daphne Mair BA(Econ) MPhil MRTPI, assisted by
Elizabeth Hill BSc(Hons) BPhil MRTPI, who held a public local inquiry on 20
September to 24 October 2008, 16 and 17 December 2008, 12 January 2009 and
16 March 2009 (when it was adjourned) into:

e your Clients’ appeal under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 (“the lead appeal”) against the failure of Cherwell District Council (CDC)
to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an application for
outline planning permission for a new settlement of 1075 dwellings, together
with associated works and facilities, including employment uses, community
uses, a school, playing fields and other physical and social infrastructure
(application ref: 08/00716/OUT dated 3 March 2008);

e appeals under section 20 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 against refusal of Conservation Area Consent for the
demolition of buildings (applications Refs 07/: 02287, 02299, 02342, 02346,
02352 - 54, 02358-60, 02303, 02307, 02332, 02337, 02347 - 51, 02355,
02357, 02294, 02295 and 02296 (all suffixed CAC) and dated 6 November
2007); and
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e those appeals listed at Appendix 2 to the Inspector’s Report (IR) which were
put into abeyance on 16 March 2009.

2. In exercise of powers under Section 79 and paragraph 3 of Schedule 6 to the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990, all these appeals were recovered for the
Secretary of State’s own determination by Direction made on 17 July 2008. The
reason for recovery was that the lead appeal involves development of more than
150 dwellings which would significantly impact on the Government’s objective to
secure a better balance between housing demand and supply and create high
quality, sustainable, mixed and inclusive communities.

Inspector’s recommendation and summary of the decision

3. The Inspector recommended that, subject to the resolution of two matters
identified in her conclusions, the lead appeal should be allowed and planning
permission granted subject to conditions. She also recommended that, subject to
the lead appeal being allowed, all the conservation area appeals should also be
allowed and conservation area consent granted. For the reasons given below, the
Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s conclusions and, having pursued
with the parties the matters which she identified as needing resolution in relation
to the lead appeal as described in paragraphs 6 - 11 below, agrees with her
recommendations in respect of all the appeals. For the main parties, a copy of
the full 249-page Inspector’s Report is enclosed. All references to paragraph
numbers, unless otherwise stated, are to that report. For all other parties, a copy
of the Inspector’s conclusions only is attached. A copy of the full report can be
obtained from the address at the foot of the first page of this letter.

Procedural matters

4. The Secretary of State has taken account of the Environmental Statement which
was submitted under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 and the updates to that
Statement made in June 2008 (IR2.19-2.20). Taken together with the further
information submitted in September 2008 in response to an Article 19 Direction
made on 21 August 2008 (IR2.21-2.23), the Secretary of State is satisfied that
the Environmental Statement complies with the above regulations. He agrees
with the Inspector (IR19.12) that sufficient information has been provided for him
to assess the environmental impact of the application and that the ES as a whole
Is adequate (IR19.13).

5. An application was made by your client for award of costs against CDC. The
Secretary of State's decision on this application is the subject of a separate letter.

Matters arising after the close of the inquiry

6. As indicated in paragraph 3 above, the Inspector recommends that, subject to the
resolution of two matters identified in her conclusions (IR19.424-19.425), the lead
appeal should be allowed and, in order to meet one of her concerns by reducing
the harm caused by the ranks of parked vehicles to what she considers would be
an acceptable level, a condition should be imposed restricting the extent of such
parking as defined in her Report. She acknowledges, though, that as no such



10.

condition was discussed at the inquiry the parties would need to be consulted on
such a possibility before it could reasonably be imposed. The Secretary of State
therefore wrote to the main parties on 8 September 2009 inviting submissions on
the feasibility of achieving the visual improvement the Inspector suggests.

In response, your clients replied on 6 October 2009 enclosing two plans and
suggesting the text for an appropriate condition. They indicated that they would
be prepared to accept the principle of a modification to the car storage area as
suggested by the Inspector and indicated on one of the plans enclosed with their
response. However, they also said that the site operators would find a minor
adjustment to the Inspector’s proposal (as indicated on the other plan which they
enclosed) more practical for operational reasons. In their joint reply of 6 October
2009 to the Secretary of State, CDC and Oxfordshire County Council (jointly
referred to below as “the Councils”) expressed considerable reservations about
the ability of the Inspector’s proposed modifications to achieve the aim of
minimising the harm caused to the appearance of the Conservation Area; and
English Heritage (EH) had already responded on 28 September 2009, expressing
the view that the extent to which the car processing operation makes use of
taxiways to store cars would be harmful to the character of the Conservation Area
and that the Inspector’s proposed amendment would not overcome its concerns.

The Secretary of State then circulated these responses on 15 October 2009 to
the main parties, and you replied on 30 October 2009 on behalf of your clients
accepting that, if a condition were to be imposed as recommended, they would
accept that all external car processing activity would be restricted to the amended
defined area. The Councils again responded jointly, on 27 October 2009,
maintaining their view that the limited change in area would not mitigate the harm
to the appearance of the Conservation Area; and EH confirmed in a letter of 30
October 2009 that it does not consider that either the Inspector’s proposed
condition or the variation proposed in your clients’ letter of 6 October 2009 would
overcome the problems of visual intrusion being materially harmful to the
character of the conservation area.

The Inspector’s other concern (IR19.425) was that the information put before the
Inquiry had cast some doubt on the ability of your clients to be able to honour
their commitment in the Unilateral Undertaking as it then stood to fund a primary
school and secondary education places. The Secretary of State’s letter of 8
September 2009 therefore also indicated that he would require further information
from your clients to demonstrate that the funding would available to the local
education authority at the right times to ensure that the appropriate number of
school places would become available to meet the need as it was generated by
the occupation of the proposed housing. The Secretary of State also expressed
concerns in that letter about the enforceability of the provisions in the Unilateral
Undertaking as it then stood with regard to the arrangements for affordable
housing and for the future management of facilities.

In response, your clients indicated in their letter of 6 October 2009 that, through a
supplemental Obligation, they were prepared to offer staged payments to ensure
that education contributions could be kept in line with demand. They also said
that they would use the supplemental Obligation to provide greater clarity with
regard to the provision of affordable housing and other community facilities. The



11.

letter of 6 October 2009 from the Councils indicated that there had not by then
been time for them to consider the matter of the education contributions; whilst a
joint response of the same date from your clients and CDC confirmed that new
arrangements were being prepared in the proposed supplemental Obligation with
regard to the affordable housing provisions. Your letter of 30 October 2009
enclosed a final draft of the supplemental Obligation which had been discussed
with the Councils and which included arrangements for the staged payment of
education contributions and amended provisions relating to affordable housing
and other community facilities. Your clients’ solicitors then sent an executed and
dated version of that supplemental Undertaking to the Secretary of State on 13
November 2009.

Annex A sets out the full list of the representations received by the Secretary of
State following the close of the inquiry. The Secretary of State has taken account
of all this correspondence in considering these appeals, including
correspondence from the Oxford Trust for Contemporary History and the
Environment Agency which he is satisfied does not raise any relevant new
matters not considered at the Inquiry. Copies of all the correspondence can be
made available upon written request to the address at the foot of the first page of
this letter.

Policy considerations

12.

13.

14.

In determining these appeals, the Secretary of State has had regard to section
38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires that
proposals be determined in accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

In this case, the development plan comprises the Regional Spatial Strategy for
the South East (the South East Plan (SEP)), which was published on 6 May
2009; the Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016 (2005) (SP) and the CDC Local Plan
1996. Although, at the time of the inquiry, the SEP had yet to be published in its
final form, SP policy H2 had already been saved in September 2008; and the
Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector (IR5.2) that that is the key policy in
this case as it provides for the appeal site to plan for a new settlement of about
1,000 dwellings as a means of enabling environmental improvements and the
conservation of the heritage interest across the whole site. This saved policy also
requires proposals for development to reflect a revised comprehensive planning
brief and, to this end, CDC adopted the RAF Upper Heyford Revised
Comprehensive Planning Brief (RCPB) as a Supplementary Planning Document
(SPD) in 2007 setting out the aims for the site in further detail. As this had been
subject to public consultation but not to independent scrutiny, the Secretary of
State gives it some weight as a material consideration (see paragraph 20 below).

Other material considerations which the Secretary of State has taken into
account include: Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable
Development; PPS3 (Housing); PPS6 (Planning for Town Centres); PPS7
(Sustainable Development in Rural Areas); Planning Policy Guidance Note (PPG)
4 (Industrial, commercial development and small firms ); PPG13 (Transport);
PPG15 (Planning and the Historic Environment); PPG16 (Archaeology and



Planning); Circular 11/95 (Planning Conditions); and Circular 05/2005 (Planning
Obligations).

15.The Secretary of State has taken into account both the draft PPS4 (Planning for
Prosperous Economies), published for consultation in May 2009, and the final
version of that Statement published on 29 December 2009. However, he does
not consider that the contents of PPS4 as published (which replaces not only
PPG4 but also PPG5, PPS6 and parts of PPS7) raise any new matters relevant
to his determination of these appeals that would either affect his decision, or
require him to refer back to the parties for further representations prior to
reaching his decision. The Secretary of State has also taken into account draft
PPS15: Planning for the Historic Environment, published for consultation in July
2009. However, as that document is still at consultation stage and may be
subject to change, he affords it little weight.

16.In determining these appeals the Secretary of State has had regard to the various
listed buildings on the appeal site (IR2.18) and, in accordance with section 66(1)
of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, he has paid
special regard to the desirability of preserving the listed structures or their setting
or any features of special architectural or historic interest which they may
possess. Furthermore, as the lead appeal site is coterminous with the RAF
Upper Heyford Conservation Area (except in so far as the appeal site also
includes the sewage treatment works (IR2.16)), the Secretary of State has also
paid special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character
or appearance of that area, as required by section 72(1) of the same Act.

Main issues

17.The Secretary of State considers that the main issues in relation to the lead
appeal are:

e The policy context for the proposal, with particular reference to the
development plan and the guidance provided in PPG 15;

e Design Principles and PPS1;
e Housing and sustainability of location;
e Planning Conditions and Planning Obligation.

He has also given careful consideration to the “other matters raised”, as reported
by the Inspector at IR19.225-19.238, but he is satisfied that these do not raise
any additional issues which would affect his decision.

18.The Secretary of State also agrees with the Inspector that the main
considerations with regard to the 24 Conservation Area Consent appeals are
those which she sets out at IR19.392.



The policy context for the proposal, with particular reference to the
development plan and the guidance provided in PPG 15

Structure Plan policy H2

19.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector (IR19.24) that the main
consideration is whether, having regard to the Development Plan and other
material considerations, the proposal strikes an acceptable, reasonably
sustainable balance between securing the long-term future of the appeal site and
its built and natural heritage, achieving high quality design and providing a level
of employment that is appropriate within the context of the site’s location and
limited access to services. The Secretary of State also agrees with the Inspector
(IR19.28) that where, as in this case, the SP includes a site-specific policy, other
general policies should be regarded as having been complied with, or outweighed
by, site specific considerations; and he further agrees with her (IR19.33) that, as
the location of the airbase in a rural location cannot be altered, that has to be
taken into account in the interpretation of policy. He also agrees with her
(IR19.53) that (subject to appropriate conditions and Undertakings — see
paragraphs 40 — 43 below) the appeal proposals would provide the necessary
infrastructure as required by SP policy H2a.

20.The Secretary of State further agrees with the Inspector (IR19.35) that the terms
of SP policy H2 do not, in themselves, justify development beyond that required
to meet the stated aims of that policy of supporting a settlement of “about 1000
dwellings” and that, for the reasons given in IR19.36-19.50, there is no direct
support in Policy H2a for a level of employment beyond that needed to support a
community of that size (IR19.52). He also agrees with the Inspector (for the
reasons she gives in IR19.140) that, not withstanding the wording used in policy
H2b, the SPD should not attract the additional weight that SP policy H2 appears
to envisage and it should instead be treated and weighed as a material
consideration.

21.The Secretary of State therefore concludes that the appeal proposals are in
general conformity with SP policy H2 in providing for a new settlement of about
1,000 dwellings as a means of enabling environmental improvements and the
conservation of the heritage interest, even though they do not reflect the details
of the way in which the SPD envisaged that this should be achieved, including
with regard to the appropriate level of employment (which he considers further in
paragraph 33 below). He has therefore gone on to consider whether there are
sufficient material considerations to justify the appeal proposals, having particular
regard to securing the heritage interest of the site in a manner compatible with
the guidance in PPG15.

The SPD and its relationship to policy quidance in PPG15

22.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector (IR19.56) that the primary
reason for designating the site as a Conservation Area was for its Cold War
importance and (IR19.60) that buildings that are characteristic of the Cold War
landscape can be harmful to other interests. Thus, for the reasons given at
IR19.57-19.69, although the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s
conclusion at IR19.70 that environmental improvements are necessary at the
airbase and would accord with the Development Plan, he also agrees with her



conclusion at IR19.71 and IR19.115 that there is very little, or no, support for the
scale of demolition proposed in the SPD as a means of securing environmental
improvements.

Perimeter fence

23.With specific regard to the perimeter fence, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector that, for the reasons which she gives at IR19.72-19.79, the proposals
contained in the lead appeal would achieve an appropriate balance between Cold
War and wider rural landscape benefits.

Car processing use

24.Turning to the car processing use, the Secretary of State notes that it is a matter
of fact that some 500 people are currently employed by this enterprise
(IR19.204), and that it has become well established during its 13 years on the
lead appeal site as a major local employer of importance to the economy of the
CDC area (IR19.205). The Secretary of State also notes (IR19.80) that, while the
SPD indicates 7ha as the maximum potentially acceptable area for car
processing and the associated storage, the Inspector found on her site visits that
the enterprise is currently using an area of runways, taxiways and adjacent areas
even larger than the 17ha which is proposed in the lead appeal scheme. He also
notes that she reported at IR19.206 that the need for a minimum of 17ha of
hardstanding area as well as several buildings in order for this enterprise to
function effectively was not challenged at the Inquiry.

25.For the reasons given at IR19.82-19.100, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’s conclusions at IR19.86 and IR19.101 that the proposed area of 17ha
for outdoor car staging would not achieve an environmental improvement and
would seriously harm the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.
He also agrees with her (IR19.102 and IR19.203) that, in accordance with
paragraph 4.19 of PPG15, the preservation or enhancement of the character or
appearance of a Conservation Area must be given high priority, with a
presumption against granting planning permission which would conflict with that
objective unless there are exceptional overriding circumstances.

26.However, in agreeing with the Inspector on the harm which the car processing
activity would cause to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area,
the Secretary of State has also taken account of her opinions on the degree of
impact. He notes that, although the defined area for outdoor processing is within
the Conservation Area, it lies outside the Core Area of National Significance in
the SPD (IR19.87) and away from most of the Scheduled and Listed buildings
(IR19.88); and he therefore agrees with the Inspector that the lead appeal
proposal attempts to minimise the visual impact of parked vehicles by using the
least sensitive part of the wider site. He also has no reason to disagree with the
Inspector’s conclusion at IR19.95 and19.201 that, for the reasons given at
IR19.89-1R19.95, the impact of the car processing use and associated open
storage would be concealed from public views outside the site and scarcely
visible from the reopened Aves Ditch public footpath.

27.Against this, the Secretary of State also agrees with the Inspector (IR19.98) that
the gateway is of paramount importance to the character and appearance of the
Flying Field - which was the major reason for the designation of the Conservation



Area as a whole. He therefore gives significant weight to the Inspector’s
observation that the lead appeal proposal would allow the first and last
impressions of visitors to the Flying Field to be dominated by the car processing
activity. He has no reason to disagree with her (IR19.202) that the harm arising
from this to the appearance of the Conservation Area would be substantial and,
in signalling that the Flying Field was principally an area where precedence is
given to business uses, would be contrary to the aim of SP policy H2, as well as
running counter to PPG15 (IR19.203). The basic issue facing both the Inspector
and the Secretary of State is, therefore, the appropriate balance to be struck
between the preservation or enhancement of the character or appearance of the
Conservation Area and the extent to which there are exceptional circumstances
to justify overriding that presumption.

28.For the reasons given at IR19.204-19.215, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector that the loss of the jobs and other economic benefits which the car
processing activity brings to the District (with no realistic prospect of an
alternative location in the area — IR19.214) is a very weighty material
consideration in favour of the proposal. He also agrees (IR19.216) that, without
something along the lines of the proposals in the lead appeal, there can be no
certainty that the improvements sought in the SPD would materialise although,
like the Inspector (IR19.217-19.218), he accepts that there is no evidence that
those improvements could not be provided without the car processing use - albeit
involving further delay.

29.Taking all that into account, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s
conclusion at IR19.219-19.220 that the economic considerations arising from the
likely loss of the car processing enterprise to the District would not outweigh the
harm to the character of the Conservation Area and to its appearance from semi-
public views, and that that cannot be mitigated fully while accepting the car
processing activity as proposed in the lead appeal scheme. However, as
described in paragraphs 6-8 above, following receipt of the IR the Secretary of
State has pursued with the parties the scope for modifying the extent of the
parking area for massed groups of cars with a view to achieving some
amelioration, as suggested by the Inspector at IR19.222; and your clients have
indicated that they would be willing to accept the Inspector’s proposal.

30. Your clients also stated that the operators of the car processing enterprise would
prefer a small modification to allow for a limited amount of car storage
immediately to the north of Building 350 in order to provide access to, and
properly support the functions of, that Building as the Body Shop for the whole
operation. The Secretary of State accepts that this slight further modification is
justified for operational purposes and, while having regard to the views expressed
by the Councils and EH that the limited change in area would not mitigate the
harm to the appearance of the Conservation Area, he considers that it goes as
far as is practical to mitigate the harm to the semi-public views of the
Conservation Area while retaining the operational viability of a well-established
economic activity. The Secretary of State therefore proposes to impose a
condition to that effect (see paragraph 40 below); and he agrees with the
Inspector (IR 19.223) that that limitation combined with the weight which he
agrees should be given to the economic and employment considerations
associated with the car processing use provide the exceptional reasons needed



to outweigh the harm arising to the character and appearance of the
Conservation Area.

Other activities on the Flying Field

31.With regard to other activities on the Flying Field, the Secretary of State agrees
with the Inspector that, for the reasons given at IR19.103-19.104, it is unlikely
that the number of vehicles using the Flying Field as a result of the lead appeal
proposals would be harmful to the character or appearance of the Conservation
Area as a whole. Similarly, for the reasons given at IR19.105-19.110, he agrees
that, with the safeguards to which the Inspector refers, the existing uses which
she considers could remain without any unduly harmful impact.

Biodiversity

32.For the reasons given at IR19.111, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector that the lead appeal proposals would enhance biodiversity. He also
agrees with her that, for the reasons given at IR19.113 and 19.114, the
landscaping proposals would achieve an acceptable balance between preserving
the Cold War landscape and giving it a softer face.

Other heritage and environmental issues

33.With regard to the other heritage and environmental issues considered by the
Inspector at IR 19.116-19.132, the Secretary of State has noted the
improvements proposed by the lead appeal scheme and agrees with the
Inspector’s conclusion at IR19.131 that, with the exception of the outdoor areas
of the car processing use, the development proposed would ensure that the
character and appearance of the airbase as a whole would be preserved. He also
agrees with the Inspector’s conclusion at IR19.132 that achieving the
preservation of the character and appearance of the Conservation Area through
the reuse of buildings, as proposed, would outweigh the harm caused by the
resultant breach of the aim of SP policy H2b to limit the number of jobs to those
supporting the needs of occupiers of the new settlement. He therefore agrees
(IR19.134) that, except in respect of the car processing use, the lead appeal
proposal as it stood at the Inquiry reaches an acceptable balance of
environmental improvements and securing the heritage interests of the site.

Weight to be accorded to the SPD

34.For the reasons given by the Inspector at IR19.135-19.142, the Secretary of
State agrees with her about the weight to be accorded to the SPD. In patrticular,
he agrees (IR19.141-19.142) that there is no direct support in either the SP or
PPG15 for the approach adopted in the SPD towards the removal of buildings on
the Flying Field and that greater weight should therefore be given to PPG15 than
to the SPD where they appear to be at odds.

Other Development Plan policies

35.For the reasons given at IR19.143-19.145, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector that Cherwell Local Plan policy EMP4 should be given very little weight.
Furthermore, with regard to the other policies referred to by the Inspector at
IR19.146-19.155, SP policies EN4, EN6, G1 and T4 have now been replaced by



the SEP and so no longer carry any weight. As the Inspector points out at
IR19.146, Local Plan policies C18, C21, C22 and C25 (along with former SP
policies EN4 and ENG6) echo national guidance in PPGs 15 and 16; and the
Secretary of State is also satisfied that improvements to accessibility through the
sustainable transport elements in the Undertaking will go some way towards
achieving the objectives of Local Plan policy TR4 (IR19.152).

Design Principles and PPS1

36.Like the Inspector, the Secretary of State has had regard to the Design and
Access Statement (DAS) dated 12 March 2009 (IR19.157); and he is satisfied
that, as this reflects the revisions discussed at the Inquiry, it should be substituted
for earlier versions. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector (IR19.158)
that the DAS has an important role in assessing whether the development would
create the “satisfactory living environment” sought by SP policy H2 and the SPD,
as well as indicating whether the standard of design expected in PPS1 is likely to
be achieved. The Secretary of State also agrees with the Inspector’s conclusion
at IR19.181 that, for the reasons given at IR19.159-19.180, the proposal can
achieve the aims set out in paragraphs 33 to 35 of PPS1 during the period while
CDC is developing its up-to-date design policies to ensure their consistency with
paragraphs 36 to 39 of that PPS; and that controls over subsequent ancillary
operational development on the Flying Field can be addressed through conditions
and the Management Plan contained in the Unilateral Undertaking.

Housing and sustainability of location

37.For the reasons given at IR19.182-19.186, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’s conclusion at IR19.187 that the development is capable of delivering
the aims of PPS3. He sees no reason to disagree with her conclusion (IR19.182)
that the housing to be delivered will be well designed and built to a high standard
and, following the correspondence referred to in paragraphs 9 and 10 above, he
is now satisfied that appropriate provisions are in place in the supplemental
Undertaking (see paragraph 43 below) to secure an appropriate mix of housing.
The Secretary of State also agrees with the Inspector (IR19.184) that the
provision of “about 1075” dwellings is consistent with SP policy H2.

38.For the reasons given at IR19.188-19.192, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector that the measures proposed go as far as is practical to meet the
PPG13 objective of promoting sustainable transport choices given that the SP
recognises that a small settlement in this relatively isolated area is justified to
address the legacy of the airbase.

39.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the new shops would
provide a service to the proposed new households and those working nearby
(IR19.194-19.196); and that the quantum of office space proposed can be
justified as it accords with SP policy H2 and, by diversifying the range of jobs
available on the lead appeal site, would reduce the risk of the new settlement
becoming dormitory housing (IR19.197). He also agrees that the proposed
hotel/conference centre can be justified as making good use of a building that
contributes positively to the Conservation Area (IR19.198-19.200).



Planning Conditions and Planning Obligation
Conditions

40.The Secretary of State has considered the proposed conditions relating to the
lead appeal and the Inspector's comments and modifications as set out at
IR19.239-19.312 and Annex A to the IR. He considers that the conditions which
he proposes to impose, as amended by the Inspector and set out with minor
proof-reading alterations and textual clarifications at Annex B to this letter, are
reasonable and necessary and meet the tests of Circular 11/95. This includes the
additional condition which the Secretary of State considers it appropriate to
insert (Condition no. 44 at Annex B to this letter) to secure the mitigation, so far
as is practical, of the harm to the semi-public views of the Flying Field caused by
the open storage associated with the car processing activity (see paragraph 30
above). This replaces condition no. 71 as recommended by the Inspector in
Annex A to the IR.

Obligation

41.The Secretary of State has considered the Section 106 Unilateral Undertaking
dated 23 January 2009 and the Inspector’s consideration of it at IR19.313-
19.389, including her analysis of the concerns expressed by the Councils, as well
as national policy as set out in Circular 05/2005.

42.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector (IR19.372) that concerns about
the enforceability of the Management Plan for the Flying Field are most
appropriately dealt with by means of conditions, and he is satisfied that conditions
nos. 25-39 at Annex B to this letter should secure that.

43.Furthermore, as explained in paragraphs 9 and 10 above, the Secretary of State
pursued with the parties the Inspector’'s concerns about the ability of your clients
to honour their commitment in the Unilateral Undertaking as it then stood to fund
a primary school and secondary education places and, at the same time, raised
his own concerns about the enforceability of the provisions in the Undertaking
with regard to the arrangements for affordable housing and for the future
management of facilities. In response, your clients submitted a supplemental
Undertaking dated 13 November 2009; and the Secretary of State considers that
the arrangements set out in the Undertaking dated 23 January 2009 taken
together with those in the supplemental Undertaking dated 13 November 2009
would meet the tests contained in Circular 05/2005 and accord with the policy in
that Circular. Accordingly, he considers that he has been provided with the
additional information requested in his letter of 8 September 2009 and he is
satisfied that the original planning obligation, as supplemented, meets the
concerns expressed in his letter and its provisions are now acceptable.

Conservation Area consents

44.For the reasons given at IR19.390-19.422, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector that, in allowing the lead appeal and granting planning permission for
the development specified in the schedule attached to condition no. 5 at Annex B
to this letter, the Conservation Area consent appeals should be allowed subject to
the conditions at Annex C to this letter.



Overall Conclusions

45.The Secretary of State concludes that, when assessed against SP policy H2, the
lead appeal proposals would substantially accord with the development plan. He
acknowledges and has given due weight to the extent to which the proposals fail
to comply with the SPD. He has carefully considered the requirement in PPS15
for the objective of the preservation or enhancement of the character or
appearance of a Conservation Area to be given high priority, with a presumption
against granting planning permission which would conflict with that objective
unless there are exceptional overriding circumstances. Overall, however, he
concludes that the proposals in the lead appeal strike a sustainable and
reasonable balance between securing the long-term future of the appeal site and
retaining its built and natural heritage. He is satisfied that the proposal will
achieve a high quality of design in the New Settlement Area and provide a level
of employment that is appropriate and proportionate within the context of the
site’s location and its limited access to services. He considers that the balance
lies in favour of the lead appeal proposals and that there are no material
considerations of sufficient weight to justify refusing planning permission. He also
concludes that allowing the lead appeal proposals justifies allowing the appeals
against the refusal of the 24 Conservation Area Consents.

Formal Decision

46.Accordingly, for the reasons given above, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’'s recommendations. He hereby:

e allows your Clients’ appeal under section 78 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 against the failure of Cherwell District Council to give
notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an application for outline
planning permission for a new settlement of 1075 dwellings, together with
associated works and facilities, including employment uses, community uses,
a school, playing fields and other physical and social infrastructure
(application ref: 08/00716/OUT dated 3 March 2008), subject to the conditions
set out at Annex B; and

e allows the appeals under section 20 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 against refusal of Conservation Area Consent
for the demolition of buildings (applications Refs 07/: 02287, 02299, 02342,
02346, 02352 - 54, 02358-60, 02303, 02307, 02332, 02337, 02347 - 51,
02355, 02357, 02294, 02295 and 02296 (all suffixed CAC) and dated 6
November 2007) subject to the conditions set out at Annex C.

47.An applicant for any consent, agreement or approval required by a condition of
this permission for agreement of reserved matters has a statutory right of appeal
to the Secretary of State if consent, agreement or approval is refused or granted
conditionally or if the Local Planning Authority fail to give notice of their decision
within the prescribed period.

48.This letter does not convey any approval or consent which may be required under
any enactment, bye-law, order or regulation other than section 57 of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990.



49.This letter serves as the Secretary of State’s statement under Regulation 21(2) of
the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England
and Wales) Regulations 1999.

Right to challenge the decision

50. A separate note is attached setting out the circumstances in which the validity of
the Secretary of State’s decision may be challenged by making an application to
the High Court within six weeks from the date of this letter.

51. A copy of this letter has been sent to Cherwell District Council, Oxfordshire
County Council and all parties who appeared at the inquiry.

Yours faithfully

Jean Nowak
Authorised by Secretary of State to sign in that behalf



Annex A

SCHEDULE OF POST- INQUIRY CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED:

English Heritage, South East Region, dated 28 September 2009;
The Environment Agency, sent on 5 October 2009;

Cherwell DC, setting out a combined response from Cherwell DC and Oxfordshire
CC, dated 6 October 2000;

North Oxfordshire Consortium Ltd, dated 6 October 2009, and with 2 plans attached;

Cherwell DC and North Oxfordshire Consortium Ltd, in a joint response dated 6
October 2009;

Pegasus Planning Group dated 16 October 2009 (informing the Secretary of State
that a further application had been submitted for the extension of one of the
temporary consents);

Cherwell DC, dated 27 October 2009;
Pegasus Planning Group dated 30 October 2009;
The Oxford Trust for Contemporary History received on:
21 September 2009;
22 September 2009;
23 September 2009;
26 September 2009;
10 October 2009;
11 October 2009;
26 October 2009;

The supplemental Undertaking, dated 13 November 2009.



Annex B

Conditions to be imposed in respect of application ref: 08/00716/OUT

1.

Approval of the details of the layout, scale, appearance, the means of access
thereto and the landscaping of the site (hereinafter called "the reserved matters"”)
shall be obtained from the local planning authority in writing before any
development relating to the New Settlement Area identified on Plan Re:

N.0111 58-1is commenced.

Plans and particulars of the reserved matters referred to in condition 1 above,
relating to the layout, scale, appearance, the means of access to the site and the
landscaping of the site, shall be submitted in writing to the local planning
authority and shall be carried out as approved.

Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the local
planning authority before the expiration of six years from the date of this
permission.

The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of two
years from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved
or, in the case of approval on different dates, the final approval of the last of the
reserved matters to be approved.

The permission hereby granted relates to the development as specified in the
schedule attached to these conditions.

Masterplan Proposals: The details required in accordance with Condition 2
shall be in general accordance with the provisions of Parameter Plans

1135 060C, 061C, 062D, 063C and 064, Landscape Masterplan L14 and
Landscape Plan L10B, the Built Form Masterplan of Settlement Area (Drawing
Ref 1135/045N), and with the Environmental Statement as updated in June 2008
and supplemented in September 2008; or with such subsequent amendments to
any of the above as have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority.

Phasing: No reserved matters applications shall be submitted pursuant to the
outline application or occupation of any buildings the subject of change of use,
(other than those which are currently occupied) within the New Settlement Area
as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1 on site until such time as a phasing plan (to
include demolition, the identification of the general location of affordable housing
within each phase, the laying out of open space and play areas in accordance
with the open space parameter plan 1135_063C and access proposals) has first
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority; and
shall be implemented in accordance with such approved detalils.

Design Codes — New Settlement Area: No reserved matters applications shall
be made for any phase until a Design Code for that phase of the New Settlement
Area, as identified in Condition 7 above and as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.



9.

10.

11.

The Design Code shall comprise:

e Land use, density, layout of streets and public spaces and character areas
(as indicated on Figure 4.10 of the Design and Access Statement of 12 March
2009);

e Landscape, including for the immediate setting of the new settlement, to
include retained trees and vegetation, new planting, public open space,
amenity space, children’s’ play areas, sports facilities, footpaths, public
spaces, together with adoption arrangements and extent;

e Surface water control, including design standards and methodology for
sustainable drainage systems, details of specific features, including
appropriate options for Sustainable Urban Drainage, together with adoption
arrangements and extent;

e Public realm, including hierarchy of streets and public spaces,
characteristics, dimensions, building line and or set backs, materials, means
of enclosure, street furniture, including street lighting, and car parking,
methods to control traffic speeds and create legibility, together with adoption
arrangements and extent;

e Built form, including scale, materials, roof treatment, elevational treatment,
treatment of landmark and marker buildings, key frontages and gateways;

e Sustainable design, including the measures to be incorporated to ensure
that the development complies with at least the minimum Code Level required
by the Building Regulations in the Code for Sustainable Homes and to assess
the impact this would have on appearance;

e Car and cycle parking, including standards of provision by land use and
dwelling type; and

e Waste recycling, including how the Councils standards for individual
householders’ waste and recycling bins are to be accommodated within the
dwelling curtilage and refuse vehicle access to these obtained.

The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the approved
Design Codes.

Maximum Numbers of residential units: No more than 1075 dwellings in total
shall be accommodated on the site, including any existing dwellings which are to
be retained.

Archaeology: The developer shall afford access at all reasonable times to any
archaeologist nominated by the local planning authority, and shall allow that
person to observe the excavations and record items of interest and finds.

Contamination in the New Settlement Area: No operational development
shall be undertaken and no building shall be occupied (other than those in use at
the date of this application) in relation to a phase or sub-phase within the New
Settlement Area as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1 until such time as a
scheme to deal with the risks associated with contamination of the site



12.

13.

14.

15.

(excluding the scheme in relation to the POL system), including a programme of
proposed delivery, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. The scheme shall include:

e A site investigation scheme, based on the preliminary risk assessment
included in the Environmental Statement associated with the outline
planning permission (and as supplemented in September 2008) to
provide information for a detailed assessment of the risk to all receptors
that may be affected, including those off site.

e The site investigation results and the detailed risk assessment and,
based on these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full
details of the remediation measures required and how they are to be
undertaken.

e A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in
order to demonstrate that the works set out in (iii) are complete and
identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant
linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action. Any
changes to these components require the express consent of the local
planning authority.

The scheme shall be implemented as approved.

Verification of remediation measures in the New Settlement Area: A
verification report shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority within 3 months of the completion of the works at each phase
as set out in the contamination in 11 above unless otherwise agreed in writing.
Such report shall confirm the remediation measures that have been undertaken
in accordance with the method statement and also identify measures for future
maintenance, further monitoring and reporting which shall be implemented in
accordance with a timetable to be included with the report.

Hours of operation of new uses: No new use within Use Classes A3-A5 shall
commence within the New Settlement Area as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1
until such time as details of the hours of opening of such premises have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The use
shall thereafter operate only within those hours.

Noise: For each phase or sub phase of the development, no works shall be
undertaken until such times as a detailed scheme of noise assessment and
possible sound insulation measures for the residential units (including a
timetable for its implementation) has first been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. That scheme shall be implemented in
accordance with the approved details.

Before the change of use of any building within the New Settlement Area or the
Flying Field is implemented, a scheme shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority which specifies the provisions to be made
for the control of noise emanating from the building or its adjacent service area.
In the case of uses that would be implemented on grant of this permission such
a scheme shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority within 6 months of
the date of the permission.



16. Odour: For each phase of the development within the New Settlement Area as

17.

18.

19.

shown on Plan Ref: N.0111_58-1, no new occupation of any Class C1 (Hotel) A4
(Public House) and B2 (General Industrial) premises shall take place until such
times as a detailed scheme of fume extraction/odour mitigation measures has
first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority;
and implemented in accordance with such approved details unless otherwise
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. In the case of uses that would
be implemented within the New Settlement Area on the grant of permission such
a scheme shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority within 6 months and
approval be obtained within 12 months.

Landscaping: No development within any phase of the development within the
New Settlement Area as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1 shall take place, save
for existing uses already in occupation at the time planning permission is
granted, until there has first been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local planning Authority a scheme of landscaping for that phase which shall
include:-

e details of the proposed tree and shrub planting including species, number,
sizes and positions, together with grass seeded/turfed areas;

e details of the existing trees and hedgerows to be retained as well as those to
be felled, including existing and proposed soil levels at the base of each
tree/hedgerow and the minimum distance between the base of the tree and
the nearest edge of any excavation;

e details of the soft landscaping, hard surfaced areas, pavements, pedestrian
areas, crossing points and steps;

e details of laying out of Public Open Space,;

e details of boundary treatments to each phase where appropriate (including
retained security fencing).

All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of landscaping
for each phase within the New Settlement Area as shown on Plan Ref:

N.0111 58-1 shall be carried out in the first planting and seeding seasons
following the occupation of the final new building of that phase; and that any
trees and shrubs which within a period of five years from the completion of the
phase die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be
replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and species,
unless the Local Planning Authority gives written consent for any variation.

Tree/Hedgerow Protection: Before any works are undertaken in connection
with each phase or sub phase of the development within the New Settlement
Area as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1, the existing landscape features
identified for retention under Condition 17 on the land shall be preserved, fenced
around and properly maintained in accordance with a scheme of protection
measures which shall have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. Implementation shall be in accordance with the
approved scheme unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.



20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Levels: Save for existing uses already in occupation at the time planning
permission is granted, before any works are undertaken in respect of each
phase of the development within the New Settlement Area as shown on Plan
Ref: N.0111 58-1, details of the existing and proposed levels, including finished
floor levels, shall first have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. Development shall be implemented in accordance with
such approved details.

Drainage: Save for existing uses already in occupation at the time planning
permission is granted, no development on any phase shall be undertaken until a
scheme for disposal of surface water, including phased works and maintenance
thereof, attenuation and storage and on-site balancing arrangements including
SUDS arrangements, reflecting current best practice for sustainable urban
drainage, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. No development shall take place other than in accordance with the
approved scheme.

Foul Drainage: Save for existing uses already in occupation at the time planning
permission is granted, no development shall be undertaken on site, including
phased works, until a drainage strategy for dealing with foul drainage from the
site has been first submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The foul drainage works shall thereafter be carried out in accordance
with the approved scheme prior to the occupation of any new buildings on the
site.

Place of Worship: Building 572 shall be used solely for the purposes of a Place
of Worship and/or community use for a minimum period of 10 years from the
date of this permission. Subsequent to that period it shall not without the
express consent of the Local Planning Authority be used for any other purpose
within Use Class D1 including any other permitted change within that specific
Use Class as identified within Schedule 2, Part 3 of the Town and Country
Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995.

Building 552 (Water Tanks) shall not be removed until such time as a scheme
for their relocation (including a timetable for its implementation) has been
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The relocation shall
subsequently be implemented in accordance with the approved scheme.

Conditions applying to the Flying Field only

25.

Strategies for parking, lighting, signage, waste and fencing: Strategies for
these matters shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval in
writing and thereafter to be implemented across the Flying Field as follows:

(i) the submission for approval of a Parking Strategy for the whole Flying Field
within 6 months of the date of this permission. The strategy as approved shall
be implemented:- a) in respect of any building which was not occupied on the
date of this permission before any part of that building is occupied and b) in
respect of all existing occupied buildings within 9 months of the date of this
permission.

(i) the submission for approval of an overall Lighting Strategy within 3 months of
the date of this permission. The strategy as approved shall be implemented:- a)



26.

27.

in respect of any building which was not occupied on the date of this planning
permission before any part of that building is occupied and b) in respect of all
existing occupied buildings within 9 months of the date of the approval of the
Lighting Strategy.

(iif) the submission for approval of an overall Signage Strategy within 3 months
of the date of this permission. The strategy as approved shall be implemented:-
a) in respect of any building which was not occupied on the date of this planning
permission before any part of that building is occupied and b) in respect of all
existing occupied buildings within 9 months of the date of the approval of the
Signage Strategy.

(iv) the submission for approval of an overall Waste Management Strategy within
3 months of the date of this permission. The strategy as approved shall be
implemented:- a) in respect of any building which was not occupied on the date
of this planning permission before any part of that building is occupied and b) in
respect of all existing occupied buildings within 9 months of the date of the
approval of the Waste Management Strategy.

(v) the submission for approval of an overall Fencing Strategy within 6 months of
the date of this permission. The Strategy shall thereafter be implemented within

18 months for fencing on the periphery of the Flying Field and thereafter prior to

occupation of individual buildings on the Flying Field.

In respect of any of the above Strategies, if such approval is withheld or an
approved scheme is not implemented within the relevant above timescale, the
use of any building otherwise permitted by this permission shall cease within 12
months of the date of refusal or the end of the time period for implementation.

Landscaping: Save for those buildings in occupation at the date of permission,
no building shall be occupied within the Flying Field, as shown on Plan Ref:
N.0111 58-1, until there has first been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local planning Authority a scheme of landscaping, (based on Plan Ref:
L10B) together with a programme for its implementation. This shall include:-

a. details and programming of the proposed tree and shrub planting including
species, number, sizes and positions, together with grass seeded/turfed
areas;

b. details and programming of the existing trees and hedgerows to be retained
as well as those to be felled, including existing and proposed soil levels at the
base of each tree/hedgerow and the minimum distance between the base of
the tree and the nearest edge of any excavation;

c. details of management of the Flying Field landscaping;

The scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the approved
programme.

Before any demolition work or engineering work is undertaken on site, a scheme
to ensure the protection of trees intended for retention that are within 20m of
those activities shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning



28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Authority. Such measures shall be implemented before the demolition or
engineering works commence and retained until their completion.

Grassland areas: No use of or operation on the grassland areas identified on
Map 2 (Habitat Survey in the Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan) shall
take place other than those defined within the Landscape Management Plan and
the Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan.

Runways and Taxiways: No use of or operation on the runways/taxiways shall
take place unless for the purpose of access, including emergency access and
heritage tours, or a specified use within the permission, hereby or otherwise
approved.

Aves Ditch and Portway: Within 3 months of the date of this permission,
details of the surface treatment of the linking sections across the runway of Aves
Ditch “optional route” and of Portway, as indicated on Plan Ref L10B, shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Within 18
months of the date of the approval of those details the Aves Ditch and Portway
sections identified on Plan Ref: L10B and L10A shall be implemented in
accordance with such approved details and thereafter made available for use by
the general public.

Information Boards: Within 6 months of the permission hereby approved
details of the 8 interpretation boards and 2 vantage points and a programme for
their implementation shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. Such details shall include:

(i) size and location of the interpretation boards
(if) details of information to be included on each board and
(i) location of the 2 vantage points;

These shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details and
programme and be thereafter retained for that purpose and made available for
use by the general public.

Thames Valley Police Authority: Building 249 shall only be used for police
training, or a use falling within use class B2 or B8. It shall not be used by any
other use falling within use class D1 without the express consent of the Local
Planning Authority in writing.

Contamination — the Flying Field: Within 3 months of the grant of outline
planning permission, a scheme of investigation to identify and remove
contamination that represents a risk to the water environment on the Flying Field
as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111_58-1 shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. This shall include:

1) A schedule of time frames for the proposed site investigations
2) The areas to be covered including:

- The Fire Practice Area — building reference nos. 330 to 337.



34.

- Northern bomb store — building reference nos. 1001 to 1060.

- Above ground and underground fuel tanks not associated with the POL System
where leakage is evident and testing has not already taken place.

- Landfills and waste disposal pits, including the presence of radium 226, where
not already tested.

Samples for the assessment of groundwater quality shall be taken directly down
hydraulic gradient.

3) The site investigation results and the detailed risk assessment and, based on
these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full details of the
remediation measures required and how they are to be undertaken.

4) A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to
demonstrate that the works set out in (3) are complete and identifying any
requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and
arrangements for contingency action.

Any changes to these components shall require the consent of the local planning
authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved.

Contamination —the Petrol Oil and Lubrication (POL) System: Within 6
months of the grant of outline planning permission a site investigation and
remediation scheme for the POL system shall be submitted for approval in
writing by the local planning authority. It shall include:

1) A schedule of time frames for the proposed site investigations.

2) Assessment of levels of residual fuel contamination within all tanks and pipe
work of the POL System (aviation fuel ring main structures and isolated
vehicle fuelling stations and waste oil storage facilities).

3) Assessment of groundwater quality (in addition to the current site-wide
monitoring scheme) by monitoring boreholes placed down hydraulic gradient
of all POL structures where recorded and suspected fuel leaks have occurred.

4) Assessment of groundwater quality (additional to current site wide monitoring
scheme) by monitoring boreholes placed down hydraulic gradient of the fuel
entry compound.

5) Assessment of contamination within soils and groundwater:-

e soil samples at the sides of tanks and groundwater quality samples shall
be taken directly down hydraulic gradient of all fuel tanks at POL
structures 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 21A; 21B, 21C, 22, 23A, 23B;
24, 25A and 25B.

e along the length of POL aviation fuel distribution mains around the former
airfield (13 km) including equivalent pipe work left in situ following
replacement of the ring main in 1987-9;

e along the length of the POL supply pipeline to investigate integrity failure;



35.

e soil samples at the sides of tanks and groundwater quality samples shall
be taken directly down hydraulic gradient of all fuel tanks and associated
pipe work at POL 5;

e soil samples at the sides of tanks and groundwater quality samples shall
be taken directly down hydraulic gradient of all fuel tanks and associated
pipe work at POL 2, 4 and 12 if it is confirmed that they were linked to the
aviation fuel pipe line;

e soil samples at the sides of tanks and groundwater quality samples shall
be taken directly down hydraulic gradient of all fuel tanks and associated
pipe work at POL 17 — tanks 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 used for hazardous
waste/waste oil and decommissioned later than 1996;

e soil samples at the sides of tanks and groundwater quality samples shall
be taken directly down hydraulic gradient of all fuel tanks and associated
pipe work at POL 19;

e soil samples at the sides of tanks and groundwater quality samples should
be taken directly down hydraulic gradient of tanks and associated pipe
work at POL 20;

e soil samples at the sides of tanks and groundwater quality samples directly
down hydraulic gradient of all pipe work or structures in the fuel entry
compound.

The approved scheme shall be implemented in accordance with such time
frames and other approved details.

The POL system — Remediation: Within 3 months of the completion of the
approved site investigations (to include laboratory analysis, data assessment
and reporting), a method statement giving full details of the remediation
measures required and how they are to be undertaken, based upon the results
of the site investigation and risk assessment (Condition 34), shall be submitted
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such method
statement shall include a schedule of delivery of such remediation which shall be
completed prior to occupation of 75% of the residential dwellings permitted within
the New Settlement Area by this planning permission. The remediation
measures shall involve removal of pollutant sources or breaking of pollution
pathways and shall include but not be limited to:-

e either tank removal (and replacement where in current use) in the case of
gross contamination or removal of water and internal cleaning of tanks and
pipe work including those on the POL system including all historic redundant
ring mains;

e removal (and replacement where in current use) of pipe work in cases of
gross contamination or disconnection of all pipe work from tanks (closure of
existing valves may be permitted);

e where not in current use underground pipe work left in situ shall either be
broken into appropriate lengths or in-filled after cleaning in order to remove
potential pollutant pathways.



36.

37.

38.

39.

The method statement shall be implemented as approved.

Verification - Flying Field and POL system: Following completion of those
remediation works identified in Conditions 34 and 35, a separate verification
report for the works carried out in respect of each condition shall be submitted
within 3 months of the completion of the works for the approval in writing of the
Local Planning Authority. The report shall confirm the remediation measures
that have been undertaken in accordance with the method statement and also
identify measures for future maintenance, further monitoring and reporting which
shall be implemented in accordance with such approved details.

Unidentified Contamination: If during development contamination not
previously identified is found to be present at the site then no further
development within 20m of the contamination shall be carried out until the
developer has submitted to and obtained written approval from the local planning
authority for an addendum to the method statement. This addendum to the
method statement shall detail how this unsuspected contamination will be
remediated (if necessary) and thereafter this will be carried out as approved
before any development within 20m recommences. Following completion of any
such additional remediation, a verification report shall be submitted within 3
months of the completion of the works for the approval of the Local Planning
Authority in writing.

Ecology: Within 9 months of the date of this permission a programme for
implementation of the ecological objectives set out in the Ecological Mitigation
and Management Plan shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority for
approval. Failing such approval such implementation shall be completed by 5
years from the date of this permission.

Cat Proof Fence: No operational development shall be undertaken on site, or
within such other period to be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority,
until such time as a scheme for the provision and maintenance of cat proof and
dog proof fencing, including details of the specification, height, position and
extent of fencing along the boundary of the new settlement and the Flying Field
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
The fencing shall be erected in accordance with the approved details prior to the
first occupancy of the new housing and the first public use of the reinstated
public right of way.

Restriction of Permitted Development:

40.

41.

The construction of the new development shall be carried out in such a manner
as to ensure that the structural integrity of existing buildings in the vicinity of the
construction works is preserved.

With the exception of vehicles parked in defined areas pursuant to Condition 25
in respect of Parking Schemes and identified car processing areas as shown on
Drawing N.011 22-1L (as amended by plan N.0111 22-MB), no goods,
materials, plant or machinery shall be stored, repaired, operated or displayed in
the open in connection with any commercial premises, other than those agreed
in respect of the transitional arrangements or approved as part of the waste
management strategy, without the prior express planning consent of the Local
Planning Authority.



42.

That the buildings identified within the schedule of change of use Plan No.
N.0111_22-1L for B2 (General Industrial) use shall be used only for the defined
purpose and for no other purpose whatsoever, including any other permitted
change within that specific use class as identified within Schedule 2, Part 3 of
the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995.

Car Processing

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

Operation: The area of the application site comprising open hardstanding
identified for car processing (defined so as to comprise the inspection, valeting,
washing, repairing, tyre replacement, processing and delivery of cars and other
car processing activities as may be required from time to time) shall only be used
for activity which is related to car processing, and specifically shall not be used
for the parking of any other vehicle associated with any other use or activity
present on the application site.

Not withstanding the details shown on the Change of Use Plan (Reference No:
Plan N.0111 22-1L), forming part of this planning permission, no vehicles shall
be parked, stored or staged as part of the vehicle preparation and car processing
use to the west of the “dog-leg” line drawn from the south-east corner of Building
337 to the north-west corner of Building 350 as plotted on the plan attached to
these conditions (Reference No: N.0111 22-MB).

Car rental: No car rental or related activities for use by members of the public
shall be permitted from the identified car processing area as shown on Drawing
N.0111 22-1L (as amended by plan N.0111_ 22-MB).

Ground water protection: Within 3 months of the date of this permission, details
of measures to prevent the pollution of groundwater associated with the
operation of car processing on the hardstanding and a programme for their
implementation shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. Such measures shall be implemented in accordance with
the approved details.

HGV parking and unloading: Car transporters associated with the car
processing use shall only be operated or parked at the western end of the car
processing site within the area identified on drawing no N.0111 84-1.

Height restriction: Any vehicle within the car processing area over 1.45 metres in
height shall be parked on the former tanker parking area identified on drawing
no. N.0111_85-1 and in no other location within the car processing area when
not required for specific processing activities.

A scheme and programme for the provision of security for the car processing
area including below ground pressure sensors and infra red cameras and the
removal of the existing concrete rings shall be submitted for approval to the
Local Planning Authority within 3 months of the grant of planning permission and
approved in writing. Thereafter the approved scheme shall be implemented in
accordance with the approved timescale and details and in any event no later
than when the former tanker parking area comes first into use for car processing.



Construction Conditions

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

Demolition: Prior to any demolition within the New Settlement Area or the
Flying Field as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1, a scheme of demolition for
those buildings to be removed shall have been first submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such a scheme shall include;

(a) the demolition techniques to be employed in respect of each building to be
removed,;

(b) proposed hours of operation in respect of the proposed demolition works and
demolition material processing/treatment;

(c) dust and noise mitigation measures to be employed in respect of the
demolition;

(d) details of the treatment of the demolition material including whether it is to be
removed from the site or re-used in connection with the development;

(e) If demolition spoil is to be processed on site details of the method of
processing shall be submitted, including dust and noise mitigation measures
to be employed;

and shall be implemented in accordance with such approved details.

Wheel Washing: No works in relation to any phase or sub phase shall be
undertaken until such time as wheel washing facilities have been provided in
accordance with details that have first been submitted to and approved in writing
by the Local Planning Authority.

Site Servicing: No works in relation to any phase or sub phase of the
development shall be undertaken on site until details of the location of all site
compound and the associated areas for plant storage and access thereto, as
well as a scheme for their subsequent removal and restoration of the land, have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior
to their establishment. The compounds and accesses shall be located and
subsequently removed in accordance with the approved details.

Importation of Waste: No imported waste material whatsoever shall be
imported and deposited onto the site.

Pollution Protection Measures: All chemicals, oils, fuels and other potential
contaminants that are stored in tanks or structures shall be stored in bunded
tanks or structures with a minimum capacity of 110% of the maximum volume
stored. The location of any tanks or structures shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to their establishment.

Commercial Noise Assessment: Within 6 months of the permission hereby
approved detailed noise assessment shall be undertaken of the existing
commercial premises within the site as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1 along
with an appraisal of the likely receptors within the proposed development, having
regard to the details within the Settlement Masterplan Drawing Ref 1135/045N.
The scope of that assessment shall first have been submitted to and approved
by the Local Planning Authority in writing. The details of such steps as are
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57.

necessary to mitigate any undue potential impact upon the identified receptors
(including a timetable for their implementation) shall then be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and shall then be
implemented within the approved timetable before occupation of any identified
receptor takes place.

Landscaping outside of New Settlement Area: Before the occupation of the
500™ dwelling within the New Settlement Area, on Plan Ref: N.0111_58-1, a
scheme of landscaping for the area identified and shown green on Plan Ref:
N.0111 58-1 as outside both the Flying Field and the New Settlement Area shall
be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. This
shall include:-

a. details of the proposed tree and shrub planting including species, number,
sizes and positions, together with grass seeded/turfed areas;

b. details of the existing trees and hedgerows to be retained as well as those to
be felled, including existing and proposed soil levels at the base of each
tree/hedgerow and the minimum distance between the base of the tree and
the nearest edge of any excavation;

c. Details of the provision of sports pitches;
d. Details of fencing and boundary enclosures.

All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of landscaping
for the Flying Field and for the area outside the FF and NSA both as shown on
Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1 shall be carried out in the first planting and seeding
seasons following the approval of such details. Any trees and shrubs which
within a period of five years from the completion of the phase die, are removed
or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the next planting
season with others of similar size and species, unless the Local Planning
Authority gives written consent for any variation.

Highways conditions

58.

59.

60.

Save for existing uses already in occupation at the time of planning permission
being granted, prior to commencement of new development, an access phasing
strategy shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority, including a phased approach to the closure of access points. The
provision and closure of accesses shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved details.

Before the Local Centre facilities, as indicated on Drawing 1135-045N, other
than those currently in use at the time of the permission, are occupied, the
footpaths, roads and parking areas serving them shall be constructed, surfaced
to base course level, drained and temporary or permanent traffic calming
completed in accordance with specification details to be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement
of that phase of the development.

Turning area: Save for existing uses already in occupation at the time of
planning permission being granted, before any new building is first occupied
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62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

within the New Settlement Area as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1, any
temporary or permanent turning areas shall be provided within the curtilage of
the site so that buses may turn around and leave in a forward direction. Any
such turning area shall be constructed, laid out, surfaced, drained and completed
in accordance with specification details to be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of
development and shall thereafter be retained and kept unobstructed for the
manoeuvring of motor vehicles at all times.

Parking and manoeuvring areas: Save for existing uses on the site, before the
development is first occupied within the New Settlement Area as shown on Plan
Ref: N.0111 58-1, the parking and manoeuvring areas shall be provided in
accordance with plans approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in
consultation with the Highway Authority and shall be constructed, laid out,
surfaced in bound material, drained and completed, and shall be retained
unobstructed except for the parking of vehicles at all times.

Parking for existing uses in the New Settlement Area: Details of parking
provision within the NSA (as shown on Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1) for the existing
uses shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority at the same time as the reserved matters application for the phase of
the development in which the existing use/s are located. The approved parking
shall thereafter be implemented within 3 months of the completion of that phase
and thereafter be retained in accordance with such approved details.

Construction Period Parking: Save for existing uses already in occupation at the
time of planning permission being granted, the development hereby permitted
shall not commence until arrangements for the off-highway parking provision of
construction vehicles have been implemented in accordance with a scheme to
be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Surface Water Drainage to the Highway: Before any demolition or building
operations begin, a scheme to prevent the discharge of surface water to the
highway shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority and this scheme shall be implemented before such works commence.

Save for existing uses already in occupation at the time of planning permission
being granted, the development hereby permitted shall not commence until such
time as a detailed Travel Plan covering the construction phases (including a
timetable for its implementation) has been submitted to and agreed in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The Travel Plan shall be implemented in
accordance with those detalils.

Camp Road and Middleton Stoney highway works: Occupation of the 300th new
dwelling or occupation of more than 25% increased floor area of commercial use
above that existing at the grant of this permission (whichever is the earlier), shall
not take place until such time as the improvement works to the junction at
Middleton Stoney have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning
Authority in writing and shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with those
details.

Junction 10 of the M40: Occupation of the 500th or subsequent net additional
dwellings or occupation of more than 50% increased floor area of commercial
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use above existing (whichever is the earlier) shall not take place until such time
as the works shown on “Figure 36 Junction 10 proposed carriageway marking
alterations” (Arup Job no. 120669-00) have been implemented in accordance
with that drawing.

The developer shall use a minimum of 30% recycled material for the construction
of on-site highways.

Other conditions

69.

70.

71.

Before construction work on any phase within the New Settlement Area as
shown on Plan Ref: N.0111 58-1 is begun, details of fire hydrant provision shall
have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. Such provision shall be installed in accordance with such approved
details before any new dwelling is first occupied.

Where any condition requires approval and subsequent implementation of any
details or scheme then, in the case of any building where its continued use
would be authorised by this permission, that use shall cease within 3 months of
failure to submit details of the relevant matters (including a programme for their
implementation) to the Local Planning Authority for approval in writing within 9
months of the date of this permission. If such approval is withheld or an
approved scheme is not implemented within the approved timescale, that use
shall cease within 12 months of the date of refusal or non-implementation.

Notwithstanding the area shown buff on plan N.001_22-1L for car processing,
that part of the use requiring vehicles to be parked in close rows, ranks or
echelons, shall be confined to the area to the east of a straight line drawn to join
the south east corner of building 337 and the north east corner of building 350.



Schedule of development permitted (as referred to in Condition 5):

The proposed New Settlement Area includes the following uses and development:-

1.

9.

Class C3 (residential dwelling houses): up to 1,075 new dwellings (including the
retention of some existing military housing), to be erected in 2 and 3 storey
buildings, together with change of use of Building 455 (1177 sq.m);

. Class D1 (non residential institutions): change of use of building 457 (224 sg.m)

to a nursery/creche, building 549 (580 sg.m) to provide accommodation for a
Community Hall and building 572 (680 sg.m) to provide accommodation for a
Chapel; Buildings 126 (869 sg.m), 129 (241 sqg.m) and 315 (3,100 sqg.m) to
provide a Heritage Centre up to 4,200 sq.m, together with associated car parking.

Change of Use of Building 74 (4,020 sg.m) to Class C1/D1 use as a hotel /
conference centre of up to 4,150 sq. metres.

Class Al retail provision of up to 743 sq.metres floorspace, and change of use of
Building 459 (270 sg.m) to Class Al retalil.

Change of Use of Building 103 (312 sg.m) to Class A4 Public House, provision of
up to 340 sqg.metres of Class A4 floorspace in total.

Provision of 1 no. Primary School on 2.2 hectares.

Erection of 6 no. Class B1 (a), (b) and (c) buildings comprising up to 7,800
sqg.metres of floorspace, together with change of use of Buildings 100 (557 sq.m)
and 125 (897 sq.m) to Class B1.

Change of Use of Buildings 80 (2198 sg.m), 151 (3,100 sg.m), 172 (5,135 sqg.m),
320 (3,600 sg.m), 345 (3,600 sg.m), 350 (3,200 sg.m) to mixed Class B2/Class
B8 use.

Change of Use of Building 158 (50 sg.m) to Class B8 use.

10.Change of use of Structure 89a (10 sg.m) to a petrol pump station (sui generis

use)

11.Provision of playing pitches and courts, sports pavilion plus incidental open space

including NEAPS and LEAPS.

12.Provision of all infrastructure to serve the above development including the

provision of the requisite access roads and car parking to District Council
standards.

13.Removal of boundary fence to the south of Camp Road.

14.Removal of buildings and structures within New Settlement Area as detailed in

separate schedule (Demolitions Schedule Table RD 4bd).

15.Landscaping alterations including the removal of identified trees within the

Conservation Area (see separate schedule) and planting of new trees and offsite
hedgerows and access track.



The proposed Flying Field area will include the following uses and development:

1. Change of Use for vehicle preparation and car processing comprising 17
hectares.

2. Change of Use of Buildings 205 (111 sg.m), 234 (1195 sg.m), 1109 (200 sg.m),
3205 (142 sq.m), 3208 (142 sq.m), 3209 (142 sqg.m), 3210 (142 sqg.m) to Class
B1 (Business) use.

3. Change of Use of Building 350A (10 sg.m) to mixed Class B1 (Business)/B8
(Storage) use.

4. Change of Use of Buildings 259 (372 sg.m), 260 (372 sq.m), 336 (800 sg.m), 337
(1388 sqg.m), 354 (336 sq.m) and 1011 (239 sg.m) to Class B2 use.

5. Change of Use of Buildings 209 (1624 sg.m), 324 (397 sq.m), 3140 (408 sg.m) to
mixed Class B1/Class B2 use.

6. Change of Use of Buildings 221 (2391 sg.m), 325 (692 sg.m), 327 (702 sg.m),
328 (725 sq.m), 335 (769 sg.m), 366 (1656 sq.m) to mixed Class B2/Class B8
use.

7. Change of Use of Building 249 (3259 sq.m) to Class D1/Class B2/Class B8 use.

8. Change of Use of Buildings 210 (177 sg.m), 211 (378 sq.m), 212 (271 sq.m), 226
(169 sq.m), 237 373 sg.m), 238 (119 sg.m), 239 (178 sg.m), 279 (169 sg.m), 292
(2070 sg.m), 1001-1005 (193 sq.m each), 1006 (524 sg.m), 1007 (524 sg.m),
1008 (318 sg.m), 1009 (24 sg.m), 1023 (372 sg.m), 1026-1038 (97 sq.m each),
1041-1048 (75 sg.m each), 1050 (144 sg.m), 1100 (34 sg.m), 1102 (138 sg.m),
1103 (177 sg.m), 1104 (89 sg.m), 1105-1106 (138 sq.m each), 1108 (348 sq.m),
1111 (367 sg.m), 1112 (60 sg.m), 1113 (177 sg.m), 1114 (37 sg.m), 1115 (149
sg.m), 1159 (156 sg.m), 1160-1167 (201 sq.m each), 1168-1185 (156 sg.m
each), 1372 (600 sg.m), 1601- 1625 (139 sq.m each), 2001-2009 (595 sq.m
each), 3001-3035 (930 sg.m each), 3043-3051 (930 sg.m each), 3056 (930
sg.m), 3200-3202 (169 sg.m each), 3203 (60sg.m) to Class B8 use.

9. Change of use of Building 299 (2676 sq.m) to a sui generis use as computer data
storage.

10. Demolition of Building 3135 in the north-western corner of Airfield (also subject to
Conservation Area Consent application).

11.Removal of identified parts of the boundary fence and partial replacement with
1.5 metre fencing in locations as identified on the Landscape Master Plan (also
subject to Conservation Area Consent applications).

12.Provision of all infrastructure to serve the above development, including the
provision of the defined access arrangements and car parking to Cherwell District
Council standards.

13.Landscaping alterations including the removal of some trees within the
Conservation Area (see separate schedule).

14.Reopening of Portway and Aves Ditch as public rights of way across the Airfield.



Annex C

Conditions to be imposed in respect of Conservation Area consents:
(applications Refs: 07/: 02287, 02299, 02342, 02346, 02352 - 54, 02358-60, 02303,
02307, 02332, 02337, 02347 - 51, 02355, 02357, 02294, 02295 and 02296 (all
suffixed CAC)

1.

The works to which this consent relates shall be begun not later than the
expiration of six years beginning with the date of this consent.

With the exception of those buildings located within the identified primary school
site indicated on Parameter Plan 1135 061 C as amended by Plan N.0111 77-
2a (or such other site as has been identified and agreed between the appellant
and Local Planning Authority in writing), the works to which this consent relates
shall not be carried out until a scheme for the phased demolition has been
approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing and a contract has been let
for the redevelopment of that phase in accordance with details to be approved by
the Local Planning Authority in writing.

The demolition of buildings within the primary school site shall not be carried out
prior to the issue of a determination further to the Education and Inspections Act
2006 (and related regulations) approving a proposal for the provision of a
primary school on the site.

No works shall commence on the demolition of buildings until the applicant, or
their agent or successor in title has arranged for a scheme of recording of the
buildings to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

The submitted scheme shall include, but not be limited to:

(a) The identification and qualifications of the person/body that will undertake the
recording

(b) Methodology

(c) Timetable

(d) The form of the completed document

The buildings shall be recorded and the record shall be completed in accordance
with the approved scheme.

A copy of the record shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority, the
National Monuments Record and the County Record Office within 1 month of the
completion of the record.

Debris associated with the demolition of the buildings shall be removed from the
site immediately, unless it is to be re-used within the construction programme, in
which case details of the processing and storage of such material on site shall be
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in advance of
commencement of demolition.
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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION FJOMA 5
1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Terms of Reference

1.1.1 Heyford Park Settlement Ltd (“The Client”) has commissioned Jomas Associates Ltd

(JALY), to undertake an intrusive ground investigation at Upper Heyford New
Settlement Area, Upper Heyford, Bicester, Oxfordshire.

1.1.2 This factual report details the works undertaken and ground conditions encountered,
and provides raw data only.
1.2 Scope of Works

1.21 The scope of the ground investigation works are set out in the Specification for
Ground Investigation document produced by Waterman Group (document ref EED
10658 S _7.1.5_FA) dated September 2011.

1.2.2 Works have been carried out in accordance with the specification detailed within this
document. Further instructions were provided by Waterman as the site works
progressed.

1.3 Limitations

1.3.1 Jomas Associates Ltd (JAL") has prepared this report for the sole use of Heyford

Park Settlements Ltd, in accordance with the generally accepted consulting practices
and for the intended purposes as stated in the agreement under which this work was
completed. This report may not be relied upon by any other party without the explicit
written agreement of JAL. No other third party warranty, expressed or implied, is
made as to the professional advice included in this report. This report must be used
in its entirety.

1.3.2 Whilst every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the data supplied, and
any analysis derived from it, there may be conditions at the site that have not been
disclosed by the investigation, and could not therefore be taken into account. As with
any site, there may be differences in soil conditions between exploratory hole
positions. Furthermore, it should be noted that groundwater conditions may vary due
to seasonal and other effects and may at times be significantly different from those
measured by the investigation. No liability can be accepted for any such variations in
these conditions.

Upper Heyford New Settlement Area, Upper Heyford
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GROUND INVESTIGATION j!,a : X.f;

2 GROUND INVESTIGATION

21 Rationale for Ground Investigation

2.1.1 The site investigation has been undertaken in accordance with Contaminated Land
Report 11, BS10175, NHBC Standards Chapter 4.1, and other associated Statutory
Guidance.

21.2 The soil sampling rationale for the site investigation was prescribed in the scope of

works specification for the site, produced by Watermans.

2.2 Scope of Ground Investigation

221 The ground investigation was undertaken from the 26" September 2011 until the 27"
October 2011.

222 The work was undertaken in accordance with BS5930 ,Code of Practice for Site

Investigation® and BS10175 ,Investigation of Potentially Contaminated Sites®”. All
works were completed without incident.

2.2.3 Works comprised a total of 24 No. rotary boreholes and 35 No. trial pits (machine and
hand excavated). A survey was also undertaken of above and below ground storage
tanks, with tanks dipped using an interface probe to identify the presence of any free
product. Where possible, samples of liquid contents were obtained from the tanks.

224 Exploratory hole and tank positions were surveyed using a GPS survey, as shown in
Figure 2. The ftrial pit and borehole records are included in Appendix 2 and 3
respectively.

2.2.5 The trial pits were backfilled with the arisings (in the reverse order in which they were
drilled) and the ground surface was reinstated so that no depression was left. The
surrounding areas were left clean and clear of any debris.

2.2.6 Boreholes were installed with combined gas and groundwater monitoring wells, with
the installation depth specified by the Watermans® site engineer for each borehole.

2.3 Standard Penetration Tests (SPTs)

2.3.1 In-situ standard/cone penetration tests were undertaken in the boreholes in
accordance with BS EN ISO 22476-2 Methods of Test on Soils for Engineering
Purposes (Part 9)% to determine the relative density of the underlying , and therefore
give an indication of soil ,strength".

2.3.2 The results are presented on the individual exploratory hole records in Appendix 3.

Upper Heyford New Settlement Area, Upper Heyford
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3 TRIAL PITS
31 Overview
3.1.1 A total of 32 No. trial pits were undertaken in accordance with the Specification for

Ground Investigation. 25 No. of the trial pits were excavated using a 7.5 tonne tracked
swing shovel excavator. 7 No. of the trial pits were hand excavated due to access
constraints and the presence of buried services.

3.1.2 The depth of trial pits was severely curtailed by the presence of shallow bedrock
horizons. Machine excavated trial pits were excavated to depths of between 1.1m and
2.6m bgl. 4 No. machine excavated trial pits were terminated prior to full depth due to
the presence of buried services in the form of suspected water mains encountered at
1.1m bgl (encountered within trial pits TPNSA 212, 213 and 228). A horizon of
concrete was encountered within Trial Pit TPNSA 204 at 0.9m bgl depth, resulting in
termination and relocation of the trial pit.

3.1.3 Hand excavated trial pits were excavated to depths of between 0.6m and 1.1m.

314 Full trial pit logs are presented as Appendix 2.

3.2 Sampling and Testing

3.21 In accordance with the Specification for Ground Investigation, environmental samples

were obtained at 0.5m depth intervals and at changes in strata. Samples were also
obtained where evidence of contamination was observed.

3.2.2 Additionally, headspace testing was undertaken at all sampling intervals using a
photo ionisation detector, with the results included within the trial pit logs.

33 Conditions Encountered

3.3.1 Ground conditions typically comprised a variable covering of Made Ground (typically
0.2m to 1.4m thickness, comprising brown/grey/black/yellow clayey sandy gravel, with
gravel typically comprising limestone, concrete, brick and tarmac, underlying a
covering of turf, tarmac or concrete), overlying white/cream/yellow sandy gravel. The
gravel was observed to comprise weathered limestone, with the horizon becoming a
thickly bedded limestone bedrock containing a small amount of yellow interstitial
sand.

3.3.2 Within trial pits TPNSA 201 and 202 Made Ground was encountered to depths of
2.4m bgl and 2.6m bgl respectively, and was observed to comprise a black/brown
sandy gravel of concrete, ash, clinker, metal and ceramic. Evidence of hydrocarbon
contamination was observed within the deposits underlying this horizon.

3.4 Hydrology

3.41 Groundwater was not encountered during the trial pitting investigation, with the
exception of seepage encountered at the base of trial pits TPNSA 201 and 202,
resulting in instability of these trial pits.

3.5 Physical and Olfactory Evidence of Contamination

3.5.1 Faint hydrocarbon odour was reported below 2.3m in TPNSA 202.
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3.5.2 No other visual or olfactory evidence of significant contamination was observed during
the trial pitting investigation
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4 BOREHOLES
41 Overview
4.1.1 A total of 24 No. boreholes were undertaken by rotary drilling techniques. Rotary core

drilling was undertaken on 15 No. of the boreholes, with the remaining 9 No.
advanced by open hole drilling techniques.

41.2 In accordance with the Specification for Ground Investigation (Waterman, 2011), 4
No. boreholes were advanced towards a depth of 30m bgl, with the remaining
boreholes advanced towards a depth of 10m bgl. The final depth of the individual
boreholes was determined by the site engineer from Waterman. The terminal depths
of individual boreholes are recorded on the individual borehole logs, presented as

Appendix 3.
4.2 Inspection Pits
421 With the exception of boreholes BHNSA 37 and 11 (which were advanced through

previously excavated frial pits), a hand dug inspection pit was undertaken at each
location to ensure any buried services were avoided. Buried services were
encountered within the inspection pits for BHNSA 14, 19 and 7, necessitating the
relocating of these boreholes and excavation of additional inspection pits at the new
location.

422 Ground conditions comprising near surface weathered limestone resulted in difficult
conditions for the undertaking of hand excavated inspection pits. Inspection pits were
excavated to a depth of 1.2m bgl, or until the commencement of a recognisable
bedrock horizon (depending upon which was encountered first). The inspection pit
was then logged in accordance with BS5930:1999 incorporating Amendment 2 and
an environmental sample obtained from a depth of 0.5m bgl and 1.0m bgl (where
depth was achieved).

4.3 Testing and Sampling

4.3.1 A standard penetration test was undertaken at the base of each inspection pit prior to
the commencement of drilling. With the exception of borehole BHNSA 22 (SPT N
Value of 4 at 1.2m depth) all boreholes recorded refusal upon the underlying bedrock.
A second SPT undertaken at a depth of 2m bgl within borehole BHNSA 22 recorded
refusal upon the underlying bedrock.

4.3.2 Within bedrock deposits readings were taken using a photo ionisation detector (PID)
at 1 metre intervals, or changes in strata, and when suspect hydrocarbon
contamination was observed. Where olfactory evidence of hydrocarbon contamination
or elevated PID readings were encountered, environmental samples were obtained.

4.4 Installations

441 Upon completion of drilling operations, boreholes were installed with combined gas
and groundwater monitoring wells. The installation details of individual boreholes
were specified by the Watermans® site engineer upon receipt of groundwater
information, and are included within the individual borehole logs. All monitoring wells
were finished with plain pipe surrounded by a bentonite seal. 500mm of sand was
included at the base of the bentonite seal to act as a fines screen, separating the
bentonite from the borehole response zone.
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4.5

4.51

452

453

454

455

4.6

4.6.1

4.7
4.71

Conditions Encountered

Ground conditions were logged in accordance with the requirements of BS5930:1999,
incorporating Amendment 1. The following presents a brief summary of the conditions
encountered. Reference should be made to the borehole logs presented as Appendix
3 for detailed information.

Ground conditions typically comprised a horizon of Made Ground below a covering of
turf, tarmac or concrete. The Made Ground typically comprised
brown/yellow/grey/orange sandy clayey gravel, with the gravel comprising limestone,
concrete, brick and occasionally tarmac. The Made Ground was typically encountered
to depths of between 0.25m and 1.2m bgl.

Underlying this horizon, a weathered yellow to structured pale grey crystalline
limestone/occasionally calcareous sandstone, was frequently encountered. This
horizon was typically observed to a depth of between 2.6m bgl and 8.5m bgl.

Below this, an interbedded complex of pale grey to dark grey silistone and pale grey
to dark grey mudstone with occasional bands of coarse grained shelly limestone, was
observed. The siltstone horizon was observed to vary in grain size, with occasional
sandy siltstone horizons containing shell fragments.

This horizon persisted to the base of the 10m depth boreholes. Within the 4 No. 30m
depth boreholes, this horizon was observed to a depth of between 21.2m and 25.3m
bgl, where a dark grey silty sand was observed. Within borehole BHNSA 14 this
horizon was present as a dark grey weakly cemented silty sandstone.

Hydrogeology

The large quantities of water utilised during the drilling process made accurate
monitoring of water strikes impractical. Upon completion of drilling the 10m depth
boreholes water levels were typically between 4.3m and 9.8m bgl. Within the 30m
depth boreholes groundwater levels typically stood at between 19.1m and 14m depth.
All boreholes were then re-dipped after a period of twenty minutes from completion of
drilling to monitor for rise or fall in water levels. Records of water levels upon
completion of drilling and after 20 minutes monitoring are included within the borehole
logs presented as Appendix 3 of this report.

Physical and Olfactory Evidence of Contamination

Visual and olfactory evidence of hydrocarbon contamination was observed within
boreholes BHNSA 02, 03, 06, 10, 21 and 22 (boreholes located down gradient of
storage tanks). Evidence typically comprised black staining with a hydrocarbon odour
where fractures occurred within the bedrock.
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5 IN SITU CALIFORNIA BEARING RATIO (CBR) TESTING

5.1 Overview

511 A total of 11 No. in situ CBR tests were undertaken in accordance with the

Specification for Ground Investigation provided by Waterman. The CBR tests were
carried out at locations specified by Waterman.

5.2 Methodology

521 In situ CBR tests were undertaken using a 4X4 mounted test rig. Prior to the
undertaking of assessment, test holes were hand excavated to depths of between
0.3m bgl and 0.7m bgl (final depth dependent upon soil conditions encountered due
to shallow bedrock horizon).

522 The tests were undertaken by a suitably qualified engineer in accordance with
BS1377 Part 9.

5.2.3 Prior to undertaking CBR testing, test holes were logged in accordance with
BS5930:1999 incorporating Amendment 2.

5.3 Results

5.31 The results of CBR testing varied between 8% and >30% (i.e., refusal). Of the 11 No.
CBR tests undertaken, 7 No. tests recorded values in excess of 30%.

5.3.2 The results of moisture content analysis varied between 6.3% and 19%.

5.3.3 I?]etailed r(i’:BR test results and associated data sheets are presented as Appendix 4 of
this report.
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6 TANK SURVEY
6.1 Overview
6.1.1 In addition to the trial pitting and borehole works undertaken at the site, a survey was

carried out of existing above and below ground storage tanks. The purpose of the
survey was to establish the size, volume and number of above and below ground
storage tanks present within the site, in addition to providing an indication of their
condition and contents.

6.1.2 Where tanks could be opened safely and were identified to contain liquids, the tanks
were dipped with an oil/water interface probe to establish the presence of any free
product within the tanks. Samples of the fluid contents of the tanks were obtained
using a vacuum transfer pump and placed within sealed glass bottles for transport to
the laboratory.

6.1.3 Records of the tank survey are presented as Appendix 5 of this report.
6.2 Above Ground Storage Tanks
6.2.1 A total of 3 No. above ground storage tanks were located and surveyed. These have

been labelled as AGNSA 01, 02 and 03.

6.2.2 AGNSA 01 comprised a metal tank of 0.9m x 1.4m dimensions, and in rusted
condition. When opened the tank was found to be empty. Partially obscured lettering
upon the side of the tank indicated it to have likely contained Kerosene.

6.2.3 AGNSA 02 comprised a metal tank of 2m x 4m dimensions, and in slightly rusted
condition. The fill gauge of the tank indicated a capacity of 18,000 litres. The tank
could not be opened safely, but appeared to be empty, with lettering upon the side of
the tank stating it to have been drained in May 1994.

6.2.4 AGNSA 03 comprised a metal tank of 1.2m x 2.2m dimensions and in a slightly rusted
condition. The tank was observed to be empty, with partially obscured lettering upon
the side indicating a capacity of 750 gallons.

6.3 Below Ground Storage Tanks

6.3.1 A total of 21 No. below ground storage tanks were located and surveyed. These have
been labelled as UGNSA 01 — 21

6.3.2 UGNSA 01, 02 and 03 comprised 3 No. below ground tanks associated with a boiler
house. The fill gauges of the tanks indicated a capacity of 12,000 gallons each.
Access points to tanks UGNSA 01 and 02 were flooded. Tank UGNSA could not be
opened safely due to the presence of gas observed while attempting to open
inspection point. Free product was observed within the filler necks of 2 No. tanks
above an obstruction at 1m bgl. The filler neck of 1 No. tank was observed to be dry
to an unidentified obstruction at 1m bgl

6.3.3 UGNSA 04 comprised a single tank associated with an accommodation building. No
surface evidencel/inspection points etc were observed for this tank beyond the fill
point. The tank gauge indicated a capacity of 28,000 litres, with a sign indicating the
tank to be water filled
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6.3.4 UGNSA 05, 06 and 07 comprised 3 No. below ground tanks associated with a boiler

6.3.5

6.3.6

6.3.7

6.3.8

6.3.9

house. The fill gauges of the tanks indicated a capacity of 12,000 gallons each.
Where the tops of the tanks were visible they appeared to be in a rusted condition.
Tanks 05 and 07 were rusted shut and could not be opened. Tank 06 was opened
and dipped, with no free product indicated and a sample of the contents obtained.
The depth to the base of the tank was indicated to be 4.5m bgl.

UGNSA 08 comprises 1 No. below ground tank associated with a former supermarket
building. The fill gauge of the tank indicated a capacity of 4900 litres. Where the top of
the tank was observed it appeared to be in a rusted condition. The tank was opened
and dipped, with 0.15m of free product indicated over water. A sample of the liquid
was obtained. The depth to the base of the tank was indicated to be 4.5m bgl.

UGNSA 09, 10, 11 and 12 comprise 4 No. below ground tanks associated with a
former hospital. The fill gauges of the tanks indicated a capacity of 50,000 gallons
each. The tanks were opened and dipped, with 0.05m of free product over water
indicated within tank 12. No free product was indicated within the remaining tanks.
Samples of liquid were obtained from each tank. The depth to the base of the tanks
was indicated to be 4.0m bgl.

UGNSA 13, 14 and 15 comprised 3 No. below ground tanks associated with a boiler
house. The fill gauges of the tanks indicated a capacity of 11,000 litres each. The
tanks were dipped, with no free product indicated. Samples of the liquid contents
were obtained from each tank. The depth to the base of the tanks was indicated to be
3.5m bgl.

UGNSA 16 — 20 comprised 5 No. buried tanks associated with a former petrol filling
station. No dipping or inspection points were observed. Filler necks of the tanks were
opened and were revealed to be dry, with an unidentified obstruction at 1m depth,
suggesting the tanks to be concrete filled. Signage upon each filler neck indicated the
tanks to be of 5000 litre capacity.

UGNSA 21 comprised 1 No. buried tank associated with a community building. The fill
gauge of the tank indicated an 8000 litre capacity. When opened the inspection
chamber of the tank was found to be flooded and access was not possible.
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7 LABORATORY CHEMICAL TESTING
71 Overview
711 Samples were transported in cool boxes to UKAS and MCERTS accredited laboratory

The Environmental Laboratory. The requirements for chemical testing were defined
within the Specification for Ground Investigation, with the final testing schedule
determined by Waterman.

7.2 Analysis Scheduled

7.21 Samples from the boreholes and trial pits were scheduled for the following analysis:

e 66 No. samples for a wide range of determinands — Dry Soils Suite S4.

e 69 No. samples for total petroleum hydrocarbon assessment speciated in
accordance with Criterion Working Group protocols.

e 67 No. samples for asbestos screening.

e 69 No. samples for total organic carbon analysis

e 17 No. samples for polychlorinated biphenols (PCB) analysis

e 18 No. samples for volatile and semivolatile organic compound analysis.

e 23 No. samples for BRE SD1 suite, concrete in aggressive ground
determination.

e 11 No. liquid samples obtained from within storage tanks were also
scheduled for speciated polyaromatic hydrocarbons and total petroleum
hydrocarbons speciated in accordance with Criterion Working Group
protocols

7.2.2 The results of the laboratory testing are presented in Appendix 6 of this report. Limits
of Detection utilised are presented overleaf.
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JAL Extended Suite - 54 [others
|Determinand LOD mg/kg [Umhl:i::;nﬁ] JDeterminand LOD mg/kg [UAKcAzjdhl:::I;QS]
Antimany 05 N ;:Exc:ai,lg 0.1 f0.01 N / Y(MCERTS)
Arsenic 1 ¥ (MCERTS) TOC 0.10% N
Barium 1 V' Total PCBs 0.01 Y (MCERTS]
Beryllium 0.5 ¥ VOCs 0.01 ¥ (MCERTS)
Boron (Water Soluble) 0. N SVOCs 0.01 N
Cadmium 5 ¥ (MCERTS) Asbestos Presence b
Chromium (Total) 1 ¥ (MCERTS)

Chromium (V1) 2 N I[BRESD1 Suite

Cobalt 1 ¥ (MCERTS) Sulphate (Total) 0.01% ¥
Copper 1 ¥ (MCERTS) Sulphate (Water soluble) 1 mg/l Y {(MCERTS)
Lead 1 ¥ (MCERTS) Sulphur (Total) 0.01% M
Mercury 1 ¥ (MCERTS) pH Value 0.1 Units Y (MCERTS)
Molybdenum 1 N Chloride (Water soluble) 5 mg/| N
Nickel 1 ¥ (MCERTS) Nitrate (Water soluble) 1 mg/l M
Selenium 05 ¥ (MCERTS) Magnesium 0.1 mg/l Y
Wanadium 1 ¥ (MCERTS) Ammonia 5 M

Zinc 1 ¥ (MCERTS)

Cyanide (Free) 1 M

Complex Cyanide 1 N

Total Cyanide 1 ¥ (MCERTS)

Thiocyanate 2 N

pH 0.1 wunits ¥ (MCERTS)

Sulphur 10 ¥ (MCERTS)

Water soluble sulphate 1 mg/l ¥ (MCERTS)

Total Sulphate 0.01% Y

Speciated PAH 16 + Total PAH 0.1 ¥ (MCERTS)

Total phenols 1 ¥ (MCERTS)

TPH C6 - C40 5 ¥ (MCERTS)

Moisture content — Included 0.10% ¥ (MCERTS)
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TESTING

8 LABORATORY GEOTECHNICAL TESTING

8.1.1 Laboratory Geotechnical Testing was also scheduled by Waterman. The tests were
carried out by UKAS accredited K4 Soils Ltd, and comprised;

e 2 Nr samples for Triaxial Permeability Testing

¢ 1 Nrsample for Atterberg Limits

e 7 Nr samples for Particle Size Distribution Analysis
e 7 Nr samples for 2.5kg compaction tests.

¢ 11 Nr samples for water soluble sulphate and pH analysis

8.1.2 The results of the laboratory testing are presented in Appendix 7 and 8 of this report.
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Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 201

Job No:

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 04/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
N TARMAC
0.10 \
y MADE GROUND - Yellow/grey/brown sandy slightly clayey gravel.
0.20lp PID 0.2 0 Gravel is of concrete, brick and limestone
’ MADE GROUND - Black/brown sandy gravel. Gravel is of concrete, ash,
0.50|D +B PID 0.5 0 / clinker, metal and ceramic
1.00|D PID 1 0
0.7
1.50|D PID 1.5
2.00(D PID 2 0.3
2.40 A
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1: Groundwater observed as moderate seepage at 2.2m depth. Trial pit terminated at 2.4m depth due to instability.
Driller:

Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR

T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 202

Job No:

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 04/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
w TARMAC
N
\w CONCRETE
0.40 Q
;.-"' MADE GROUND - Brown/black sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of brick,
osolp+B PID 05 0 / concrete, ash and clinker with occasional pieces of metal
1.00(D PID 1 0
1.50(D PID 1.5 0
2.00|D PID 2 0
2.30 A
V MADE GROUND/RE-WORKED NATURAL GROUND - brown/grey/black sandy
250lD PID 25 27 clay with occasional fragments of wood. Faint hydrocarbon odour
2.60 é
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1: Groundwater was not observed. Trial pit collapsed at 2.6m depth.
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 203 |Job No:

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 05/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
s MADE GROUND - Brown sandy gravel. Gravel is of brick, concrete and limestone
Geotextile membrane encountered at 0.5m depth over rubble filled void - possible
0.50] 0.50[p PID | 05 0 N soalaway bt
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1: Groundwater was not observed. Hand excavated
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 204A

Job No:

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 30/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
7/ TARMAC
0.20 4
r’/ CONCRETE
0.35 é
\:': MADE GROUND - Brown/orange/black sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of
tarmac, concrete and limestone with occasional fragments of brick
0.50|D +B PID 0.5 1.4 \
0.80 k
.......... Brown/orange/yellow sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of limestone.
"- 7" "IBecoming thickly bedded limestone bedrock with a moderate amount of
1.00(D PID 1 0 foee. orange/brown interstitial sand at 1.4m depth. End hole.
1.40 HOD0e
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1: Hole Remained dry and stable
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




= [
! = = === = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 204 |Job No: |P8219J107
=F 55 ==
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 28/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
7 Tarmac
7
0.20|D PID 0.2 0 \.: MADE GROUND - White/grey coarse sandy gravel. Gravel is of concreye with
\ occaisonal cobbles to boulders of flint
0.45 NN
0.50|/D +B PID 0.5 0 w MADE GROUND - Brown sandy gravel. Gravel is of flint. Concrete obstruction
\ encountered at 0.9m bgl. End hole and relocate
0.80|D PD| 08 0 \
0.90 N
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1: Hole Remained dry and stable
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR

T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Trial Pit Number TPNSA 205 [Job No: |P8219J107
55 S50+
= £ — 4= F g = 4
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site’ Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 05/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
‘Q MADE GROUND - brown sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of limestone, brick
\ and concrete
0.20|D PID 0.2 0 \
0.35 %
.......... Yellow/cream sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of limestone.
-+ .. . IBecoming densely packed limestone cobbles below 0.9m depth, likely start of
: . . . . .|bedrock horizon
0.50lD PID| 0.5 0 [
0.90 SRR
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1: Hole Remained dry and stable. Hand excavated
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




5 === = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 206 |Job No: |P8219)107
e E o F B
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site' Upper Heyford Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 30/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
7 TARMAC
0.12 A
0.15|D PID 0.15 0.5 \Q MADE GROUND - Brown/red/orange/black sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of
\ tarmac, brick and concrete
0.48 &
0.50/D +B PID 0.5 0 (- - - - -|Yellow/brown sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of
.......... limestone. Becoming thinly bedded limestone bedrock with a moderate amount of
: : : : : yellow/orange interstitial sand at 1.3m depth. End hole
1.00(D PD| 1 0 BN
130 SR
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1: Hole Remained dry and stable
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




gE £+ F 4 = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 207 |Job No: |P8219)107
= € o F
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site' Upper Heyford Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 05/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
\”: MADE GROUND - brown/grey sandy gravel. Gravel is of limestone, brick and
\ concrete with occasional fragments of tarmac.
0.20|D PID | 02 0 \
0.50|D PID 0.5 0
Becoming densely packed limestone cobbles with a small amount of yellow
0.60 & interstitial sand at 0.6m depth. Likely start of bedrock horizon
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1: Hole Remained dry and stable. Hand excavated
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




gE £+ F 4 = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 208 |Job No: |P8219)107
= € o F
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site' Upper Heyford Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 05/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
\”: MADE GROUND - brown/grey sandy gravel. Gravel is of limestone and brick with
\ occasional fragments of concrete and tarmac.
0.20|D PID | 02 0 \
0.50|D PID 0.5 0
Becoming densely packed limestone cobbles with a small amount of yellow
0.60 & interstitial sand at 0.6m depth. Likely start of bedrock horizon
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1: Hole Remained dry and stable. Hand excavated
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 209

Job No:

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 04/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
7// TARMAC
0.10 A
y CONCRETE
0.20 4
\ﬁ MADE GROUND - Brown/red/grey/black sandy gravel. Gravel is of brick, concrete,
0.30 D PID | 0.3 0.4 \ tarmac and limestone.
0.45 &
0.50|{D +B PID 0.5 0o [ Yellow/brown sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of
''''''''' limestone. Becoming thinly bedded limestone bedrock with a moderate amount of
: : : : : orange interstitial sand at 1.2m depth. End hole
1.00|D PID 1 0
1.20 B
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1: Hole Remained dry and stable
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




fg'—:?g == I =" Trial Pit Number  [TPNSA 210 |lob No: |P8219J107
=2 == I ==
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site’ Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 27/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
0.05 Tarmac
0.10|D PID 0.1 5.1 MADE GROUND - black/brown sandy gravel. Gravel is fine to coarse, of tarmac
and limestone with occasional cobbles of limestone.
0.20
0.25|D PID 0.25 0 Brown/yellow/grey sandy CLAY with occasional fragments of limestone. Becoming
J|thickly bedded limestone bedrock with a small amount of yellow interstitial sand.
0
0.50{D+B PID 0.5
1.00|D PID 1 0
1.50(D PID 1.5 0
1.60
Hole terminated at 1.6m bgl
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR

T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




= = === = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 211 |Job No: |P8219J107
=25 == = ==
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site’ Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 28/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
w MADE GROUND - Brown sandy topsoil with occsional fragments of brick and
0.10|D PID [ 0.1 0 \Concrete
0.25 k
0.30 D PID 0.3 0 % MADE GROUND - Brown/orange sandy gravel. Gravel is of limestone, brick,
\ concrete, plastic and ceramic
0.50|B PID 0.5 0
0.80|D PID 0.8 0
1.20 k
1.30|D PID 1.3 o | Medium dense to dense, yellow/brown sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to
- 7. """ Isubrounded of limestone. Becoming thickly bedded limestone bedrock with a yellow
.......... interstitial sand at 1.5m depth
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




fg'—:?- == I =" Trial Pit Number  [TPNSA 212 |lob No: |P8219J107
FEFS T2 5
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 28/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
w MADE GROUND - Brown/grey sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of brick and
concrete
0.10|D PID| 0.1 0 \
0.20 &
0.25|p PID | 0.25 0 \w :YIADItE GROUND - brown/grey/orange sandy gravel. Gravel is of brick, concrete and
imestone
0.50[D +B PID [ 05 0
1.00|D PID 1 0
1.10 R
Water Main encountered at 1.1m depth - hole terminated
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




fg'—:?- == I =" Trial Pit Number  [TPNSA 213 |lob No: |P8219J107
=L € o F
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site’ Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 28/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
7 Tarmac
7
0.20lD PID 0.2 0 \.: MADE GROUND - Brown/orange/grey sandy gravel. Gravel is of brick, concrete,
\ limestone and tarmac
0.50[D +B PID [ 05 0
0.70 ﬁ
“{Made Ground/re-worked natural ground - yellow/brown sandy, clayey gravel. Gravel
0.80|D PID 0.8 0 \% is angular to subrounded of limestone with occasional pockets of soft to firm brown
clay
1.10 \
Water Main encountered at 1.1m depth - hole terminated
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 214 |(Job No:

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 05/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
‘Q MADE GROUND - brown/orange slightly clayey sandy gravel. Gravel is of brick,
concrete and limestone with occasional fragments of tarmac.
0.20|D PID| 0.2 0 \
Electrical cable (0.03m dia) encountered at 0.5m depth
0.50 D PID 0.5 0
0.55 N
-7+ 7.".".IDensely packed limestone cobbles with a small amount of yellow interestitial sand.
.......... Possible start of bedrock horizon
oeof { V V+ v 4t vt r vt vt -t N
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1. Groundwater was not observed. Hand excavated
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




- S5 =5 = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 215 |Job No: |P8219J107
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Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site’ Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 27/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
7// Tarmac
0.10 /-"':;
0.15|D PD | 0.15 0 % MADE GROUND - White/yellow/cream sandy gravelly clay. Gravel is of brick,
concrete, limestone and tarmac
0.25 k
0.30ID PID 0.3 0 % MADE GROUND - Brown/grey/orange sandy gravelly clay. Gravel is of brick,
\ concrete, limestone and tarmac
052 N
0.60|D +B PID 0.6 0 R Brown/orange/yellow clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of
__________ limestone. Becoming thickly bedded limestone bedrock with fine to coarse
. . . . . orange/yellow interstitial sand at 1.7m depth
1.00(D PID | 1 0 |
1.50(D PID | 15 0 o
1.70 DOTRR
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




g Eg = == = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 216 [Job No: |P8219J107
FEFS T2 5
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site’ Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 05/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
w MADE GROUND - Black/grey sandy gravel. Gravel is of concrete, clinker, brick and
0.10|D PID | 0.1 0 \ash
0.20(D PID 0.2 0 \
0.45 NN
0.50|D PID 0.5 0 .+ -+ . |Brownlyellow sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is subangular to rounded of limestone.
.......... Becoming densely packed limestone cobbles at 0.75m depth, possible start of
-7+ """ llimestone bedrock horizon
0.80 A
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1. Groundwater was not observed. Hand excavated
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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' = = — == = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 217 |Job No: |P8219J107
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Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site’ Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 27/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
7// Tarmac
0.10 /-"';
0.15|D PID 0.15 0 % MADE GROUND - Grey/yellow snady gravel. Gravel is fine to coarse of limestone
\ and concrete
0.45 NN
050D +B PID 0.5 0 - ... |White/cream/yellow sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of limestone.
.......... Becoming thickly bedded limestone bedrock with a fine to coarse, yellow interstitial
< lsand at 1.2m bgl
1.00|D PD| 1 0 SO
1.20 s
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR

T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




g Eg = == = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 218 [Job No: |P8219J107
=L € o F
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site’ Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 28/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
7 Tarmac
0.12 4
0.15|D PID 0.15 7.4 w ]lc\l/.IA;DE GROUND - Black/grey sandy gravel. Gravel is of tarmac, coal, clinker and
in
0.30 k
.......... Yellow/cream sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of limestone.
_+ -7+ IBecoming thickly bedded limestone bedrock with a small amount of yellow interstitial
. . . . . sand at 1.4m depth. End hole
050 | p+B [ PD | 05 0 R
1.00(D PID | 1 0o |
1.30 SRR
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




fg'—:?- =2 aa =" Trial Pit Number  |TPNSA 219 |lob No: |P8219J107
=L € o F
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site’ Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 05/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
0.05 m\ YWalkway surface of sand and gravel. Gravel is of flint
0.10|p PID 0.1 0 \Q MADE GROUND - brown/orange sandy gravelly clay. Gravel is of brick, tile,
concrete, metal and plastic.
0.20|D PID 0.2 0 \
Cable encountered at 0.2m depth
0.50|D PID 0.5 0
\ Becoming densely packed gravel of concrete at 0.9m depth. Possible building base
or top of drain pipe.
0.90 %
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1. Groundwater was not observed. Hand excavated
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR

T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 220 |Job No: |P8219)107

Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 04/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
7// TARMAC
0.10 A
y/ CONCRETE containing steel reinforcement
0.45 4
0.50|D +B PID 0.5 0 - ... |Brown/yellow sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is subrounded to angular of
.......... limestone. Becoming thickly bedded limestone bedrock with a small amount of
7 lyellow interstitial sand at 1.4m depth. End hole
1.00(D PID | 1 S Sette
1.40 A
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




= = = 4 = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 221 [(Job No: |P8219J107
e E o F B
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site’ Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 29/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
7// Tarmac
0.10 A
y/ CONCRETE
0.30 /é
0.35|D PID | 035 0 -+ - . . IBrown/yellow/orange sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is subrounded to
.......... angular of limestone. Becoming thickly bedded limestone bedrock with a small
.77 " Jamount of yellow interstitial sand at 1.3m depth. End hole
050|D+B PD| 0.5 0 IR
1.00[D PD| 1 0 o
1.30 SR
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 222

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 29/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
‘Q MADE GROUND - brown sandy slightly clayey topsoil containing fragments of brick
0.10|D PID | 0.1 0 \ and concrete
0.20|D PID 0.2 0 \
0.40
*.".'|White/cream/yellow sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is subrounded to angular
"7+ |of limestone. Becoming thickly bedded limestone bedrock with a small amount of
0.50|D+B PID 0.5 0 .. ".|yellow interstitial sand at 1.2m depth. End hole
1.00|D PID 1 0
1.20 L
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




gE =& 5 4 = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 223 |Job No: |P8219J107
= & o F B
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site’ Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 30/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
o MADE GROUND - brown sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of brick, concrete,
0.10lp PID 0.1 0 / limestone, metal and plastic
0.20|D PID | 0.2 0 /
0.50(D +B PID [ 05 0
1.00|D PID 1 0
1.40 A
1.50 PID 15 0 -+ 7. IWhite/cream/yellow sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is subrounded to angular
'''''''''' of limestone. Suspected water main of 0.2m diameter encountered at 1.7m depth.
o077 End hole
o e D D O D D D A
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 224

Job No:

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 30/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
‘Q MADE GROUND - brown sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of brick, concrete,
0.10lp PID 0.1 0 \ limestone and occasional tarmac
0.20|D PID 0.2 0 \
0.50(D +B PID [ 05 0
1.00|D PID 1 0
N
'''''''''' White/cream/yellow sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is subrounded to angular
7.7 of limestone. Becoming thickly bedded limestone bedrock at 1.6m depth with a
. . . . . small amount of yellow interstitial sand
1.50 PID 1.5 0 RO
1.60 I
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR

T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 225

Job No:

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 29/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Legend
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
o MADE GROUND - brown sandy slightly clayey topsoil containing fragments of brick
0.10|D PID | 0.1 0 / and concrete
0.20|D PID | 0.2 0 /
0.30 é
-+ .. . IWhite/cream/yellow sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is subrounded to angular
.......... of limestone. Becoming thickly bedded limestone bedrock with a small amount of
.77 yellow interstitial sand at 1.1m depth. End hole
0.50|{D+B PID [ 0.5 0 O
1.00|D PD| 1 0 BN
1.10 R
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1. Groundwater was not observed
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 226 |Job No:

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 03/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
TARMAC
0.15
MADE GROUND - grey sandy gravel. Gravel is of concrete
0.30|D PID 0.3 0
0.40
Brown/orange sandy slightly gravelly CLAY. Gravel is subrounded of limestone
0.50 [D+B PD| 0.5 0 :
0.90
1.00|D PID 1 0 Yellow/brown/orange sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of limestone.
) Becoming thickly bedded limestone bedrock with a small amount of yellow intersitial
sand at 1.8m depth. End hole
1.50|D+B PID 1.5 0
1.80 PR
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1: Hole remained dry and stable
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 227

Job No:

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 03/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
\”: MADE GROUND - Brown sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of limestone,
0.10lp PID 0.1 0 \ concrete and brick
0.50(D +B PID [ 05 0
N
.......... Brown sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of limestone. Becoming
"- 772" thickly bedded limestone bedrock with a small amount of yellow interstitial sand at
1.00{D +B PID 1 0 f.o 1.35m depth. End hole
1.35 PRI
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1: Hole remained dry and stable
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




alELr T F F Trial Pit Number  [TPNSA 228 |lob No: |P8219)107
I 577 22 > =
=25 == = ==
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site' Upper Heyford Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 03/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
7// TARMAC
0.10 A
7 CONCRETE
0.40 %
Q MADE GROUND - brown/black sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of limestone
0.50lp+ B D 0% 17 \ 232L:;roncrete with occasional fragments of brick and tarmac. Faint hydrocarbon
0.70 k
.......... Brown sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of limestone. Suspected
0.80|D +B PID 08 0 _. 7.7+ "lwater main encountered at 1.1m depth 0.2m diameter. End hole
1.10 I
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1: Hole remained dry and stable
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 293

Job No: [P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 30/09/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
7// TARMAC
0.10 A
y CONCRETE
0.20 4
\ﬁ MADE GROUND - Brown/yellow/grey slightly sandy gravelly clay. Gravel is of
0.30 D PID 03 0 \ limestone, concrete and brick with occasional fragments of tarmac
0.60 &
.......... Brown/orange/yellow sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of limestone.
0.60|D+B PID 06 0 .7 .. IBecoming thinly bedded limestone bedrock with a small amount of yellow interstitial
...... R sand at 1.6m depth. End hole
1.00|D PD | 1 0 [
1.50|D+B PD [ 1.5 0 R
1.60 IR
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1: Hole Remained dry and stable
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites

Trial Pit Number

TPNSA 94 Job No:

P8219J107

Site: Upper Heyford, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 27/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75 75 75 75 |PID Reading
V// TURF
0.10 A
,,,,,,,,,, Brown/orange sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of limestone
0.50|D PID| 05 0 NN
0.60 RN
- - - -+ |Yellow/grey sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of limestone.
'''''''''' Becoming thinly bedded limestone bedrock with a small amount of yellow interstitial
'''''''''' sand at 1.6m depth. End hole
1.00(D PID 1 0 L
1.50(D PID| 1.5 0 BN
1.60 L
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1: Hole Remained dry and stable with no visual or olfactory evidence of hydrocarbon contamination
Driller:
Engineer: |MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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SE S5 == = Trial Pit Number TPNSA 95 Job No: [P8219J107
= == ==
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites
Site: Upper Heyford, Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 27/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
V/ TURF
0.10 A
[.7.7.".".|Brown/orange sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subrounded of limestone
0.50|D PD| 05 0 [
__________ Yellow/grey sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of limestone.
... . "|Becoming thinly bedded limestone bedrock with a small amount of yellow interstitial
'''''''''' sand at 1.4m depth. End hole
1.00(D PD| 1 0 BN
1.40 RN
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP [1: Hole Remained dry and stable with no visual or olfactory evidence of hydrocarbon contamination
Driller:
Engineer: |[MW

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




v e e = =" Trial Pit Number  [SIO1 A Job No: [P8219)107
=E =2 = :
=25 == = ==
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site' Upper Heyford Oxfordshire
TRIAL PIT RECORD Date: 03/10/2011
Sample Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth
(m) Type | Type | Depth 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
7/ TARMAC
0.20 4
7/ CONCRETE with occasional gravel of crushed concrete sub-base
0.55
-1 - |Brown/black sandy CLAY with occasional relic roots. Strong hydrocarbon odour
0.6 PID 17.3
0.7 PID 24.1
0.90|D 0.9 PID 76.3
1.10 :
1.20|D 1.2 PID 158.3 Bcljue/yellow/grey sandy clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is of limestone. Strong hydrocarbon
.......... odour.
1.50 L
Remarks:
Client: Heyford Park LLP |1: Hole slightly damp at base. Strong hydrocarbon odour with maximum PID readings recorded in open air.

Driller:

Engineer:

MW

2. Trial hole terminated at 1.5m depth under guidance of watermans engineer due to
surrounding buildings.

concerns regarding contamination and possible fumes affecting

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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APPENDIX 3 - BOREHOLE LOGS

Upper Heyford New Settlement Area, Upper Heyford
Site Investigation Factual Report Prepared by Jomas Associates Ltd
P8219J107 — Nov 2011 On behalf of Heyford Park Settlement Ltd



. ===_== == = = Borehole Number  |[BHNSA 01 |[Job No: [P8219)107
FESS S . _
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 21/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type|Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading|Legend
open hole / MADE GROUND - Brown sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of limestone,
/ brick, concrete and tarmac
0.5|D PID 0.5 0
1.0/D+B PID 1 0
1.20 3.0 [spT| 12 | 25 50/35 %
Poor recovery - subangular to angular cobbles of pale grey crystaline limestone.
PID 1.7 0
2.60 3.0
PID 2.7 0 Pale grey fine grained silty/clayey MUDSTONE
3.00 3.0
Pale grey slightly sandy SILTSTONE
4.80 3.0
Pale grey silty MUDSTONE occasionally present as bands of pale grey hard
CLAY
5.30 3.0
Pale grey sity MUDSTONE
5.80 3.0
6.00 3.0 Pale grey coarse grained calcarious SANDSTONE
Pale grey silty MUDSTONE occasionally darker grey and slightly calcarious with
occasional shells
10.00 3.0 Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 8m depth upon completion of drilling. Rose to 6.5m depth after 30 mins monitoring.
2. Borehole installed with plain pipe from ground level to 1.0m depth and slotted standpipe from 1.0m to 9.0m depth with bentonite seal from
Client: Heyford Park LLP 9.0m to base of borehole and around plain pipe.
3. Borehole drilled using open hole techniques. Casing installed to 3m.
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




-ﬁ”;::_:: = == Borehole Number BHNSA 02 [Job No: [P8219)107
FESE Eoa ' _
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 17/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of Depth
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type| (m) 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
open hole .-';.-"" MADE GROUND - Yellow/brown/orange sandy gravel. Gravel is of limestone,
r/ concrete and brick
0.50|D /
0.80 4
- . "+ {Yellow/brown sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of limestone.
..... Gradually becoming white/grey limestone bedrock
1.20|D SPT 1.2 8 11 29 |21/30 O
2.00 IR
2.05 2.00|D PID 2 2.4 Black/grey sandy LIMESTONE. Faint hydrocarbon odour
White/grey LIMESTONE
2.80 3.0
2.80|D PID 2.8 3.8 - IYellow/brown slightly clayey SAND. Faint hydrocarbon odour
3.10 3.5 :
3.10|D PID 3.1 1.7 Black/grey slightly clayey silty MUDSTONE
4.00 4.0
4.20 4.0 PID 4.0 0 Pale grey, coarse grained SANDSTONE
4.40 4.0 PID 4.2 0 Pale yellow coarse grained SANDSTONE
PID 4.4 0 Pale grey slightly clayey SILTSTONE
5.10 4.0
PID 5.1 0 Dark grey SILTSTONE
PID 6.0 0
PID 7.0 0
7.50 4.0
Dark grey slightly siity MUDSTONE
PID 8.0 0
9.00 4.0
PID 9.0 0 Pale grey SILTSTONE
9.80 4.0
10.00 4.0 Dark grey SILTSTONE
Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 9.8m depth upon completion of drilling. Rose to 9.4m depth after 30 mins monitoring.
2. Borehole installed with plain pipe from ground level to 1.0m depth, with slotted standpipe from 1.0m to 9.75m, with bentonite seal to base
Client: Heyford Park LLP of borehole and around plain pipe.
3. Borehole drilled using open hole techniques. Casing installed to 4m.
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




= = =
== o B = 4 = -
— = = ==

Borehole Number

BHNSA 03

Job No: |P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 27/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) [ Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type| Depth| 75 75 75 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.10 PWF Liner o] TURF
{Brown/orange sandy gravelly CLAY. Gravel is angular to subangular of
0.50(D PD| 05 0 : {limestone.
0.90 : :
PID 1.0 0 JPoor recovery - pale grey sandy LIMESTONE recovered as limestone cobbles
SPT 12 75 30 120 / /10 with a yellow interstitial sand
PID 2.0 0
2.70 2.70-4.2m 3.0
(1.0m core) No recovery
3.20 3.0
Yellow/grey calcarious SANDSTONE. Weak and fractured, fractures filled with a
pale yellow silty sand. In places visually impacted by hydrocarbons with fractures
PID 3.5 7.8 stained black and moderate hydrocarbon odour
3.90 3.0
4.00|D PID 4.0 14.2 e : Yellow/brown silty SAND. Moderate hydrocarbon odour
4.20 4.20-5.7m 3.0 .
(1.5m core) Pale grey SILTSTONE interbedded with occasional bands of darker calcarious
SILTSTONE containing shell fragments
PID 5.0 0
5.70-7.2m
(1.5m core) PID | 6.0 0
7.00 3.0
7.20-8.7m PID 7.0 0 Grey silty MUDSTONE interbedded with occasional bands of darker grey
(1.5m core) calcarious SILTSTONE containing shell fragments
PID 8.0 0
8.50 3.0
8.70-10.0m Grey silty MUDSTONE
(1.0m core) PID| 9.0 0
10.00 3.0 ]
Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 5.8m depth upon completion of drilling. Rose to 5.0m depth after 20 mins monitoring.
2. Installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, 1.0m to 9.0m with slotted standpipe, with bentonite seal to base of borehole and
Client: Heyford Park LLP around p|ain pipe.
3. Standing/Dayworks - 50mins
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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' = S = Borehole Number BHNSA 04 |[Job No: |P8219)107
= I =D
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 17/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type | Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 (PID Reading
0.05 open hole \\:\\:‘ TURF
% MADE GROUND - yellow/brown/orange sandy gravel. Gravel is of limestone,
concrete and brick
0.50|D PD| 05 0 \
1.00| 1.00|D+B PD| 1 0 &
SPT 1.2 15 10//40 36 14//10 '''''''''' Brown sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of limestone
1.90 DEIEIEIE
PID 2 0 Pale grey / yellow LIMESTONE
3.00 3.0
3.20 3.0 PID 3 0 Yellow SANDSTONE
Yellow SANDSTONE noticably weaker
3.80 3.0
4.00 3.0 PID 4 0 Pale grey SILTSTONE
Pale grey LIMESTONE
4.50 3.0
Pale grey SILTSTONE
5.00 3.0 PID 5 0
Pale grey LIMESTONE
5.80 3.0
Dark grey SILTSTONE with occasional interbedded bands of pale grey
LIMESTONE
PID| 6.5 0
7.50 3.0
7.60 3.0 PID 7.6 0 Dark grey LIMESTONE
Pale grey LIMESTONE
7.90 3.0
[ Dark grey MUDSTONE
8.20 3.0
Pale grey LIMESTONE
8.50 3.0
PID 8.6 0 Dark grey MUDSTONE
9.80 3.0
Dark grey SILTSTONE
13.00 3.0
| Borehole terminated at 13.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Borehole dry upon completion of drilling at 10m depth. Hole extended to 13m depth upon request of Watermans engineer. Groundwater at
12.2m bgl upon completion of additional drilling, rose to 3.4m depth after 20 mins monitoring.
Client: Heyford Park LLP 2. Installed with plain pipe from ground level to 1.5m depth, slotted standpipe from 1.5m to 12.8m with bentonite seal to base of borehole and
around plain pipe.
Driller: Taylor/Gidman 3. Standing/Dayworks - 70mins
Engineer: |M Williams 4. Borehole drilled using open hole technigues, Casing installed to 3m.

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Borehole Number

BHNSA 05

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 17/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) [ Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.05 open hole | TURF
* ﬁ MADE GROUND - yellow/brown/orange sandy gravel. Gravel is of limestone,
concrete and brick
0.50|D PID| 05 0
0.60 %
..t Yellow/brown sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of sandstone
1.00(D + B PD| 1 0 NI
SPT| 1.2 | 25 50/45 NI
w9 ! ! 01 1T T 1 1’ 1T T 1T 1T — +41: -
PID 2 0 Pale grey, medium grained LIMESTONE
2.80 3.0
PID 3 0 .+ ] Yellow/brown, slightly clayey SAND
3.70 3.0
Pale grey slightly clayey SILTSTONE
4.00 3.0 PID 4 0
4.10 3.0 :111:1: 1 {Yellow, slightly clayey SAND
""" Dark grey SILTSTONE
4.90 3.0
PID 5 0 Pale grey LIMESTONE with occasional shell fragments
5.30 3.0
Pale grey SILTSTONE
6.00 3.0 PID 6 0
Dark grey SILTSTONE
7.10 3.0 PID 7.2 0
Pale grey LIMESTONE with a small amount of yellow intersitial sand
7.40 3.0
Pale grey MUDSTONE interbedded with occasional bands of hard, dark grey
7.90 3.0 LIMESTONE
PID 8.1 0 Dark grey slightly clayey SILTSTONE
8.20 3.0
PID 8.4 0 Dark grey MUDSTONE
9.00 3.0
PID 91 0 Dark grey SILTSTONE
9.80 3.0
PID 9.8 0 e : {Dark brown, slightly clayey SAND
10.20 3.0
10.50 3.0 Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
Borehole terminated at 10.5m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 9.8m depth upon completion of drilling. Rose to 9.2m depth after 20 mins monitoring.
2. Borehole installed with plain pipe from ground level to 1.0m depth, with slotted standpipe from 1.0m to base of hole. Bentonite seal installed
Client: Heyford Park LLP around p|ain pipe.
3. Standing/Dayworks - 30mins
Driller: Taylor/Gidman 4. Borehole drilled using open hole techniques. Casing installed to 3m.
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Fa B2 = = Borehole Number  |BHNSA 06 |Job No: |P8219)107
= S=== —
= E=E S5 ===
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA’ Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 12/10/2011
Sample Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Core Length of
(m) Type | Recovered | Casing | Type| Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 [PID Reading
0.05 PWF Liner P TURF
*..".". " |Brown sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is of angular to subangular limestone
0.50|D PID| 0.5 0 EOEIEIE
eo%( (V1 1t 4t  1rr 1 t -t -r 1r tr 0 o
1.00(B PID 1 o |- Yellow/grey sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular of limestone
1.20-2.70m [t.om [spT| 1.2 [ 15 | 10 [ 33 [17/25 RN
1.4mcore) | V0 0 0
1.70 e
Pale grey LIMESTONE
PID 2 0.2
2.50
Pale grey LIMESTONE with visual indications of hydrocarbon contamination - black
2.70|D 2.70-4.20m [1.0m PID 2.7 50.7 staining following fissures within the limestone
(1.50m core)
3.20(D PID 3.2 6.1
3.50
Brown/grey silty SANDSTONE with visual indications of hydrocarbon contamination
4.20(D 4.20-5.70m |3.0m PID 4.2 0.1
(1.50m core) SPT | 4.2 Ref
4.80
PID 5 0 Pale grey/yellow sandy LIMESTONE interbedded with thin bands of grey
MUDSTONE
5.70-7.20m |3.0m
(1.50m core)
6.00 PID 6 0
Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
7.00
PID 7 0 [ 1Dark grey shelly LIMESTONE
7.20-8.70m |3.0m
7.50 (1.50m core)
Dark grey sity MUDSTONE
PID 8 0
8.70-10.0m |3.0m
(1.120m core)
10.00
Borehole terminated at 10.0mbgl
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 5.2m depth upon completion of drilling, 4.5m depth after 20 minutes monitoring.

Client:

Heyford Park LLP

Driller:

Taylor/Gidman

Engineer:

M Williams

2. Borehole installed with plain pipe from ground level to 1.0m, slotted pipe from 1.0m to 9.5m, with bentonite seal to base of hole and around

plain pipe.

3. Standing/Dayworks - 1hr

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Borehole Number

BHNSA 07

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 13/10/2011
Sample Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Core Length of
(m) Type | Recovered | Casing | Type| Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 [PID Reading
0.05 PWF Liner P TURF
*.. .. |Brown/yellow sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is of angular to subangular
S0 Hlimestone
0.50(D PID [ 05 0 I
0.90 EDEDEIE
1.00|B PID 1 0 Pale yellow/grey slightly sandy LIMESTONE
1.20-2.70m |3.0m SPT | 1.2 5 20 39 |[11//5
1.50 (1.40m core)
[ ]Pale grey LIMESTONE
PID 2 0
2.20
c+.t 111V poor recovery - yellow slightly clayey SAND
2.70-4.20m |3.0m
2.80 (1.50m core)
Dark grey to pale grey LIMESTONE with occasional shell bands
PID 3 0
4.20-5.70m (3.0m
(1.5m core)
PID 4 0
4.50
5.70-7.20m |[3.0m Pale grey silty MUDSTONE
(1.5m core)
5.10 PID 5 0
Pale grey/yellow SANDSTONE
PID 6 0
6.60
7.20-8.70m 13.0m Dark grey coarse grained shelly LIMESTONE
(1.5m core) PID 7 0
7.30
Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
PID 8 0
10.00
Borehole terminated at 10.0mbgl
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 8.5m depth upon completion of drilling, 8.9m depth after 20 minutes monitoring.
2. Borehole installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, with slotted standpipe from 1.0m to base of hole, with bentonite seal
Client: Heyford Park LLP around plain p|pe
3. Cable encountered in pit at 1m, position moved.
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: |M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Eg—%:%: o = Borehole Number BHNSA 08 |Job No: [P8219)107
2= o5 = -—>
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 13/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
PWEF Liner N TARMAC
0.10 %
w CONCRETE with occasional gravel of crushed concrete
0.25 &
... " IBrown/yellow sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is of angular to subangular
L limestone
0.50|D PD| 05 0 NN
0.90 IR
1.00|B PID 1 0 Pale yellow/grey slightly sandy LIMESTONE
C 1.20-2.70m|1.2m SPT| 1.2 6 19 24 26
1.50 (1m core)
Pale grey LIMESTONE
PID 2 0
2.20
e V poor recovery - yellow slightly clayey SAND
C 2.70-4.20m [1.2m :
2.80 (1.5m core)
Dark grey to pale grey LIMESTONE with occasional shell bands
PID 3 0
C 4.20-5.70m |3.0m
(1.5m core)
PID 4 0
4.50
C 5.70-7.20m |3.0m Pale grey sity MUDSTONE
(1.5m core)
5.10 PID 5 0
Pale grey/yellow SANDSTONE
PID 6 0
6.60
C 7.20-8.70m (3.0m Dark grey coarse grained shelly LIMESTONE
(1.5m core) PID 7 0
7.30
Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
PID 8 0
C 8.70-10m |3.0m
(1.3m core)
10.00
Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 8.5m depth upon completion of drilling, 8.9m depth after 20 minutes monitoring.
2. Borehole installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, from 1.0m to base of hole with slotted standpipe, with bentonite seal
Client: Heyford Park LLP around plain pipe.
3. Standing/Dayworks - 1.25hrs
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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= == =" Borehole Number BHNSA 09 |Job No: |P8219)J107
== == == ==
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 24/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
PWE Liner 'HQMADEGROUND-BmwmmameswwygmeGmesdcmmm@JMwﬁmm
brick and metal
0.50|D PID 0.5 0 \\\\\
0.90
PID 1 0 Poor recovery - pale grey LIMESTONE present as cobbles of weathered
LIMESTONE with a small amount of yellow interstitial sand
C 1.20-2.70m| 1.2m SPT 1.2 12 13 19 |31/40
(1.4m core)
PID 2 0
2.40
Yellow/orange/brown fine grained calcarious SANDSTONE with occasional
fractures
C 2.70-3.20m| 2.7m
(0.5m core) PID 3 0
C 3.20-4.70m| 3.0m
3.70 (1.5m core)
4.00|D PID 4 2.2 Dark grey slightly sandy SILTSTONE with occasional fractures containing dark
grey silty SAND
4.20
PID 4.4 0 Dark grey to light grey silty MUDSTONE
C 4.70-6.20m| 3.0m
(1.5m core)
5.30 e
PID 5.4 0 Pale grey slightly sandy SILTSTONE interbedded with occasional thin bands of
light brown SILTSTONE
C 6.20-7.70m| 3.0m
6.50 (1.5m core)
PID 6.6 0 Pale grey silty MUDSTONE interbedded with occasional thin bands of dark grey
occasionally calcarious SILTSTONE
C 7.70-9.20m| 3.0m
(0.9m core) PID 8 0
9.20
Borehole terminated at 9.2m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 6.7m depth upon completion of drilling. Rose to 5.8m depth after 20 mins monitoring.
2. Installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, 1.0m to 8.0m with slotted standpipe, with bentonite seal from 8.0m to base of
Client: Heyford Park LLP hole and around plain pipe. 3.
Obstruction encountered in pit at 0.9m, position moved - 1.5hrs dayworks
Driller: Taylor/Gidman 4. Other Standing time/dayworks - 50mins
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge,

UBB 1 HR

T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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' = == = Borehole Number BHNSA 10 [Job No: [P8219J107
== == == ==
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 21/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.05 open hole SN TURF
* ﬁ MADE GROUND - Brown sandy gravel. Gravel is of concrete and limestone wit
\ occasional fragments of brick and tarmac
0.50(D PID| 0.5 0 )
0.90 gb\
1.00{D+B PID 1 0 .".". 7. ] Yellow/white sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of limestone
1.20 1.0 |spT| 12 | 25 50/50 L
PID 1.4 0 =======PmegmympabydbwgbmWSNMyUMESTONE
1.80 1.0
PID 2 0 Pale grey LIMESTONE
2.70 1.0
2.80|D PID 2.8 23 | i Yellow/brown fine silty slightly clayey SAND with faint hydrocarbon odour
3.10 3.0 :
:]Poor return - Silty grey CLAY
3.30 3.0
3.70 3.40|D 3.0 PID 3.4 0 Pale grey SILTSTONE
Pale yellow SILTSTONE
3.90 3.0
PID 4 0 Pale grey SILTSTONE with occasional thin bands of pale yellow/brown
SILTSTONE
PID 5 0
PID 6 0
6.60 3.0
6.80 3.0 Pale yellow SILTSTONE
Pale grey SILTSTONE containing occasional harder layers of slightly calcarious
PID 7 0 SILTSTONE
7.80 3.0
Dark grey hard silty CLAY/fine grained SILTSTONE
PID 8 0
10.00 3.0
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 4.3m depth upon completion of drilling. Rose to 4.1m depth after 30 mins monitoring.

Client: Heyford Park LLP
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

2. Borehole installed with plain pipe from ground level to 1.0m depth, with slotted standpipe from 1.0m to 9.0m depth, with bentonite seal to

base of hole and around plain pipe.
3. Standing time/dayworks - 50mins

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge,

UBB 1 HR

T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Borehole Number

BHNSA 11 [Job No: [P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 21/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) [ Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.10 SO TURF
* ﬁ MADE GROUND - brown/grey sandy gravel. Gravel is of brick, concrete,
limestone, tarmac and plastic. Hand dug pit terminated at 0.9m on concrete
obstruction
0.50|D PID | 0.5 0
0.90 N
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Hand dug pit terminated at 0.9m on concrete obstruction and borehole moved due to concerns of possible buried services
Client: Heyford Park LLP
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




o = === =" Borehole Number BHNSA 11A (Job No: |P8219J107
=L & o F =
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 24/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type | Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 [PID Reading
open hole Borehole undertaken through base of trial pit TPNSA 217
1.40 SPT 1.4 10 15 37 |13//10
PID 1.5 0 Pale yellow LIMESTONE
1.80
Pale grey LIMESTONE
2.40
PID 2.5 0 Brown silty slightly sandy CLAY
2.70 3.0 !
|Grey silty CLAY
3.30 3.0 y
PID 3.5 0 Pale grey LIMESTONE
3.70 3.0
3.90 3.0 Pale yellow LIMESTONE
Pale grey to pale yellow LIMESTONE
4.10 3.0
Pale grey to dark grey SILTSTONE
PID 4.5 0
5.90 3.0
PID 6 0 Dark grey to black MUDSTONE in places slightly calcarious
6.10 3.0
Pale grey silty MUDSTONE
PID 7 0
8.10 3.0
Grey silty MUDSTONE
PID 8.5 0
10.00 3.0
Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 5.6m depth upon completion of drilling, rose to 5.4m depth after 20 minutes monitoring.

Client: Heyford Park LLP
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: |M Williams

2. Installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe (bentonite seal to base of former trial pit at 1.4m depth), slotted standpipe from
1.0m to 8.0m depth, bentonite seal from 8.0m depth to base of borehole and around plain pipe.

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Borehole Number

BHNSA 12

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper HGYfOFd NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 19/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) [ Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type| Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
PWEF Liner ‘ MADE GROUND - Brown sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of brick, concrete
05D 5D 0% 5 \ and limestone with occasional fragments of tarmac
1.0[D+B PD| 1 0 k
1.20 C 1.20-2.50m SPT| 1.2 3 4 9 18 | 19 ﬁ
(1.50m core) Poor recovery - Yellow to pale grey sandy LIMESTONE. Limestone is weak and
PID 2 0
2.70-5.70m| 5.0m
(3.0m core) PID 3 0
3.30
Pale grey fine grained calcarious LIMESTONE with frequent shell fragments and
PID 3.5 0 occasional coarser grained dark grey layers
4.70
PID 4.8 0 Pale grey silty MUDSTONE
5.30
PID 5.4 0 Pale grey medium to coarse grained slightly sandy SILTSTONE containing
5.70 570-8.70m| 5.0m occasional shell fragments
. . - . . :
(3.4m core) PID 5.8 0 Poor recovery - cobbles of pale grey slightly sandy weak SILTSTONE
6.60
PID 6.7 0 Pale grey fine grained SILTSTONE
7.50
PID 7.6 0 Pale grey slightly silty MUDSTONE
7.80
PID 7.9 0 Dark grey shelly SILTSTONE
8.40
PID 8.5 0 Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
8.70 8.70-11.7m| 5.0m
(2.4m core) No Recovery
9.30
PID 9.4 0 Dark grey coarse grained slightly sandy SILTSTONE containing occasional shell
9.60 fragments
PID 9.7 0 Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
11.10
PID 11.2 0 | — grey fine grained SILTSTONE
11.80 11.7-14.7m| 5.0m
(3_0m core) PID 11.9 0 Dark grey silty MUDSTONE with occasional shell fragments
13.10
PID 13.2 0 Pale grey to dark grey fine to coarse grained SILTSTONE containing occasional
shell fragments where coarse grained
14.7-17.7m]| 5.0m
(3.0m core) PID | 145 0
PID | 16.5 0
17.90 17.7-20.7m| 5.0m
(3.0m core) PID 18 0 1pak grey coarse grained calacarious SANDSTONE
18.30
PID 18.4 0 Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
19.20
Pale grey fine grained SILTSTONE
PID | 19.4 0
20.70 20.7-23.7m| 5.0m
(3.0m core) PID 21 0 Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
22.50
PID | 22.6 o f:iie : :|Poor recovery - Dark grey silty SAND
23.7-26.7m| 5.0m :
(3.0m core)
26.7-29.7m| 5.0m
29.70 (3.0m core) SIililil
Borehole terminated at 29.7m
Plant: Commachio 305 Remarks:

Client: Heyford Park LLP
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

1: Groundwater at 17.1m upon completion of drilling, rose to 15.6 after 20 mins.
2. Borehole installed with plain pipe from ground level to 22.7m depth, slotted standpipe from 22.7m to 29.2m depth with bentonite seal to
base of hole and around plain pipe.

3. Standing time/dayworks - 30mins

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Borehole Number

BHNSA 13

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper HGYfOFd NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 11/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) [ Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type| Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.05 PWF Liner Py TURF
*."."."."|Brown sandy clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of limestone
0.5|D PID 0.5 0O  f..
N I D Y O D D O O O D O D S
1lD+B PID 1 o f[.o.n.m. Pale yellow sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular of Limestone
1.20-2.70m SPT| 12 2 4 26 [24/40 RPN
1.80 1l4mcorey| (v £y 3oy e
PID 1.8 0 Pale grey LIMESTONE containing a small amount of yellow interstitial sand with
occasional bands of shell fragments
2.30
PID 2.3 0 :1Brown/yellow/orange slightly sandy CLAY containing shell fragments
2.50 g
2.70-4.20m Pale yellow/grey coarse grained slightly sandy LIMESTONE containing occasional
(1.4m core) PID 3 0
3.60
3.80 PID 3.6 0 Dark grey fine to medium grained LIMESTONE with frequent shell fragments
PID 3.8 0 Pale yellow coarse grained LIMESTONE with occasional bands of finer grained dark
4.20-7.20m grey LIMESTONE
4.50 (3.0m core)
4.60 PID 4.5 0 Dark grey coarse grained LIMESTONE
[ JPale grey silty MUDSTONE with shell bands
PID 5 0
5.20
PID 5.2 0 Pale grey fine grained LIMESTONE
5.60
PID 5.6 0 Light brown/yellow/grey fine grained LIMESTONE with occasional bands of coarser
6.40 grained grey LIMESTONE
PID 6.4 0 Pale grey, clayey slightly silty MUDSTONE
6.70
PID 6.7 0 Dark grey coarse grained LIMESTONE
7.10
7.20-10.2m| 5.0m Dark grey coarse grained LIMESTONE containing shell fragments
7.50 (2.8m core)
Pale grey MUDSTONE
7.70
PID 7.7 0 Dark grey slightly silty MUDSTONE
9.20
PID 9.2 0 Pale grey fine to medium grained LIMESTONE
10.2-13.2m
10.40 (3.0m core)
PID | 104 0 [ JDark grey silty MUDSTONE
11.40
PID 11.4 0 Dark grey to pale grey coarse grained slightly sandy LIMESTONE with occasional
shell fragments
13.2-16.2m
(3.0m core) PID | 14.2 0
15.60
PID 15.6 0 Dark grey slightly clayey SILTSTONE
16.30 16.2-19.2m
(3_0m core) PID 16.3 0 Pale grey LIMESTONE with frequent shell fragments
17.30
PID | 17.3 0 Dark grey SILTSTONE
17.70
PID 17.7 0 Dark grey coarse grained shelly LIMESTONE
18.10
PID 18.1 0 Dark grey coarse grained shelly SILTSTONE
19.2-21.2m
(2.6m core)
21.20 21.2-24.2m
(0.5m core) PID 21.4 0 Pale grey coarse SAND - v poor recovery
PID 24 0
24.2-27.2m SPT | 24.2 10 15 | 50/40
(1.6m core)
27.2-30m
29.40 (2.5m core)
PID | 29.4 0 Dark grey SILTSTONE
30.00
Borehole terminated at 30m
Plant: Commachio 305 Remarks:

Client: Heyford Park LLP
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

1: Groundwater strike at 24m depth. Rose to 17m depth after 20 mins monitoring.
2. Borehole installed with plain pipe from ground level to 21m depth with plain pipe, from 21m to 29m with slotted standpipe with bentonite
seal to base of hole and around plain pipe.

3. Standing time/dayworks - 30mins

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR

T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Borehole Number

BHNSA 14

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 14/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.10 SO TURF
* ﬁ MADE GROUND - brown/grey sandy gravel. Gravel is of limestone and concrete
with occasional fragments of brick
0.50|D PID | 05 0 \
0.90 N
% Pea gravel surround over possible buried service encountered at 1.1m depth -
end hole
1.10 &
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Hand dug pit terminated at 1.1m on possible buried service/obstruction - borehole moved
Client: Heyford Park LLP
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Borehole Number

BHNSA 14A

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 14/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.10 SO TURF
* ﬁ MADE GROUND - brown/grey sandy gravel. Gravel is of limestone and concrete
with occasional fragments of brick
0.50|D PID | 05 0 \
0.90 N
\.ﬁ Pea gravel surround over possible buried service encountered at 1.1m depth -
m end hole
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Hand dug pit terminated at 0.9m on possible buried service/ cable - borehole moved
Client: Heyford Park LLP
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Borehole Number

BHNSA 14B [Job No: [P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 14/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.10 O TURF
* ﬁ MADE GROUND - brown/grey sandy gravel. Gravel is of limestone and concrete
with occasional fragments of brick
PD| 05 0 \
0.80 &
x\\b Pea gravel surround over possible buried service - end hole
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Hand dug pit terminated at 0.8m on possible buried service/cable - borehole moved
Client: Heyford Park LLP
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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Borehole Number

BHNSA 14

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper HGYfOFd NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 20/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) [ Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type| Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.05 PWF Liner Py TURF
ﬁ MADE GROUND - Brown sandy gravel. Gravel is of concrete and limestone with
0.30 k occasional fragments of brick
NI Brown/grey sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of limestone
0.5|p PID| 0.5 0 [.....
1p+B PID | 1 0 L
1.20 C 1.20-2.70m| 1.0m | SPT| 12 | 12 | 13 | 29 [ 21 L
(1.1m core) Poor recovery - Pale yellow LIMESTONE present as weathered cobbles with a
PID 1.5 0 yellow intersitial sand
2.00
PID 2.2 0 Yellow to pale grey fine grained LIMESTONE with occasional fragments of shell
3.00 C 2.70-4.70m| 4.0m
(z_om core) Pale grey fine grained LIMESTONE with occasional fragments of shell
PID 34 0
4.40
PID 4.5 0 Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
4.70 C 4.70-7.70m| 4.0m
(2_5m core) PID 4.8 0 | — grey slightly sandy SILTSTONE containing occasional shell fragments
5.20
PID 5.3 0 Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
PID 6.3 0
6.90
Pale grey SILTSTONE
PID 7.2 0
7.70 C 7.70-10.7m| 5.0m
(3_0m core) Dark grey silty MUDSTONE containing occasional shells
PID 8.2 0
8.90
Dark grey sandy SILTSTONE containing occasional shell fragments
PID 9.2 0
10.70 C 10.7-13.7m| 5.0m
(3.0m core) PID 10.8 0 Pale grey coarse grained calcarious SANDSTONE, occasionally fractured and
containing shell fragments
PID | 11.8 0
PID | 12.8 0
13.70 C 13.7-16.7m| 5.0m
(3_0m core) PID 13.8 0 Poor recovery - Pale grey silty MUDSTONE
14.20
Pale grey to dark grey SILTSTONE, occasionally coarse grained and calacarious
PID 14.8 0 containing frequent shell fragments
PID | 15.8 0
16.40
C 16.7-19.7m| 5.0m Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
(3.0m core) PID | 16.8 0
17.30
Dark grey slightly sandy SILTSTONE containing occasional shell fragments
PID | 17.8 0
PID | 18.8 0
19.10
C 19.7-22.7m| 5.0m Dark grey slightly clayey loosely cemented silty SANDSTONE
(2.5m core) PID 20 0
PID 21 0
PID 22 0
—
C 22.7-25.7m| 5.0m
(2.6m core) PID 23 0
23.60
[ ]Becomes dark grey coarse grained calacarious SANDSTONE containing occasional
shell fragments. Often weakly cemented and containing occasional thin bands of
PID 24 0 dark grey SILTSTONE
25.30
C 25.7-27.7m| 5.0m PID 25.4 0 Dark grey to pale grey weakly cemented silty SANDSTONE
(2.0m core)
25.70
No recovery
26.70
PID 26.8 0 Dark grey silty SANDSTONE weakly cemented and interbedded with thin bands of
dark grey SILTSTONE
27.10
C 27.7-29.0m| 5.0m Dark grey SILTSTONE
(0.5m core) PID | 27.4 0
29.00
Borehole terminated at 29m
Plant: Commachio 305 Remarks:
1: Water strike within weak sandstone (exact depth uncertain), rose to 14m after 30 mins monitoring.
Client: Heyford Park LLP 2. Borehole installed from ground level to 19m depth with plain pipe, from 19m to 28m depth with slotted standpipe, with bentonite seal to
base of hole at 29m depth and around plain pipe.
Driller: Taylor/Gidman 3. Pit moved twice on encountering obstruction.
Engineer: |M Williams 4. Other Standing time/dayworks - 70mins

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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55 === = Borehole Number BHNSA 15 [Job No: [P8219J107
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Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 14/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.05 PWF Liner Wy TURF
* ﬁ MADE GROUND - yellow/brown/orange sandy gravel. Gravel is of limestone,
\ concrete and brick
0.50(D PID| 0.5 0
N
_- . .7 " {Brown sandy slightly clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of
.ttt limestone
1.00|B PID 1 0 e
SPT 1.2 2 2 3 2 3 3 O
1.30 TR
1.50|D PID 1.5 0 Yellow/white gravelly CLAY. Gravel is angular to subangular of limestone
1.80
C 2.0-3.0m 1.5m SPT 2 25//10 50//25 Pale grey medium grained LIMESTONE
(0.5m core)
PID | 25 0
C 3.0-45m | 3.0m | PID | 3.5 0
(1.5m core)
3.80
Dark grey coarse grained shelly LIMESTONE
4.30
C 4.5-5.5m 3.0m Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
(1.5m core) PID 4.5 0
C 5.5-7.0m | 3.0m | PID | 5.5 0
(1.5m core)
PID| 6.5 0
C 7.0-8.5m | 3.0m
(0.5m core) PID| 7.5 0
8.70 C 8.5-9.0m | 3.0m | PID| 8.5 0
(1.5m core) Dark grey coarse grained LIMESTONE with occasional shelly bands
PID 9 0
10.00 C 9.0-10.0m | 3.0m
(1.0m core) Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 6.5m depth upon completion of drilling, 3.9m depth after 20 minutes monitoring.
2. Borehole installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, from 1.0m to 8.0m with slotted standpipe with bentonite seal to base of
Client: Heyford Park LLP hole and around plain pipe.
3. Pit moved on encountering obstruction.
Driller: Taylor/Gidman 4. Other Standing time/dayworks - 1hr 40mins
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Borehole Number

BHNSA 16

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper HGYfOFd NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 18/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) [ Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type| Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
‘ MADE GROUND - Brown sandy slightly clayey gravel. Gravel is of limestone, brick,
0.5 D PID 0.5 0 \ concrete and tarmac
1p+B PID | 1 0 x
1.20 C 1.20-2.70m SPT| 12 | 25 50/45 k
(1.5m core) Poor recovery - aubangular to angular cobbles of pale grey crystaline limestone
PID 1.6 0
1.80
PID 2 0 Yellow/pale grey weakly cemented coarse grained SANDSTONE containing
C 2.70-5.70m occasional shell fragments
(3.0m core) PID 3 0
3.80 —
PID 4 0 I:1:1: 01 Yellow/brown slightly clayey SAND
4.10 Ttiiiin
PID 4.2 0 Dark grey medium to coarse grained LIMESTONE with occasional fissures
containing yellow/brown intersitial sand and with occasional bands of shells
5.80 C 5.70-8.70m| 4.0m
(3_0m core) PID 6 0 Dark grey silty MUDSTONE with occasional fragments of shell
7.00
PID 7.1 0 Pale grey medium to coarse grained SILTSTONE containing occasional bands of
pale brown coarse grained SILTSTONE
7.60
PID 7.8 0 Pale grey silty MUDSTONE
8.50
C 8.70-11.7m| 4.0m PID 8.6 0 Dark grey silty MUDSTONE containing occasional fissures containing dark grey silty
(3.0m core) clay
10.50
PID 10.6 0 Pale grey medium to fine grained SILTSTONE containing occasional shell
fragments
11.70
11.8|C 11.7-14.7m| 4.0m PID 11.8 5.1 Black silty MUDSTONE containing shell fragments with an organic odour
(3.0m core)
12.50
PID 12.6 0 Dark grey fine grained silty MUDSTONE
12.90
PID 13 0 Dark grey medium to coarse grained SILTSTONE containing occasional fragments
13.20 of shell
Pale grey coarse grained SILTSTONE containing a large amount of shell fragments
13.40 PID | 13.3 0
PID 13.5 0 Pale grey fine to medium grained SILTSTONE occasionally becoming coarser
grained with shell fragments
C 14.7-17.7m| 4.0m
(3.0m core) PID 15 0
PID 16 0
PID 17 0
C 17.7-19.7m| 4.0m
(1.5m core) PID | 18.5 0
C 19.7-22.7m| 4.0m
(3.0m core) PID 20 0
PID | 21.5 0
22.70 C 22.7-25.7m| 4.0m
(3.0m core) PID | 22.8 0 siiiiiii[Dark grey sity SAND
PID 24 0
C 25.7-28.7m| 4.0m
(3.0m core) PID 26 0
27.20 S
PID 27.3 0 Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
28.70
Borehole terminated at 28.7m
Plant: Commachio 305 Remarks:

Client: Heyford Park LLP
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

1: Groundwater at 19.1m upon completion, rising to 17.8m after 20 mins.
2. Borehole installed from ground level to 22.7m depth with plain pipe, from 22.7m to base of hole (28.7) with slotted standpipe and with
bentonite seal around plain pipe.
Standing time/dayworks - 30mins

3.

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Borehole Number

BHNSA 17

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 26/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) [ Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.10 open hole o TARMAC
0.30 % Sub-base of crushed concrete gravel
0.50|D PID 0.5 0 .t 1Yellow/grey/cream sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of limestone

PD| 1 0 NI
PID [ 2 0 NI

270 som | I I [ [ T |
PID 3 0 e Yellow/brown silty SAND

3.80 3.0m

Yellow/pale grey SILTSTONE

PID 4 0

4.50 3.0m

[ Yelow SILTSTONE

PID 5 0
PID 6 0

6.80 3.0m
PID 7 0 Pale grey silty MUDSTONE
PID 8 0
PID 9 0

10.00 3.0m
Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 9.0m depth upon completion of drilling. Rose to 8.6m depth after 20 mins monitoring.

Client: Heyford Park LLP
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: |M Williams

2. Installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, 1.0m to 9.5m with slotted standpipe, with bentonite seal to base of borehole and

around plain pipe.

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




5—%:%: o = Borehole Number BHNSA 18 |Job No: [P8219)107
== == == ==
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 25/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) [ Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.10 PWF Liner ey TURF
*. ... |Pale grey/yellow sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of limestone
0.50|D PID 0.5 0
0.80 S
PID 1 0 [ Poor recovery - pale grey LIMESTONE present as cobbles of weathered
I 1.20-2.70m| 1.2m SPT 12 25 [50/50 LIMESTONE with a small amount of yellow interstitial sand
(1.5m core)
2.00 PID 2 0
2.20 Pale grey slightly sandy LIMESTONE containing occasional shell fragments
PID 2.4 0 Pale brown/yellow slightly silty SANDSTONE
2.70 C 2.70-4.20m| 2.7m
(1.5m core) PID 3 0 1111 1Brown/yellow loosely cemented silty SAND
3.20
PID 3.6 0 Pale grey/brown slightly sandy LIMESTONE containing abundant shell
4.00 fragments
4.00|D PID 4 0 Pale grey/yellow sandy SILTSTONE in places fractured with joints and fractures
C 4.20-5.70m!| 3.0m filled with pale brown silty SAND. Slightly calcarious in places
(1.5m core)
PID 4.4 0
PID 54 0
C 5.70-7.20m| 3.0m
(1.5m core)
6.40
PID 6.6 0 Pale grey silty MUDSTONE
6.80
PID 7 0 Pale grey to dark grey calacarious SILTSTONE with occasional shell fragments
7.20
C 7.20-8.70m| 3.0m Pale grey to dark grey silty MUDSTONE
(1.5m core)
PID 8 0
C 8.70-10.0m| 3.0m
(1.3m core)
10.00
Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 7.1m depth upon completion of drilling. Fell to 8.3m depth after 20 mins monitoring.
2. Installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, 1.0m to 10m with slotted standpipe, with bentonite seal around plain pipe.
Client: Heyford Park LLP 3. Standing time/dayworks - 30mins
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




= == - J = Borehole Number BHNSA 19 |Job No: (P8219J107
2= o5 = -—>
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 27/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.10 open hole | TURF
*.". .. |Yellow/grey sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of limestone.
0.50|D PID | 0.5 0 R
0.80 1.0 S
PD | 1 0 [ 1Pale grey sandy LIMESTONE
SPT | 1.2 |25/40 50/15
PID 2 0
2.90 2.0
PID 3 0 e Yellow/brown silty SAND
3.30 2.0
Yellow SANDSTONE
PID 4 0
5.00 3.0 PID 5 0
Yellow SILTSTONE
PID 6 0
6.30 3.0
[ Grey SILTSTONE
7.00 3.0 PID | 6.8 0
Pale grey MUDSTONE
PID 8 0
0
9.30 3.0
PID 9.5 0 Dark grey SILTSTONE
10.00 3.0
Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 6.5m depth upon completion of drilling. Rose to 5.5m depth after 20 mins monitoring.
2. Installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, 1.0m to 9.5m with slotted standpipe, with bentonite seal to base of borehole and
Client: Heyford Park LLP around p|ain pipe.
3. Pit moved to avoid obstruction.
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: |M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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Borehole Number

BHNSA 20

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 25/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.10 PWEF Liner oo BLOCK PAVING
0.25 % Sub-base of crushed concrete gravel
0.50|D PID 0.5 0 Yellow/grey sandy GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular of LIMESTONE
0.80
PID 1 0 [ Poor recovery - pale grey LIMESTONE present as cobbles of weathered
1.20-2.70m| 3.0m SPT 12 10 15 26 22 LIMESTONE with a small amount of yellow interstitial sand
(1.2m core)
2.00 PID 2 0
Pale yellow calacarious SANDSTONE containing occasional shell fragments and
fractured in places with fractures filled with yellow sand
PID 2.4 0
2.70-4.20m| 3.0m
3.00 (1.5m core) PID 3 0
3.20 Pale brown silty SANDSTONE
PID 3.6 0 e : Brown/yellow weakly cemented silty SAND
3.90
PID 4 0 Pale grey/brown slightly sandy SILTSTONE
4.20 4.20-5.70m| 3.0m
(1.5m core) Pale grey/brown sandy SILTSTONE in places calacarious with occasional shell
PID 4.4 0 fragments
5.00
Pale grey silty MUDSTONE in places fractured with fractures filled with pale grey
PID | 5.4 0 sit
5.70-7.20m| 3.0m
5.80 (1.4m core)
Pale brown sandy SILTSTONE
PID 6.6 0
7.10 PID 7 0
7.20-8.50m | 3.0m Pale grey sity MUDSTONE
7.50 (1.3m core)
8.00 Dark grey calacarious SILTSTONE containing frequent shell fragments
PID 8 0 Pale grey sitty MUDSTONE
8.50 8.5-10.0m | 3.0m
(1.2m core) Dark grey calacarious SILTSTONE containing frequent shell fragments
8.90
Pale grey sitty MUDSTONE
10.00
Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 7.6m depth upon completion of drilling. Rose to 6.3m depth after 20 mins monitoring.
2. Installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, 1.0m to 9.5m with slotted standpipe, with bentonite seal to base of borehole and
Client: Heyford Park LLP around p|ain pipe.
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: |M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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Borehole Number

BHNSA 21

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 26/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) [ Depth Length of
(m) Type |Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
0.10 PWF Liner oo TARMAC
0.30 % Sub-base of crushed concrete gravel
0.50|D PID 0.5 0  Bmmmimbn Brown/orange sandy CLAY containing fragments to cobbles of weathered
limestone
0.90 :
1.00|D PID 1 0 Poor recovery - pale grey LIMESTONE present as cobbles of weathered
LIMESTONE with a small amount of yellow interstitial sand
1.20-2.70m| 3.0m
(1.5m core)
PID 2 0
2.70 2.70-4.20m| 3.0m
(1.5m core) PID 2.8 0 i 11 ]Brown/grey calcarious weakly cemented SANDSTONE
3.00 :
- 1Brown weakly cemented silty SAND. Visually impacted by hydrocarbons at 3.4m
3.40lD PID 3.4 8.4 i depth with black staining and moderate odour
3.70
Pale grey/brown sandy SILSTONE interbedded with occasional thin bands of
loosely cemented brown silty SAND. Occasionally fissured with fissures filled with
PID 4 0 brown silty sand
4.20-5.70m| 3.0m
(1.5m core)
PID 5 0
5.70-7.20m| 3.0m
(1.5m core) PID 6 0
PID 7 0
7.20-8.70m| 3.0m
(1.5m core)
7.40
Pale grey silty MUDSTONE interbedded with occasional thin bands of calcarious
SILTSTONE containing shell fragments
PID 8 0
8.70-10.0m| 3.0m
(1m core) PID 9 0
10.00
Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 6.7m depth upon completion of drilling. Rose to 6.1m depth after 20 mins monitoring.
2. Installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, 1.0m to 9.0m with slotted standpipe, with bentonite seal to base of borehole and
Client: Heyford Park LLP around p|ain pipe.
3. Standing time/dayworks - 30mins
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: |M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




Borehole Number

BHNSA 22

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 25/10/2011
Sample Core Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Length of
(m) Type | Recovered | Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 75 |PID Reading
0.10 PWF Liner Moy TARMAC
0.25 R\\\Q Sub-base of crushed concrete gravel
0.50(D PID 0.5 2.1 Brown/grey/green sandy CLAY with faint organic odour
0.80
1.00/D PID 1 1.1 : |Brown/orange slightly gravelly silty SAND
1.20-2.0m | 2.0m | SPT | 1.2 2 2 1 1 1
(1.0m core)
2.00 2.00(D 2.0-3.50m | 3.0m | PID 09 i
1.5m core Yellow/orange silty SANDSTONE weak in places and fractured. In places fractures
( ) SPT 2 6 15 16 11//20 visibly impacted by hydrocarbons with black staining and faint odour
PID 3 0.1
3.50|D 3.50-5.0m | 3.0m | PID 3.5 17.3
(1.0m core)
4.00(D PID 4 7.8
5.0-6.5m | 3.0m | PID 5 2.1
5.20 (1.5m core)
Pale grey SILTSTONE in places calcarious with shell fragments
PID 5.4 0
5.80
Pale grey silty MUDSTONE
PID 6 0
6.5-8.0m 3.0m
(1.5m core)
PID 7 0
8.20
PID 8 0 Pale grey SILTSTONE
8.0-9.5m | 3.0m
(1.5m core)
8.80
Pale grey silty MUDSTONE
PID 9 0
9.50
Borehole terminated at 9.5m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 9.1m depth upon completion of drilling. Rose to 8.8m depth after 20 mins monitoring.
2. Installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, 1.0m to 9.0m with slotted standpipe, with bentonite seal to base of borehole and
Client: HEYfOFd Park LLP around p|ain pipe.
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: |M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR

T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com




-~ =F —F F §F F Borehole Number  |BHNSA 37 |Job No: |P8219J107
= & o F =
Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA, Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 10/10/2011
Sample Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Core Length of
(m) Type | Recovered | Casing | Type|Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 |PID Reading
open hole 3.0m Borehole position moved at Waterman's request - borehole conducted through
base of trial pit TPNSA 204A to avoid possible buried services at new location
1.40 3.0m
Yellow/pale grey slightly sandy LIMESTONE
PID 2 0
2.90 3.0m
PID 3 0 Yellow/grey silty MUDSTONE
3.40 3.0m
Pale grey/yellow LIMESTONE
3.90 3.0m PID 4 0
4.10 Pale grey LIMESTONE
4.20 Pale grey MUDSTONE
Pale grey LIMESTONE
3.0m
6.30 3.0m
Dark grey SILTSTONE
3.0m
7.80 3.0m
Dark grey LIMESTONE (Note - extremely hard - slow drill progress)
8.10 3.0m
Pale grey fine grained LIMESTONE / coarse grained MUDSTONE
10.00
Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 5.2m depth upon completion of drilling, 4.5m depth after 20 minutes monitoring.
2. Borehole installed from ground level to 1.5m depth with plain pipe, from 1.5m to 9.5m with slotted standpipe, with bentonite seal to base of
Client: Heyford Park LLP hole and around plain pipe.
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: |M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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Borehole Number

BHNSA 38

Job No:

P8219J107

Specialists in the investigation & reclamation of brownfield sites Site: Upper Heyford NSA’ Oxfordshire
ROTARY DRILLING LOG Date: 10/10/2011
Sample Depth Test Seat Drive Test Drive Legend Description
Depth (m) | Depth Core Length of
(m) Type Recovered Casing | Type | Depth| 75 75 75| 75 75 | 75 [PID Reading
PWF Liner \% TARMAC
0.10 ﬁ
§ CONCRETE with occasional gravel of crushed concrete
0.60 k
0.70lp ". 7.7 " IBrown/orange/grey slightly sandy clayey GRAVEL. Gravel is angular to subangular
Rt e A SN N S I S S S S— R of limestone.
PD| 1 0 EUEEIE
1.20 1.20-2.70m 1.2m | SPT 1.2 6 8 15 15 17 |3//1 e
(0.7m core) Yellow/grey coarse grained sandy LIMESTONE in weathered blocky state
PID 2 0
2.70-4.20m 1.2m
2.60 (1.5m core )
Yellow/grey LIMESTONE
PID 3 0
3.20
Dark grey to pale grey shelly LIMESTONE
4.20-5.70m 3.0m | PID 4 0
4.30 (1.5m core)
Fine grained grey LIMESTONE interbedded with occasional bands of coarser
grained grey to yellow shelly limestone and bands of dark grey silty mudstone
5.70-7.2m 3.0m
(15m core)
7.20-8.70m 3.0m
(1.5m core)
8.50
8.70-10m 3.0m Dark grey silty MUDSTONE
9.35 (1.3m core)
Coarse grained grey LIMESTONE
10.00
Borehole terminated at 10.0m
Remarks:
Plant: Commachio 305 1: Groundwater at 5.2m depth upon completion of drilling, 5.3m depth after 20 minutes monitoring.
2. Borehole installed from ground level to 1.0m depth with plain pipe, from 1.0 to 8.5m depth with slotted standpipe with bentonite seal to
Client: Heyford Park LLP base of hole and around plain pipe.
3. Standing time/dayworks - 30mins
Driller: Taylor/Gidman
Engineer: |M Williams

Jomas Associates Ltd - Highbridge Industrial Estate, Oxford Road, Uxbridge, UBB 1 HR
T: 01895 77 2187 E: info@jomasassociates.com W: www.jomasassociates.com
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APPENDIX 4 - IN SITU CBR TEST RECORDS

Upper Heyford New Settlement Area, Upper Heyford
Site Investigation Factual Report Prepared by Jomas Associates Ltd
P8219J107 — Nov 2011 On behalf of Heyford Park Settlement Ltd



Project Name: Heyford Park House, Heyford Park, Upper Heyford, Bicester [Project Started: 19/10/2011
Testing Started: 19/10/2011
Client Name: Jomas Associates Ltd Date reported: 21/10/2011
Project No: P8219J107.10 Our Job /report no: 11746 |Sample no/ type: -
Sample description: Brown sandy gravelly CLAY with occasional fine roots (gravel is fmc and sub angular) TP No: CBRNSAQ01
Depth (m): 0.40
Test No: -
Note: Test applicable only when maximum particle size Rate of Strain :1.00mm/min
beneath plunger does not exceed 20mm Mass of Surcharge 8.5 kg
Note: Penetration and force readings after seating load zeroed. Proving Ring factor: 7.17
RECORDINGS
Penetration Force on Plunger
of Plunger Dial Reading Load
mm kN
0 0 0 45 T
0.25 550 3.94
l
35 1
= 31
Z
X
B L
=
o /
S 2
)
o
o L
L5
1 A
05 /
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3
Penetration of Plunger (mm)
RESULTS:
Penetration Force Standard Force CBR
Moisture content (%) 10 mm kN kN %
2.5 - 13.2 -
. - 20 -
In-situ CBR value % >30 5
In-situ CBR Test Approved by
n-Ssitu es
BS1377 Part9: 1990 : 4.3 Initials : kp
Determination of In-situ CBR values Date : 21/10/2011

Remarks: Maximum kentledge reached

Test Report by K4 SOILS LABORATORY Unit 8 Olds Close Olds Approach Watford WD18 9RU

Test Results relate only to the sample numbers shown above. Approved Signatories: K.Phaure (Tech.Mgr) J.Phaure (Lab.Mgr)

All samples connected with this report ,incl any on 'hold" will be stored and disposed off according to Company policy.Acopy of this policy is available on request. MSF-11/ R10/1




Project Name: Heyford Park House, Heyford Park, Upper Heyford, Bicester [Project Started: 19/10/2011
Testing Started: 19/10/2011
Client Name: Jomas Associates Ltd Date reported: 21/10/2011
Project No: P8219J107.10 Our Job /report no: 11746 |Sample no/ type: -
Sample description: Brown sandy gravelly CLAY with occasional fine roots (gravel is fmc and sub angular) TP No: CBRNSA002
Depth (m): 0.70
Test No: -
Note: Test applicable only when maximum particle size Rate of Strain :1.00mm/min
beneath plunger does not exceed 20mm Mass of Surcharge 8.5 kg
Note: Penetration and force readings after seating load zeroed. Proving Ring factor: 717
RECORDINGS
Penetration Force on Plunger
of Plunger Dial Reading Load
mm kN
0 0 0 3
0.25 22 0.16
0.50 33 0.24
0.75 42 0.30 I
1.00 53 0.38 257
1.25 62 0.44
1.50 71 0.51
1.75 80 0.57 21
2.00 92 0.66 <
2.25 98 0.70 g
2.50 110 0.79 =
2.75 119 0.85 E 15 /
3.00 132 0.95 S
3.25 142 1.02 Q
3.50 149 1.07 o)
3.75 163 117 i
4.00 174 1.25
4.25 186 1.33
4.50 201 1.44 i /
4.75 214 1.53 0571
5.00 225 1.61 I
5.25 239 1.71
5.50 250 1.79
575 262 1.88 00 1 ) 34567 .
6.00 274 1.96
6.25 285 2.04 Penetration of Plunger (mm)
6.50 296 2.12
6.75 305 2.19
7.00 314 2.25
7.25 323 2.32 RESULTS:
7.50 333 2.39
Penetration Force Standard Force CBR
Moisture content (%) 94 mm kN kN %
2.5 0.79 13.2 5.98
In-situ CBR value % 8.1 5 161 20 8.07
In-situ CBR Test Approved by
BS1377 Part9: 1990 : 4.3 Initials : kp
Determination of In-situ CBR values Date : 21/10/2011

Test Results relate only to the sample numbers shown above.

Approved Signatories:

Test Report by K4 SOILS LABORATORY Unit 8 Olds Close Olds Approach Watford WD18 9RU

K.Phaure (Tech.Mgr) J.Phaure (Lab.Mgr)

All samples connected with this report ,incl any on 'hold" will be stored and disposed off according to Company policy.Acopy of this policy is available on request. MSF-11/ R10/1




Project Name: Heyford Park House, Heyford Park, Upper Heyford, Bicester [Project Started: 19/10/2011
Testing Started: 19/10/2011
Client Name: Jomas Associates Ltd Date reported: 21/10/2011
Project No: P8219J107.10 Our Job /report no: 11746 |Sample no/ type: -
Sample description: Brown sandy gravelly CLAY with occasional fine roots (gravel is fmc and sub angular) TP No: CBRNSA003
Depth (m): 0.50
Test No: -
Note: Test applicable only when maximum particle size Rate of Strain :1.00mm/min
beneath plunger does not exceed 20mm Mass of Surcharge 8.5 kg
Note: Penetration and force readings after seating load zeroed. Proving Ring factor: 7.17
RECORDINGS
Penetration Force on Plunger
of Plunger Dial Reading Load
mm kN
0 0 0 45 T
0.25 550 3.94
l
35 1
= 31
Z
X
B L
=
o /
S 2
)
o
o L
L5
1 A
05 /
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3
Penetration of Plunger (mm)
RESULTS:
Penetration Force Standard Force CBR
Moisture content (%) 11 mm kN kN %
2.5 - 13.2 -
. - 20 -
In-situ CBR value % >30 5
In-situ CBR Test Approved by
n-Ssitu es
BS1377 Part9: 1990 : 4.3 Initials : kp
Determination of In-situ CBR values Date : 21/10/2011

Remarks: Maximum kentledge reached

Test Report by K4 SOILS LABORATORY Unit 8 Olds Close Olds Approach Watford WD18 9RU

Test Results relate only to the sample numbers shown above. Approved Signatories: K.Phaure (Tech.Mgr) J.Phaure (Lab.Mgr)

All samples connected with this report ,incl any on 'hold" will be stored and disposed off according to Company policy.Acopy of this policy is available on request. MSF-11/ R10/1




Project Name: Heyford Park House, Heyford Park, Upper Heyford, Bicester [Project Started: 19/10/2011
Testing Started: 19/10/2011
Client Name: Jomas Associates Ltd Date reported: 21/10/2011
Project No: P8219J107.10 Our Job /report no: 11746 |Sample no/ type: -
Sample description: Brown sandy gravelly CLAY with occasional fine roots (gravel is fmc and sub angular) TP No: CBRNSA004
Depth (m): 0.50
Test No: -
Note: Test applicable only when maximum particle size Rate of Strain :1.00mm/min
beneath plunger does not exceed 20mm Mass of Surcharge 8.5 kg
Note: Penetration and force readings after seating load zeroed. Proving Ring factor: 7.17
RECORDINGS
Penetration Force on Plunger
of Plunger Dial Reading Load
mm kN
0 0 0 45 T
0.25 550 3.94
l
35 1
= 31
Z
X
B L
=
o /
S 2
)
o
o L
L5
1 A
05 /
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3
Penetration of Plunger (mm)
RESULTS:
Penetration Force Standard Force CBR
Moisture content (%) 11 mm kN kN %
2.5 - 13.2 -
. - 20 -
In-situ CBR value % >30 5
In-situ CBR Test Approved by
n-Ssitu es
BS1377 Part9: 1990 : 4.3 Initials : kp
Determination of In-situ CBR values Date : 21/10/2011

Remarks: Maximum kentledge reached

Test Report by K4 SOILS LABORATORY Unit 8 Olds Close Olds Approach Watford WD18 9RU

Test Results relate only to the sample numbers shown above. Approved Signatories: K.Phaure (Tech.Mgr) J.Phaure (Lab.Mgr)

All samples connected with this report ,incl any on 'hold" will be stored and disposed off according to Company policy.Acopy of this policy is available on request. MSF-11/ R10/1




Project Name: Heyford Park House, Heyford Park, Upper Heyford, Bicester [Project Started: 19/10/2011
Testing Started: 19/10/2011
Client Name: Jomas Associates Ltd Date reported: 21/10/2011
Project No: P8219J107.10 Our Job /report no: 11746 |Sample no/ type: -
Sample description: Brown sandy gravelly CLAY with occasional fine roots (gravel is fmc and sub angular) TP No: CBRNSA005
Depth (m): 0.50
Test No: -
Note: Test applicable only when maximum particle size Rate of Strain :1.00mm/min
beneath plunger does not exceed 20mm Mass of Surcharge 8.5 kg
Note: Penetration and force readings after seating load zeroed. Proving Ring factor: 717
RECORDINGS
Penetration Force on Plunger
of Plunger Dial Reading Load
mm kN
0 0 0 4
0.25 52 0.37
0.50 68 0.49 I
0.75 86 0.62 351 *
1.00 104 0.75 I
1.25 120 0.86 3]
1.50 140 1.00 3
1.75 158 1.13 I /
2.00 177 1.27 g 251
2.25 195 1.40 5
2.50 213 1.53 =
2.75 228 1.63 E 2
3.00 244 1.75 S
3.25 259 1.86 Q
3.50 274 1.96 s 15
3.75 299 2.14 - //
4.00 315 2.26 I
4.25 330 2.37 1
4.50 343 2.46
4.75 357 2.56 L
5.00 370 2.65 0.5 7
5.25 384 2.75 I
5.50 397 2.85 i
5.75 410 2.94 0012345678
6.00 422 3.03
6.25 434 3.11 Penetration of Plunger (mm)
6.50 445 3.19
6.75 457 3.28
7.00 468 3.36
7.25 479 3.43 RESULTS:
7.50 490 3.51
Penetration Force Standard Force CBR
Moisture content (%) 6.3 mm kN kN %
2.5 1.53 13.2 11.57
In-situ CBR value % 13 5 2.65 20 13.26
In-situ CBR Test Approved by
BS1377 Part9: 1990 : 4.3 Initials : kp
Determination of In-situ CBR values Date : 21/10/2011

Test Report by K4 SOILS LABORATORY Unit 8 Olds Close Olds Approach Watford WD18 9RU
Test Results relate only to the sample numbers shown above. Approved Signatories: K.Phaure (Tech.Mgr) J.Phaure (Lab.Mgr)

All samples connected with this report ,incl any on 'hold" will be stored and disposed off according to Company policy.Acopy of this policy is available on request. MSF-11/ R10/1




Project Name: Heyford Park House, Heyford Park, Upper Heyford, Bicester [Project Started: 19/10/2011
Testing Started: 19/10/2011
Client Name: Jomas Associates Ltd Date reported: 21/10/2011
Project No: P8219J107.10 Our Job /report no: 11746 |Sample no/ type: -
Sample description: Brown sandy gravelly CLAY with occasional fine roots (gravel is fmc and sub angular) TP No: CBRNSA006
Depth (m): 0.50
Test No: -
Note: Test applicable only when maximum particle size Rate of Strain :1.00mm/min
beneath plunger does not exceed 20mm Mass of Surcharge 8.5 kg
Note: Penetration and force readings after seating load zeroed. Proving Ring factor: 7.17
RECORDINGS
Penetration Force on Plunger
of Plunger Dial Reading Load
mm kN
0 0 0 45 T
0.25 550 3.94
l
35 1
= 31
Z
X
B L
=
o /
S 2
)
o
o L
L5
1 A
05 /
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3
Penetration of Plunger (mm)
RESULTS:
Penetration Force Standard Force CBR
Moisture content (%) 11 mm kN kN %
2.5 - 13.2 -
. - 20 -
In-situ CBR value % >30 5
In-situ CBR Test Approved by
n-Ssitu es
BS1377 Part9: 1990 : 4.3 Initials : kp
Determination of In-situ CBR values Date : 21/10/2011

Remarks: Maximum kentledge reached

Test Report by K4 SOILS LABORATORY Unit 8 Olds Close Olds Approach Watford WD18 9RU

Test Results relate only to the sample numbers shown above. Approved Signatories: K.Phaure (Tech.Mgr) J.Phaure (Lab.Mgr)

All samples connected with this report ,incl any on 'hold" will be stored and disposed off according to Company policy.Acopy of this policy is available on request. MSF-11/ R10/1




Project Name: Heyford Park House, Heyford Park, Upper Heyford, Bicester [Project Started: 19/10/2011
Testing Started: 19/10/2011
Client Name: Jomas Associates Ltd Date reported: 21/10/2011
Project No: P8219J107.10 Our Job /report no: 11746 |Sample no/ type: -
Sample description: Brown sandy gravelly CLAY with occasional fine roots (gravel is fmc and sub angular) TP No: CBRNSA007
Depth (m): 0.45
Test No: -
Note: Test applicable only when maximum particle size Rate of Strain :1.00mm/min
beneath plunger does not exceed 20mm Mass of Surcharge 8.5 kg
Note: Penetration and force readings after seating load zeroed. Proving Ring factor: 7.17
RECORDINGS
Penetration Force on Plunger
of Plunger Dial Reading Load
mm kN
0 0 0 45 T
0.25 550 3.94
l
35 1
= 31
Z
X
B L
=
o /
S 2
)
o
o L
L5
1 A
05 /
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3
Penetration of Plunger (mm)
RESULTS:
Penetration Force Standard Force CBR
Moisture content (%) 12 mm kN kN %
2.5 - 13.2 -
. - 20 -
In-situ CBR value % >30 5
In-situ CBR Test Approved by
n-Ssitu es
BS1377 Part9: 1990 : 4.3 Initials : kp
Determination of In-situ CBR values Date : 21/10/2011

Remarks: Maximum kentledge reached

Test Report by K4 SOILS LABORATORY Unit 8 Olds Close Olds Approach Watford WD18 9RU

Test Results relate only to the sample numbers shown above. Approved Signatories: K.Phaure (Tech.Mgr) J.Phaure (Lab.Mgr)

All samples connected with this report ,incl any on 'hold" will be stored and disposed off according to Company policy.Acopy of this policy is available on request. MSF-11/ R10/1




Project Name: Heyford Park House, Heyford Park, Upper Heyford, Bicester [Project Started: 19/10/2011
Testing Started: 19/10/2011
Client Name: Jomas Associates Ltd Date reported: 21/10/2011
Project No: P8219J107.10 Our Job /report no: 11746 |Sample no/ type: -
Sample description: Brown sandy gravelly CLAY with occasional fine roots (gravel is fmc and sub angular) TP No: CBRNSAQ08
Depth (m): 0.50
Test No: -
Note: Test applicable only when maximum particle size Rate of Strain :1.00mm/min
beneath plunger does not exceed 20mm Mass of Surcharge 8.5 kg
Note: Penetration and force readings after seating load zeroed. Proving Ring factor: 717
RECORDINGS
Penetration Force on Plunger
of Plunger Dial Reading Load
mm kN
0 0 0 25
0.25 29 0.21
0.50 34 0.24
0.75 47 0.34
1.00 60 0.43 2 /
1.25 72 0.52 /
1.50 85 0.61
1.75 97 0.70 /
2.00 109 0.78 z
2.25 119 0.85 ? 1.5 /
2.50 130 0.93 =
2.75 140 1.00 E
3.00 149 1.07 S
3.25 158 1.13 Ly
3.50 167 1.20 o)
3.75 177 1.27 - /
4.00 186 1.33
4.25 195 1.40
4.50 205 1.47 0.5 /
4.75 214 1.53
5.00 223 1.60
5.25 232 1.66
5.50 240 1.72
5.75 248 178 00 1 ; P . . 5
6.00 256 1.84
6.25 265 1.90 Penetration of Plunger (mm)
6.50 273 1.96
6.75 280 2.01
7.00 288 2.06
7.25 295 212 RESULTS:
7.50 301 2.16
Penetration Force Standard Force CBR
Moisture content (%) 18 mm kN %
2.5 0.93 13.2 7.06
In-situ CBR value % 8.0 5 160 20 7.99

In-situ CBR Test

Approved by

BS1377 Part 9: 1990 : 4.3 Initials : kp
Determination of In-situ CBR values Date : 21/10/2011
Test Report by K4 SOILS LABORATORY Unit 8 Olds Close Olds Approach Watford WD18 9RU
Test Results relate only to the sample numbers shown above. Approved Signatories: K.Phaure (Tech.Mgr) J.Phaure (Lab.Mgr)
All samples connected with this report ,incl any on 'hold" will be stored and disposed off according to Company policy.Acopy of this policy is available on request. MSF-11/ R10/1




Project Name: Heyford Park House, Heyford Park, Upper Heyford, Bicester [Project Started: 19/10/2011
Testing Started: 19/10/2011
Client Name: Jomas Associates Ltd Date reported: 21/10/2011
Project No: P8219J107.10 Our Job /report no: 11746 |Sample no/ type: -
Sample description: Brown sandy gravelly CLAY with occasional fine roots (gravel is fmc and sub angular) TP No: CBRNSA009
Depth (m): 0.45
Test No: -
Note: Test applicable only when maximum particle size Rate of Strain :1.00mm/min
beneath plunger does not exceed 20mm Mass of Surcharge 8.5 kg
Note: Penetration and force readings after seating load zeroed. Proving Ring factor: 7.17
RECORDINGS
Penetration Force on Plunger
of Plunger Dial Reading Load
mm kN
0 0 0 45 T
0.25 290 2.08
0.50 413 2.96 4l
0.75 489 3.51 I
1.00 550 3.94 I
35 ¢
= 31
S I
<
S 251
c I
=
D- L
5 2
° I
e
o L
L1510
1 A
05 1
R S S —— :
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2
Penetration of Plunger (mm)
RESULTS:
Penetration Force Standard Force CBR
Moisture content (%) 14 mm kN kN %
2.5 - 13.2 -
. - 20 -
In-situ CBR value % >30 5
In-situ CBR Test Approved by
BS1377 Part 9: 1990 : 4.3 Initials : kp
Determination of In-situ CBR values Date : 21/10/2011

Remarks: Maximum kentledge reached

Test Report by K4 SOILS LABORATORY Unit 8 Olds Close Olds Approach Watford WD18 9RU

Test Results relate only to the sample numbers shown above. Approved Signatories: K.Phaure (Tech.Mgr) J.Phaure (Lab.Mgr)

All samples connected with this report ,incl any on 'hold" will be stored and disposed off according to Company policy.Acopy of this policy is available on request. MSF-11/ R10/1




Project Name: Heyford Park House, Heyford Park, Upper Heyford, Bicester [Project Started: 19/10/2011
Testing Started: 19/10/2011
Client Name: Jomas Associates Ltd Date reported: 21/10/2011
Project No: P8219J107.10 Our Job /report no: 11746 |Sample no/ type: -
Sample description: Brown sandy gravelly CLAY with occasional fine roots (gravel is fmc and sub angular) TP No: CBRNSA010
Depth (m): 0.70
Test No: -
Note: Test applicable only when maximum particle size Rate of Strain :1.00mm/min
beneath plunger does not exceed 20mm Mass of Surcharge 8.5 kg
Note: Penetration and force readings after seating load zeroed. Proving Ring factor: 717
RECORDINGS
Penetration Force on Plunger
of Plunger Dial Reading Load
mm kN
0 0 0 25
0.25 33 0.24
0.50 54 0.39
0.75 69 0.49 |
1.00 80 0.57 o | /
1.25 104 0.75 , e
1.50 120 0.86 , /
1.75 135 0.97 .
2.00 155 1.11 z //
2.25 163 1.17 }: 1.5
2.50 170 1.22 =
2.75 177 1.27 E
3.00 187 1.34 c
3.05 192 138 § 1 /
3.50 200 1.43 o)
3.75 208 149 -
4.00 215 1.54
4.25 221 1.58 -
4.50 226 1.62 0.5 /
4.75 232 1.66 I
5.00 240 1.72
5.25 247 1.77
5.50 255 1.83 J
5.75 262 1.88 0012345678
6.00 268 1.92
6.25 274 1.96 Penetration of Plunger (mm)
6.50 280 2.01
6.75 286 2.05
7.00 290 2.08
7.25 295 2.12 RESULTS:
7.50 300 2.15
Penetration Force Standard Force CBR
Moisture content (%) 19 mm kN kN %
2.5 1.22 13.2 9.23
In-situ CBR value % 9.2 5 172 20 8.60
In-situ CBR Test Approved by
BS1377 Part9: 1990 : 4.3 Initials : kp
Determination of In-situ CBR values Date : 21/10/2011

Test Report by K4 SOILS LABORATORY Unit 8 Olds Close Olds Approach Watford WD18 9RU
Test Results relate only to the sample numbers shown above. Approved Signatories: K.Phaure (Tech.Mgr) J.Phaure (Lab.Mgr)

All samples connected with this report ,incl any on 'hold" will be stored and disposed off according to Company policy.Acopy of this policy is available on request. MSF-11/ R10/1




Project Name: Heyford Park House, Heyford Park, Upper Heyford, Bicester [Project Started: 19/10/2011
Testing Started: 19/10/2011
Client Name: Jomas Associates Ltd Date reported: 21/10/2011
Project No: P8219J107.10 Our Job /report no: 11746 |Sample no/ type: -
Sample description: Light brown sandy gravelly CLAY with occasional fine roots (gravel is fmc and sub angular) TP No: CBRNSAO11
Depth (m): 0.30
Test No: -
Note: Test applicable only when maximum particle size Rate of Strain :1.00mm/min
beneath plunger does not exceed 20mm Mass of Surcharge 8.5 kg
Note: Penetration and force readings after seating load zeroed. Proving Ring factor: 7.17
RECORDINGS
Penetration Force on Plunger
of Plunger Dial Reading Load
mm kN
0 0 0 45 T
0.25 550 3.94
l
35 |
= 31
Z
<
B L
=
o /
5 2
0}
e
o L
L1510
1 A
05 1 /
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3
Penetration of Plunger (mm)
RESULTS:
Penetration Force Standard Force CBR
Moisture content (%) 6.3 mm kN kN %
2.5 - 13.2 -
. - 20 -
In-situ CBR value % >30 5
In-situ CBR Test Approved by
n-situ es
BS1377 Part 9: 1990 : 4.3 Initials : kp
Determination of In-situ CBR values Date : 21/10/2011

Remarks: Maximum kentledge reached

Test Report by K4 SOILS LABORATORY Unit 8 Olds Close Olds Approach Watford WD18 9RU

Test Results relate only to the sample numbers shown above. Approved Signatories: K.Phaure (Tech.Mgr) J.Phaure (Lab.Mgr)

All samples connected with this report ,incl any on 'hold" will be stored and disposed off according to Company policy.Acopy of this policy is available on request. MSF-11/ R10/1




CTOMAS

APPENDIX 5 — TANK SURVEY SHEETS

Upper Heyford New Settlement Area, Upper Heyford
Site Investigation Factual Report Prepared by Jomas Associates Ltd
P8219J107 — Nov 2011 On behalf of Heyford Park Settlement Ltd



Project Ref: P8219J107 Project Name: | Upper Heyford NSA
Lead Engineer: Marc Williams Title: Tank Data @r}ﬁﬁ_ﬁ
Version: 0.1 Date: 12/10/11
Tank ID Type of Tank Condition of tank — | Depth to Tank Estimated Results of interface | ID of Any other observations
Tank construction rusted, damaged, base of dimensions | volume of probe dipping? Any | samples made, leaks, local
(UST/AST) | details — good condition tank contents/dry | free product taken. staining, Photograph ID
metal, plastic | etc? (mbgl) noted? etc
AGNSA 01 AST Metal Rusted 0.9m 0.9m x Dry Dry - Partially obscured
1.4m inscription indicates
tank likely contained
kerosene
AGNSA 02 AST Metal Slightly rusted, 2.0m 2.0m x Appears to - - Gauge indicates tank to
generally good 4.0m be dry — have contained fuel oil
access point and be of 18,000 litre
on elevated capacity. Partially
platform in obscured writing on
poor side of tank indicates it
condition to have been drained
May 1994
AGNSA 03 AST Metallic Slightly rusted, 1.2 1.2x2.2 Dry Dry - Writing on side
generally good indicates tank capacity
of 750 gallons
UGNSA UST Appears to Rusted - Gauges Tank access UGNSA
01,02,03 be metallic indicate points below 01,
12,000 water/flooded. UGNSA
gallons each | Filler necks 02
inspected
indicating tanks
to possibly be
filled with
concrete. Free
product observed
within filler necks
of tanks 01 and
02, overlying
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Project Ref: P8219J107 Project Name: | Upper Heyford NSA
Lead Engineer: Marc Williams Title: Tank Data @r}ﬁﬁ_ﬁ
Version: 0.1 Date: 12/10/11
Tank ID Type of Tank Condition of tank — | Depth to Tank Estimated Results of interface | ID of Any other observations
Tank construction rusted, damaged, base of dimensions | volume of probe dipping? Any | samples made, leaks, local
(UST/AST) | details — good condition tank contents/dry | free product taken. staining, Photograph ID
metal, plastic | etc? (mbgl) noted? etc
obstruction at
approx 1m bgl.
Filler neck of 03
appears to be
empty to
obstruction at 1m
bgl
UGNSA 04 usT ? ? ? ? Gauge - - Fill point located within
indicates car parking area,
28,000 litre although no other
capacity. evidence (signage,
manhole etc) within the
immediate area. Site
personnel have no
knowledge of tank
location but believe it to
possibly be located
below building. Sign
over filling point
indicates tank to be
water filled.
UGNSA 05, 06, | UST Metal Rusted 4,5 Unknown — | Gauges No free product UGNSA
07 buried indicate observed — Tank 06
12,000 UGNSAO06 dipped,
gallons to tanks 05 and 07
each tank rusted shut
(attempting at
moment to open
with chain
wrench)

Page 2 of 3




Project Ref: P8219J107 Project Name: | Upper Heyford NSA
Lead Engineer: Marc Williams Title: Tank Data &}ﬁ{ 15
Version: 0.1 Date: 12/10/11
Tank ID Type of Tank Condition of tank — | Depth to Tank Estimated Results of interface | ID of Any other observations
Tank construction rusted, damaged, base of dimensions | volume of probe dipping? Any | samples made, leaks, local
(UST/AST) | details — good condition tank contents/dry | free product taken. staining, Photograph ID
metal, plastic | etc? (mbgl) noted? etc
UGNSA 08 UsT Metal Rusted 4.5 Uncertain — | Gauge 0.15m of free UGNSA
buried indicates product indicated | 08
4900 gallons
UGNSA 09,10, | UST Metallic Rusted 4.0 Uncertain — | Gauges No free product UGNSA
11,12 buried indicate indicated within 09, 10,
50,000 tanks 09, 10 and 11,12
gallons each | 11. Approx 0.05m
free product
indicated within
tank 12
UGNSA 13, 14, | UST Metallic Rusted 3.5 Uncertain — | Gauges No free product UGNSA
15 buried indicate indicated 13, 14, 15
11,000 litres
each
UGNSA 16,17, | UST Unknown Unknown - Uncertain - | Signage on Sampling points -
18, 19, 20 buried filler necks do not appear to
indicate be present. Filler
5000 litres necks opened and
each indicated tanks to
be filled with
concrete —
obstruction
recorded at
approx 1m bgl

Page 3 of 3




Unit A2

o . \ n Windmill Road
N . ' D Ponswood Industrial Estate
St Leonards on Sea

East Sussex
TN38 9BY
Telephone (01424) 718618

Facsimile (01424) 729911

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 27/10/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35354

Samples Received By:- Laboratory Courier
Samples Received:- 13/10/11
Your Job No: P8219J107.09b
Site Location:- Upper Heyford NSA
No Samples Received:- 11
Report Checked By:- Authorised By:-
'
Steve Knight Mike Varley BSc, CChem, CSci, FRSC
Director Chief Chemist

Any comments, opinions, or interpretations expressed herein are outside the scope of UKAS accreditation (Accreditation Number 2683)

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd. Reg. No.3882193 . Page 1 0of 5




THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35354
Location: Upper Heyford NSA

ELAD

Your Job No: P8219J107.09b

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 27/10/2011

Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Waters
TP/BH UGNSAO1 UGNSAO6 UGNSAQ9 UGNSA10 UGNSA11 UGNSA13 UGNSA14 UGNSA15
Our ref 16566 16568 16570 16571 16572 16574 16575 16576
Naphthalene (ng/l) 0.61 1.73 12.98 50.54 85.62 <0.01 0.06 0.04
Acenaphthylene (Lg/1) 0.16 0.15 2.52 3.64 0.17 0.01 0.07 0.06
Acenaphthene (ng/l) 1.16 1.07 9.93 18.84 0.29 0.14 0.29 0.63
Fluorene (ug/1) 1.95 1.26 32.04 44.10 43.01 0.37 0.36 0.40
Phenanthrene (ng/l) 1.59 2.63 43.00 65.63 64.60 0.84 0.84 0.46
Anthracene (Lg/1) 0.40 0.27 5.68 7.79 6.47 0.08 0.28 0.12
Fluoranthene (ng/l) 0.14 0.12 3.01 3.90 3.39 0.06 0.16 0.05
Pyrene (ug/1) 0.41 0.41 4.39 9.35 7.16 0.17 0.66 0.43
Benz(a)anthracene (ng/l) 0.03 0.20 0.18 0.82 0.48 <0.01 0.02 <0.01
Chrysene (ug/1) 0.09 0.12 1.11 3.21 3.29 <0.01 0.14 <0.01
Benzo(b)fluoranthene (ng/l) 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.03 0.06 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Benzo(k)fluoranthene (bg/1h) 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 0.18 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Benzo(a)pyrene (ng/l) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.14 0.04 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Indeno(123-cd)pyrene (bg/1) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Dibenz(ah)anthracene (ng/l) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Benzo(ghi)perylene (bg/1h) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
Total PAH (ng/l) 6.56 7.96 114.84 208.01 214.76 1.67 2.88 2.19

See Note 1

Note 1 - Results are indicative only, due to the nature of the sample.

MP

See Note 1

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193

See Note 1

See Note 1

See Note 1

See Note 1

See Note 1

See Note 1
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonard's on Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35354
Location: Upper Heyford NSA

ELAD

Your Job No: P8219J107.09b

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 27/10/2011
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP
UGNSAO1 UGNSA02 UGNSA06 UGNSA08 UGNSA09 UGNSA10 UGNSA11 UGNSA13 UGNSA14 UGNSA15
16566 16567 16568 16569 16570 16571 16572 16574 16575 16576
See Note 1 See Note 1
Aromatic
>Cs-C; <10 335 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
>C,-Cg <10 1456 37 919 15 40 44 <10 <10 <10
>Cg-C1p 0.03 1656 0.03 279 0.20 4.15 1.11 0.01 0.01 0.03
>C10-C12 0.05 3098 0.04 644 2.01 20.86 6.35 0.02 0.02 0.05
>C15-Cis 0.14 15517 0.23 2737 35.55 106.20 38.19 0.10 0.20 0.09
>C16-Co1 0.15 18746 0.27 3378 49.16 113.38 41.95 0.14 0.57 0.12
>Cy1-Css 0.06 812 0.11 1054 18.57 39.97 15.15 0.08 0.29 0.08
Aliphatic
>C5-Cg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
>Cq-Cg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
>Cg-C1o 0.04 4348 0.04 932 0.65 16.52 4.59 0.01 <0.01 0.03
>C10-C12 0.07 11218 0.05 1702 7.62 66.13 24.96 0.03 0.02 0.05
>C15-Cis 0.15 64317 0.39 8183 128.00 389.00 137.00 0.22 0.40 0.07
>C15-Co1 0.14 102648 0.54 11364 186.00 460.00 157.70 0.34 1.36 0.16
>Cy1-Css 0.06 39622 0.19 3313 68.22 148.00 52.38 0.12 0.62 0.09
TPH (Cs - Cs35) 0.88 261982.00 1.89 33586.00 495.97 1364.21 479.38 1.07 3.48 0.77
Benzene (ug/1) <1 335 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Toluene (ug/1) <1 655 <1 127 15 40 44 <1 <1 <1
Ethyl Benzene (ug/1) <1 800 37 792 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Xylenes (ug/1) <1 3813 93 5035 458 884 883 <1 <1 <1
MTBE (ug/1) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1

Note 1 - Results are indicative only, due to the nature of the sample.

MP
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD E

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonard's on Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35354
Location: Upper Heyford NSA Your Job No: P8219J107.09b

LAD

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 27/10/2011
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP Waters TP/BH UGNSA12 UGNSA12
Our ref 16573 (AQ) 16573 (0)

Aromatic
>Cs-Cy (ug/1) n/t n/t
>C7-Cg (ng/1) n/t n/t
>Cg-Cqg (mg/1) 28 5,352
>C10C1o (mg/1) 142 20,258
>C15-Cyg (mg/1) 742 99,575
>C16Co1 (mg/1) 788 102,459
>Cy41-C35 (mg/1) 278 37,727

Aliphatic
>Cs5-Co (ug/1) n/t n/t
>Ce-Cs (ng/1) n/t n/t
>Cg-Cqp (mg/1) 113 16221
>C10C1s (mg/1) 510 60940
>C15-Cig (mg/1) 2463 289889
>C16Co1 (mg/1) 2658 290365
>Cy1-C35 (mg/1) 883 95510
TPH (Cs - C35) (Hg/1) 8,606 1,018,296
Benzene (ng/1) <1 n/t
Toluene (ng/1) <1 n/t
Ethyl Benzene (ng/1) <1 n/t
Xylenes (ng/1) 770 n/t
MTBE (Mg/1) 6 n/t

Note 1 - Results are indicative only, due to the nature of the sample.
(AQ) - Aqueous fraction
(O) - Qil fraction

MP
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ELAD

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

WATER SAMPLE RECEIPT AND TEST DATES

Our Analytical Report Number AR35354
Your Ref No: P8219J107.09b
Sample Receipt Date: 13/10/11
Reporting Date: 27/10/11
Registered: 13/10/11
Prepared: 14/10/11
Analysis complete: 27/10/11

WATER TEST METHOD SUMMARY

PARAMETER Method
Number
Speciated PAH 135
Carbon Banding (TPH CWG) 178
BTEX 154
MTBE 154

Technique

GCMS
GCFID
GCMS
GCMS

Unit A2

Windmill Road

Ponswood Industrial Estate
St Leonards on Sea

East Sussex

TN38 9BY

Telephone (01424) 718618

Facsimile (01424) 729911

Any comments, opinions, or interpretations expressed herein are outside the scope of UKAS accreditation (Accreditation Number 2683)

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd. Reg. No.3882193 .

Page 5 of 5
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APPENDIX 6 — CHEMICAL LABORATORY TEST RESULTS

Upper Heyford New Settlement Area, Upper Heyford
Site Investigation Factual Report Prepared by Jomas Associates Ltd
P8219J107 — Nov 2011 On behalf of Heyford Park Settlement Ltd



Unit A2
Windmill Road
v Ponswood Industrial Estate
‘ St Leonards on Sea

e 77.CERTYS East Sussex
LETIRD oo vz seunin TN38 9BY
2683 Telephone (01424) 718618

Facsimile (01424) 729911

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTC

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

Samples Received By:- Courier

Samples Received:- 10/10/11

Site Location: Upper Heyford

No Samples Received:- 39

Report Checked By:- Authorised By:-

Steve Knight Mike Varley BSc, CChem, CSci, FRSC
Director Chief Chemist

Any comments, opinions, or interpretations expressed herein are outside the scope of UKAS accreditation (Accreditation Number 2683)

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd. Reg. N0.3882193 . Page 1 of 30



THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD ELAD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

2683 2683 Location: Upper Heyford

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Soils Characteristic Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Silt Loam Stones Sandy silt loam  Sandy loam Silt Loam Silt Loam
TP/BH 201 201 202 202 203 204 204A 204A 205 206

Depth (m) 0.50 2.00 0.50 2.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 0.20 0.15

Our ref 16081A 16082A 16083A 16084 16085 16086 16087 16088 16089 16090

Stone Content (%) 11 12 12 9 12 9 20 12 <1 14
Arsenic** (mg/kg) 20.8 49.1 25.6 25.7 18.1 n/t 34.2 12.1 31.4 15.6

Cadmium** (mg/kg) 6.3 23.6 11 0.5 <0.5 n/t <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Chromium** (mg/kg) 25 48 33 40 29 n/t 77 16 53 32

Lead** (mglkg) 1249 2658 114 64 51 nit 12 5 44 17

Mercury** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 n/t <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5

Nickel** (ma/kg) 24 74 30 30 19 nit 39 10 27 20

Copper** (mg/kg) 426 4096 107 31 18 n/t 6 6 18 9

Zinc** (mg/kg) 587 2441 159 122 59 n/t 56 14 104 42

Selenium** (mg/kg) 0.7 2.0 11 11 0.9 n/t 0.6 0.5 15 0.5
Hexavalent Chromium (mg/kg) <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 n/t <2 <2 <2 <2
Water Soluble Boron (mg/kg) 0.9 15 11 3.1 0.6 n/t 0.6 <0.5 14 1.0
Barium** (mg/kg) 446 2097 168 154 87 n/t 108 22 7 103

Beryllium** (mg/kg) 1 4 2 2 <1 n/t 1 <1 1 <1
Vanadium** (mg/kg) 43 72 66 86 64 n/t 149 47 87 65
Molybdenum (mg/kg) <5 9 <5 <5 <5 n/t <5 <5 <5 <5
Antimony (mg/kg) 44 54 4 <25 <25 n/t <25 <25 <25 <25

Cobalt* (ma/kg) 8 24 12 13 7 ni 20 4 11 7

pH Value** (Units) 9.4 8.7 9.4 8.1 8.4 n/t 10.3 9.0 7.9 8.3

Total Sulphate (% as SO,4) 0.16 0.18 0.13 0.12 0.07 n/t <0.05 0.09 0.16 <0.05

Total Cyanide** (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 n/t <1 <1 <1 <1

Free Cyanide (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 n/t <1 <1 <1 <1
Complex Cyanide (mglkg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 n/t <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Monohydric Phenols** (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 n/t <1 <1 24 <1
Water Soluble Sulphate (mg/l as SO,) 183 80 111 93 29 n/t 68 13 24 51
Total Organic Carbon* (%) <0.1 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Elemental Sulphur** (mg/kg) 11 123 27 252 23 n/t 13 <10 <10 <10
Moisture Content (%) (%) 12.7 235 12.2 18.0 6.2 10.0 6.6 7.8 11.7 11.3
Thiocyanate (mg/kg) <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 n/t <2 <2 <2 <2

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

* - UKAS accredited test

oM
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD ELAB

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

2683 2683 Location: Upper Heyford

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Soils Characteristic Silt Loam Silt Loam Sandy silt loam  Sandy loam Sandy silt loam  Loamy sand Silt Loam Silt Loam Silt Loam Silt Loam
TP/BH 207 208 209 209 210 210 211 212 213 214

Depth (m) 0.20 0.50 0.30 1.00 0.10 1.50 0.30 0.25 0.50 0.50

Our ref 16091 16092 16093 16094 16095 16096 16097 16098 16099 16100

Stone Content (%) 8 10 14 11 22 11 9 24 8 8
Arsenic** (mg/kg) 18.9 16.5 18.4 14.7 12.3 9.0 37.3 17.4 24.4 29.5

Cadmium** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.8
Chromium** (ma/kg) 35 31 34 16 13 8 46 25 41 40

Lead** (ma/kg) 24 31 26 6 7 3 29 228 33 60

Mercury** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5

Nickel** (ma/kg) 24 22 21 12 10 7 21 16 26 23

Copper** (mg/kg) 15 16 12 7 6 5 10 8 12 17

Zincr* (ma/kg) 60 61 58 12 9 6 57 39 55 110

Selenium** (mg/kg) 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.6 <0.5 <0.5 0.8 0.5 0.8 11
Hexavalent Chromium (mg/kg) <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2
Water Soluble Boron (mg/kg) 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.8 0.6 0.6 11
Barium** (mg/kg) 76 70 105 29 22 19 67 62 88 83

Beryllium** (mg/kg) 1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 1 1
Vanadium** (malkg) 66 61 67 52 43 32 95 54 93 77
Molybdenum (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
Antimony (mg/kg) <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25

Cobalt (ma/kg) 10 9 8 5 4 3 8 7 11 10

pH Value** (Units) 8.2 8.2 7.9 8.5 8.8 8.8 9.9 8.8 8.3 8.3

Total Sulphate (% as SO4) 0.07 0.08 0.15 <0.05 0.08 0.08 <0.05 <0.05 0.08 <0.05

Total Cyanide** (mglkg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1

Free Cyanide (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Complex Cyanide (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Monohydric Phenols** (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Water Soluble Sulphate (mg/l as SO4) <10 10 868 36 11 <10 53 52 12 19
Total Organic Carbon* (%) <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Elemental Sulphur** (mg/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Moisture Content (%) (%) 11.6 114 11.3 9.0 11.1 7.0 8.8 8.8 15.2 11.2
Thiocyanate (mg/kg) <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

* = UKAS accredited test

oM

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193 Page 3 of 30



THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD ELAB

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

2683 2683 Location: Upper Heyford

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Soils Characteristic Silt Loam Sandy silt loam Silt Loam Stones Sandy silt loam Silt Loam  Sandy loam Silt Loam Sandy silt loam Silt Loam
TP/BH 215 215 216 217 218 219 220 221 222 223

Depth (m) 0.30 0.60 0.20 0.200 0.15 0.50 0.50 0.35 0.50 0.50

Our ref 16101 16102 16103 16104 16105 16106 16107 16108 16109 16110

Stone Content (%) 6 11 20 13 29 12 8 26 10 8
Arsenic** (mglkg) 35.0 125 28.6 6.8 9.2 26.2 16.4 7.6 9.4 18.6

Cadmium** (mg/kg) 0.7 <0.5 0.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Chromium** (mg/kg) 50 16 32 9 31 49 18 15 21 30

Lead** (mglkg) 62 7 130 7 13 52 7 6 10 34

Mercury** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5

Nickel (mg/kg) 34 12 32 5 7 25 14 9 14 19

Copper** (mg/kg) 23 5 35 3 19 353 14 5 7 12

Zinc** (mg/kg) 250 18 89 4 26 199 18 12 20 55

Selenium** (mg/kg) 1.3 0.6 0.9 <0.5 3.4 1.0 0.6 <0.5 0.7 0.8
Hexavalent Chromium (mg/kg) <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2
Water Soluble Boron (mg/kg) 14 0.5 0.9 <0.5 1.8 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.8
Barium** (mg/kg) 230 36 254 <1 698 98 38 26 41 63

Beryllium** (mg/kg) 1 <1 2 <1 7 1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Vanadium** (mg/kg) 107 46 63 24 114 74 50 33 39 60
Molybdenum (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
Antimony (mg/kg) 4 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25

Cobalt (mg/kg) 14 4 11 2 3 10 6 5 6 8

pH Value** (Units) 8.2 8.6 8.6 8.7 10.7 9.0 9.0 8.7 8.6 8.2

Total Sulphate (% as SO4) 0.16 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 111 0.09 <0.05 <0.05 0.08 0.09

Total Cyanide** (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1

Free Cyanide (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Complex Cyanide (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Monohydric Phenols** (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Water Soluble Sulphate (mg/l as SO4) 37 16 39 14 52 75 20 55 <10 <10
Total Organic Carbon* (%) <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Elemental Sulphur** (mg/kg) 34 <10 20 <10 478 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Moisture Content (%) (%) 15.9 8.6 4.7 5.8 51 13.6 9.5 11.9 15.7 7.9
Thiocyanate (mg/kg) <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2

® = Labelled @ 0.15

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** . MCERTS accredited test

* = UKAS accredited test

oM
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD ELAB

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

2683 2683 Location: Upper Heyford

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Soils Characteristic Silt Loam Sandy silt loam Stones Silt Loam Silty clay loam Silty clay loam Silt Loam Sandy silt loam
TP/BH 224 225 226 227 228 228 S101A S101A

Depth (m) 0.50 0.20 0.30 0.50 0.50 0.80 1.00? 1.20®

Our ref 16111 16112 16114 16115 16116 16117 16119 16120

Stone Content (%) 12 14 18 11 15 13 <1 17
Arsenic** (mg/kg) 41.3 11.8 <5 23.1 13.1 17.3 15.5 n/t

Cadmium** (mg/kg) 19 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 n/t
Chromium** (mg/kg) 25 16 4 34 16 25 25 n/t

Lead** (ma/kg) 24 20 3 30 10 21 34 nit

Mercury** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 n/t

Nickel* (mg/kg) 20 13 4 24 14 21 16 nit

Copper** (mg/kg) 30 10 2 15 8 12 9 n/t

Zincr* (ma/kg) 85 46 7 62 24 45 61 nit

Selenium** (mg/kg) 0.7 0.9 0.6 0.9 0.9 15 2.3 n/t
Hexavalent Chromium (mg/kg) <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 n/t
Water Soluble Boron (mg/kg) 1.0 0.8 0.6 1.0 0.8 1.0 2.0 n/t
Barium** (mg/kg) 65 271 23 102 51 76 78 n/t

Beryllium** (mg/kg) 1 <1 <1 1 <1 1 <1 n/t
Vanadium** (mg/kg) 47 33 16 71 31 44 44 n/t
Molybdenum (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 n/t
Antimony (mg/kg) <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 n/t

Cobalt (mg/kg) 7 5 2 11 6 9 7 nit

pH Value** (Units) 8.6 8.3 8.3 8.2 8.4 8.4 8.5 n/t

Total Sulphate (% as SO4) 0.10 <0.05 0.17 0.08 0.10 <0.05 0.08 n/t

Total Cyanide** (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 n/t

Free Cyanide (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 n/t
Complex Cyanide (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 n/t
Total Monohydric Phenols** (mg/kg) <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 n/t
Water Soluble Sulphate (mg/l as SO4) 19 57 266 18 20 63 152 n/t
Total Organic Carbon* (%) <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Elemental Sulphur** (mg/kg) <10 37 <10 <10 83 10 149 n/t
Moisture Content (%) (%) 8.4 4.1 2.9 10.4 10.9 18.2 25.8 11.7
Thiocyanate (mg/kg) <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 <2 n/t

© = Labelled @ 1.30

@ = Labelled @ 0.90

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** . MCERTS accredited test

* = UKAS accredited test

oM
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD ELAB

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
Location: Upper Heyford

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Soils

Characteristic Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Silt Loam Silt Loam Sandy silt loam Silt Loam Silt Loam Silty clay loam Silty clay loam
TP/BH 201 204A 210 214 216 218 219 227 228 228
Depth (m) 0.50 0.50 0.10 0.50 0.20 0.15 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.80
Our ref 16081A 16087 16095 16100 16103 16105 16106 16115 16116 16117
Stone Content (%) 11 20 22 8 20 29 12 11 15 13

PCB (7 ICES Congeners)
PCB 28** (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
PCB 52** (ug/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
PCB 101** (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 35 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
PCB 118** (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 24 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
PCB 138** (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 50 <10 <10 14 <10 <10 <10
PCB 153** (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 30 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
PCB 180** (Hg/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Total PCB (7 Congenors)** (Hg/kg) <10 <10 <10 139 <10 <10 14 <10 <10 <10

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

* - UKAS accredited test

GM
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

o) E m A. =)
@ M Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonard's on Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY L D
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911
LRl ZCERTS ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
2683 2083 Location: Upper Heyford
F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP
Characteristic Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Sandy loam Silt Loam Sandy silt  Loamy sand Silt Loam Silt Loam Sandy silt loam Silt Loam
Soils loam
TP/BH 201 202 204A 208 210 210 213 219 222 223
Depth (m) 0.50 2.50 1.00 0.50 0.10 1.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Our ref 16081A 16084 16088 16092 16095 16096 16099 16106 16109 16110
Stone Content (%) 11 9 12 10 22 11 8 12 10 8
pH Value** (Units) 9.4 8.1 9.0 8.2 8.8 8.8 8.3 9.0 8.6 8.2
Total Sulphate (% as SO,) 0.16 0.12 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.09
Total Sulphur (% as S) 0.09 0.14 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.08
Water Soluble Sulphate** (mg/l as SO,) 183 93 13 10 11 <10 12 75 <10 <10
Water Soluble Chloride (mg/l) 8 13 6 7 5 6 7 10 6 7
Water Soluble Nitrate (mgll) 5 <1 <1 3 <1 <1 3 6 3 4
Water Soluble Magnesium (mgll) 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2
Ammonium (mg/l) <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test
* = UKAS accredited test

GM
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD ELAE

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonard's on Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
Location: Upper Heyford

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Characteristic Silt Loam Silt Loam Stones Silt Loam Silty clay loam

Soils
TP/BH 224 225 226 227 228
Depth (m) 0.50 0.50 0.30 0.50 0.50
Our ref 16111 16113 16114 16115 16116
Stone Content (%) 12 12 18 11 15
pH Value** (Units) 8.6 8.4 8.3 8.2 8.4
Total Sulphate (% as SO,) 0.10 0.09 0.17 0.08 0.10
Total Sulphur (% as S) 0.08 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.08
Water Soluble Sulphate** (mg/l as SO,) 19 <10 266 18 20
Water Soluble Chloride (mg/l) 6 7 8 5 8
Water Soluble Nitrate (mgll) 3 1 5 4 <1
Water Soluble Magnesium (mgll) 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.2
Ammonium (mg/l) <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test
* = UKAS accredited test

GM
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD ELAD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911
TS /?CERTS

v e ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

2683 2683 Location: Upper Heyford

&
q

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Soils Characteristic Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Silt Loam Sandy silt loam  Sandy loam Silt Loam Silt Loam Silt Loam
TP/BH 201 201 202 202 203 204A 204A 205 206 207

Depth (m) 0.50 2.00 0.50 2.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 0.20 0.15 0.20

Our ref 16081A 16082A 16083A 16084 16085 16087 16088 16089 16090 16091

Naphthalene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 1.1 <0.5 11.9 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Acenaphthylene** (mga/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 1.4 <0.5 <0.5 0.8 <0.5
Acenaphthene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 11 <0.5 23.7 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Fluorene** (ma/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 19.6 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Phenanthrene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 3.0 <0.5 125.4 1.3 <0.5 0.7 0.7
Anthracene** (mga/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 1.0 <0.5 40.1 0.5 <0.5 0.7 <0.5
Fluoranthene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 1.3 3.1 0.9 140.2 1.9 <0.5 18.1 2.9
Pyrene** (mag/kg) <0.5 <0.5 1.0 2.6 0.6 109.9 1.6 <0.5 25.1 2.6
Benz(a)anthracene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 0.7 1.2 <0.5 53.1 0.7 <0.5 13.9 1.7
Chrysene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 0.8 1.7 <0.5 54.0 0.8 <0.5 12.6 2.0
Benzo(b)fluoranthene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 1.0 1.6 0.5 34.4 2.4 <0.5 15.2 2.7
Benzo(k)fluoranthene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 0.7 1.0 <0.5 40.3 1.6 <0.5 17.9 1.8
Benzo(a)pyrene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 0.8 1.4 <0.5 38.4 0.8 <0.5 17.1 1.7
Indeno(123-cd)pyrene** (mga/kg) <0.5 <0.5 0.8 1.2 <0.5 29.6 0.5 <0.5 16.3 1.8
Dibenz(ah)anthracene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 6.2 <0.5 <0.5 3.1 <0.5
Benzo(ghi)perylene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 0.9 1.1 <0.5 254 <0.5 <0.5 15.5 15
Total PAH** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 7.9 21.1 2.0 753.5 121 <0.5 156.9 195

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

GM
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F.A.O. Roni Savage
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Naphthalene**
Acenaphthylene**
Acenaphthene**
Fluorene**
Phenanthrene**
Anthracene**
Fluoranthene**
Pyrene**
Benz(a)anthracene**
Chrysene**
Benzo(b)fluoranthene**
Benzo(k)fluoranthene**
Benzo(a)pyrene**
Indeno(123-cd)pyrene**
Dibenz(ah)anthracene**
Benzo(ghi)perylene**
Total PAH**

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

GM

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Characteristic
TP/BH

Depth (m)
Our ref

(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)

e I =
EL -
Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY

Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
Location: Upper Heyford

Reporting Date: 02/11/11

Silt Loam Sandy silt loam Sandy loam Sandy silt loam  Loamy sand Silt Loam Silt Loam Silt Loam Silt Loam Silt Loam
208 209 209 210 210 211 212 213 214 215
0.50 0.30 1.00 0.10 1.50 0.30 0.25 0.50 0.50 0.30

16092 16093 16094 16095 16096 16097 16098 16099 16100 16101
<0.5 1.7 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
<0.5 14.3 <0.5 5.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
<0.5 20.6 <0.5 2.9 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
<0.5 23.2 <0.5 25 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
<0.5 238.4 <0.5 22.3 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
<0.5 79.2 <0.5 14.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5

0.7 312.1 0.5 165.8 0.9 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.9 <0.5
0.6 248.5 <0.5 163.3 0.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.8 <0.5
<0.5 133.0 <0.5 119.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.6 <0.5
0.6 127.7 <0.5 113.3 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.8 <0.5
0.7 914 <0.5 124.2 1.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.9 <0.5
<0.5 87.6 <0.5 140.7 0.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.9 <0.5
0.7 102.7 0.9 144.1 0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 1.0 <0.5
0.6 72.7 0.7 130.9 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 11 <0.5
<0.5 16.1 <0.5 27.1 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
0.7 67.1 0.5 116.0 0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.9 <0.5
4.4 1636.2 2.6 1292.2 4.7 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 7.9 <0.5

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193 Page 10 of 30



THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD ELAD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

= Vi

kil 7/ CERTS ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
2683 2683 Location: Upper Heyford
F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11

Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Soils Characteristic Sandy silt loam Silt Loam Stones Sandy silt loam Silt Loam  Sandy loam Silt Loam Sandy silt loam Silt Loam Silt Loam
TP/BH 215 216 217 218 219 220 221 222 223 224

Depth (m) 0.60 0.20 0.20(1) 0.15 0.50 0.50 0.35 0.50 0.50 0.50

Our ref 16102 16103 16104 16105 16106 16107 16108 16109 16110 16111

Naphthalene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Acenaphthylene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Acenaphthene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Fluorene** (ma/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Phenanthrene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 2.0 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Anthracene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.7 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Fluoranthene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 5.4 0.9 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.7 1.0
Pyrene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 4.8 0.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.5 0.9
Benz(a)anthracene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 25 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.5
Chrysene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 3.0 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.8
Benzo(b)fluoranthene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 3.0 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.5
Benzo(k)fluoranthene** (ma/kg) <0.5 0.5 <0.5 3.0 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.7
Benzo(a)pyrene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 2.9 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.7
Indeno(123-cd)pyrene** (ma/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 2.6 0.7 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.7
Dibenz(ah)anthracene** (mg/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.7 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Benzo(ghi)perylene** (ma/kg) <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 2.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Total PAH** (mg/kg) <0.5 0.5 <0.5 334 2.4 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 1.2 5.7

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

GM
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TEATIN

2683 2683

F.A.O. Roni Savage
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

GM

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618

Naphthalene**
Acenaphthylene**
Acenaphthene**
Fluorene**
Phenanthrene**
Anthracene**
Fluoranthene**
Pyrene**
Benz(a)anthracene**
Chrysene**
Benzo(b)fluoranthene**
Benzo(k)fluoranthene**
Benzo(a)pyrene**
Indeno(123-cd)pyrene**
Dibenz(ah)anthracene**
Benzo(ghi)perylene**
Total PAH**

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

Characteristic Sandy silt loam

TP/BH
Depth (m)
Our ref

(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)

225
0.20
16112

<0.5
0.7
4.5
3.4
39.7
135
73.4
60.7
33.9
33.0
27.4
25.1
29.3
22.4
4.7
18.4
390.2

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193

Fax: 01424 729911

Location: Upper Heyford

Stones
226
0.30
16114

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

Silt Loam Silty clay loam Silty clay loam

227
0.50
16115

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
1.0
<0.5
4.3
3.9
2.6
3.0
2.7
2.5
2.8
2.6
0.6
2.4
28.3

228
0.50
16116

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

228
0.80
16117

<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

Silt Loam
S101A
1.00(2)

16119

14
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5
<0.5

14

ELAD

Reporting Date: 02/11/11
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD ELAD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

LEAS ettt ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
2683 2683 Location: Upper Heyford
F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11

Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

TPH CWG - Soil

Characteristic Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Silt Loam Stones Sandy silt loam Sandy loam Silt Loam Silt Loam
TP/BH 201 201 202 202 203 204 204A 204A 205 206
Depth (m) 0.50 2.00 0.50 2.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 0.20 0.15
Our ref 16081A 16082A 16083A 16084 16085 16086 16087 16088 16089 16090

Aromatic
>ECs-EC; (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>EC7-ECq (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>EC4-ECyp (malkg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,p-ECy, (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 10 <5 <5 <5
>EC1,-ECy6 (malkg) <5 <5 <5 18 <5 <5 93 <5 <5 <5
>EC,6-ECyy (mg/kg) <5 <5 13 40 <5 <5 236 6 <5 25
>EC,;-ECy5 (mg/kg) 9 <5 <5 29 24 <5 974 10 <5 162

Aliphatic
>EC5-ECq (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02 <0.01
>EC4-ECq (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>ECg-ECyq (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,0-ECy; (malkg) <5 <5 <5 7 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC;,-ECy¢ (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 66 <5 <5 20 <5 <5 7
>EC,6-ECyy. (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 83 13 <5 35 <5 <5 13
>EC,;-EC35 (mg/kg) 25 8 7 58 56 7 468 5 5 26
TPH (Cs - Cg3s) (mg/kg) 34 8 19 301 93 7 1835 22 5 234

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

GM

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193 Page 13 of 30



THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD El AB

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY L
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
Location: Upper Heyford

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

TPH CWG - Soil

Characteristic Silt Loam Silt Loam Sandy silt loam Sandy loam Sandy silt loam  Loamy sand Silt Loam Silt Loam Silt Loam Silt Loam
TP/BH 207 208 209 209 210 210 211 212 213 214
Depth (m) 0.20 0.50 0.30 1.00 0.10 1.50 0.30 0.25 0.50 0.50
Our ref 16091 16092 16093 16094 16095 16096 16097 16098 16099 16100

Aromatic
>ECs-EC; (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>EC7-ECq (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>EC4-ECyp (malkg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,p-ECy, (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC1,-ECy6 (malkg) <5 <5 43 <5 10 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,6-ECyy (mg/kg) <5 <5 294 9 126 <5 12 8 <5 <5
>EC,;-ECy5 (mg/kg) <5 <5 681 25 662 <5 <5 <5 16 15

Aliphatic
>EC5-ECq (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>EC4-ECq (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>ECg-ECyq (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,0-ECy; (malkg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,,-ECy5 (mg/kg) <5 <5 6 5 9 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC6-ECyy (malkg) <5 <5 21 <5 26 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,;-EC35 (mg/kg) <5 <5 40 7 83 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
TPH (Cs - Cs3s) (mg/kg) <5 <5 1086 47 916 <5 12 8 16 15

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

GM

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193 Page 14 of 30



THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD El AB

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY L
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

UKAS [yl ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
2683 2683 Location: Upper Heyford
F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11

Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

TPH CWG - Soil

Characteristic Silt Loam Silt Loam Stones Sandy silt loam Silt Loam Sandy loam Silt Loam Sandy silt loam Silt Loam Silt Loam
TP/BH 215 216 217 218 219 220 221 222 223 224
Depth (m) 0.30 0.20 0.20(1) 0.15 0.50 0.50 0.35 0.50 0.50 0.50
Our ref 16101 16103 16104 16105 16106 16107 16108 16109 16110 16111

Aromatic
>ECs-EC; (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>EC7-ECq (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>EC4-ECyp (malkg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,p-ECy, (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC1,-ECy6 (malkg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC4-ECyy (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 32 11 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC1-EC3s (mg/kg) <5 27 <5 482 41 <5 <5 <5 10 8

Aliphatic
>EC5-ECq (mg/kg) <0.01 0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01
>EC4-ECq (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>ECg-ECyq (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,0-ECy; (malkg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,,-ECy5 (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC16-ECx (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 24 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,1-ECgs (mg/kg) 6 18 <5 298 <5 5 <5 <5 <5 <5
TPH (Cs - Cg3s) (mg/kg) 6 45 <5 842 52 5 <5 <5 10 8

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

GM
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD El AB

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY L
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
Location: Upper Heyford

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

TPH CWG - Soil

Characteristic Sandy silt loam Stones Silt Loam Silty clay loam Silty clay loam Silt Loam Sandy silt loam
TP/BH 225 226 227 228 228 S101A S101A
Depth (m) 0.20 0.30 0.50 0.50 0.80 1.00(2) 1.20(3)
Our ref 16112 16114 16115 16116 16117 16119 16120

Aromatic
>ECs-EC; (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>EC,-ECg (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>EC4-ECyp (malkg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
>EC,p-ECy, (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 28
>EC;,-ECy5 (malkg) 16 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 55
>EC,6-ECyy (mg/kg) 194 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 20
>EC,;-EC3s (malkg) 682 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 19

Aliphatic
>ECs5-ECgq (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.01 <0.01
>EC4-ECq (mg/kg) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
>ECg-ECyq (mg/kg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 22
>EC;p-ECy, (malkg) <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 67
>EC;,-ECyg (mg/kg) 7 <5 <5 <5 <5 7 90
>EC6-ECyy (malkg) 23 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 23
>EC,;-EC35 (mg/kg) 44 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 27
TPH (Cs - Cg3s) (mg/kg) 966 <5 <5 <5 <5 7 352

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

GM
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IV CERTYS

TERTIN

2683 2683

F.A.O. Roni Savage
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonard's on Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY

Characteristic

Soils TP/BH
Depth (m)

Our ref

Benzene** (ug/kg)

Toluene** (ng/kg)

Ethyl Benzene** (ug/kg)
mpXylene** (ng/kg)

oXylene**  (ug/kg)

1, 2-Dichloroethene-cis** (Hg/kg)
1, 1-Dichloroethane** (ng/kg)
Chloroform** (ng/kg)
Carbontetrachloride** (1g/kg)

1, 1, 1-Trichloroethane** (Hg/kg)
Trichloroethylene** (ug/kg)
Tetrachloroethylene**  (ug/kg)

1, 1, 1, 2-Tetrachloroethane** (ug/kg)
1, 1, 2, 2-Tetrachloroethane** (na/kg)
Chlorobenzene** (ug/kg)
Bromobenzene**  (ug/kg)
Bromodichloromethane** (ug/kg)
Methylethylbenzene**  (ug/kg)

1, 1-Dichloro-1-propene** (ng/kg)
1, 2-Dichloroethene-trans (Ho/kg)
2, 2-Dichloropropane (ng/kg)
Bromochloromethane (ng/kg)

1, 2-Dichloroethane (Hg/kg)
Dibromomethane** (Ha/kg)

1, 2-Dichloropropane** (nag/kg)

1, 3-Dichlorolpropene** (ug/kg)
1, 3-Dichlorolpropene trans (ug/kg)
1, 1, 2-Trichloroethane (Ha/kg)
Dibromochloromethane (ng/kg)
1, 3-Dichloropropane (ug/kg)
Dibromoethane** (ng/kg)
Styrene (ng/kg)

Propylbenzene  (ug/kg)
2-Chlorotoluene  (ug/kg)

1, 2, 4-Trimethylbenzene (ng/kg)
4-Chlorotoluene  (ug/kg)
t-Butylbenzene  (ug/kg)
Trimethylbenzene (Ha/kg)
1-Methylpropylbenzene (ng/kg)
o-Cymene  (uglkg)

1, 4-Dichlorobenzene (ng/kg)
Butylbenzene  (ug/kg)

1, 2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (ng/kg)
Hexachlorobutaciene (ug/kg)

1, 2, 3-Trichlorobenzene (ng/kg)
1, 2, 4-Trichlorobenzene (ng/kg)
1, 3-Dichlorobenzene (ng/kg)

1, 2-Dichlorobenzene (ug/kg)
Bromoform (ng/kg)

** - MCERTS accredited test

GM

Tel: 01424 718618

VOC ANALYSIS

Sandy silt

Sandy silt Sandy silt loam

201 202 204A
2.00 2.50 0.50
16082A 16084 16087
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
132 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
183 <10 <10
100 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
120 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10
<10 <10 <10

Fax: 01424 729911
ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
Location: Upper Heyford

& THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Reporting Date:

Silt Loam Sandy silt loam

205
0.20
16089

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193

210
0.10
16095

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

Silt Loam
216

0.20
16103

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

02/11/11
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UKAS

TERTIN

F.A.O. Roni Savage
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Benzene**

Toluene**

Ethyl Benzene**
mpXylene**

oXylene**

1, 2-Dichloroethene-cis**
1, 1-Dichloroethane**
Chloroform**
Carbontetrachloride**

1, 1, 1-Trichloroethane**
Trichloroethylene**
Tetrachloroethylene**

1, 1, 1, 2-Tetrachloroethane**
1, 1, 2, 2-Tetrachloroethane**
Chlorobenzene**
Bromobenzene**
Bromodichloromethane**
Methylethylbenzene**

1, 1-Dichloro-1-propene**
1, 2-Dichloroethene-trans
2, 2-Dichloropropane
Bromochloromethane

1, 2-Dichloroethane
Dibromomethane**

1, 2-Dichloropropane**

1, 3-Dichlorolpropene**
1, 3-Dichlorolpropene trans
1, 1, 2-Trichloroethane
Dibromochloromethane
1, 3-Dichloropropane
Dibromoethane**
Styrene

Propylbenzene
2-Chlorotoluene

1, 2, 4-Trimethylbenzene
4-Chlorotoluene
t-Butylbenzene
Trimethylbenzene
1-Methylpropylbenzene
0-Cymene

1, 4-Dichlorobenzene
Butylbenzene

1, 2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane
Hexachlorobutaciene

1, 2, 3-Trichlorobenzene
1, 2, 4-Trichlorobenzene
1, 3-Dichlorobenzene

1, 2-Dichlorobenzene
Bromoform

** - MCERTS accredited test

GM

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonard's on Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY

Characteristic
TP/BH

Depth (m)
Our ref

(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Ha/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Mg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Ho/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hglkg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hglkg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hglkg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hglkg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hglkg)
(Hg/kg)
(Hglkg)

Tel: 01424 718618

Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
Location: Upper Heyford

VOC ANALYSIS

Sandy silt Sandy silt
218 222
0.15 0.50

16105 16109
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10

Stones Silty clay loam

226 228
0.30 0.50
16114 16116
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10
<10 <10

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193

Reporting Date:

Silt Loam
S101A
1.00®
16119

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

02/11/11
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o THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

UKAS

TENTINE,

F.A.O. Roni Savage

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY

Tel: 01424 718618

Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

*= UKAS accredited

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Analytical result only applies to the sample as submitted by the client

Any comments, opinions or interpretations (marked #) in this report are outside UKAS accreditation (Accreditation No2683). They are subjective comments only

which must be verified by the client

GM

Location: Upper Heyford

Asbestos Identification

201

0.50

16081A

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

201

2.00

16082A

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

202

0.50

16083A

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

202

2.50

16084

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

203

0.50

16085

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

LAD

Reporting Date:

02/11/11
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o THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

UKAS

TENTINE,

F.A.O. Roni Savage

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY

Tel: 01424 718618

Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

*= UKAS accredited

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Analytical result only applies to the sample as submitted by the client

Any comments, opinions or interpretations (marked #) in this report are outside UKAS accreditation (Accreditation No2683). They are subjective comments only

which must be verified by the client

GM

Location: Upper Heyford

Asbestos Identification

204

0.50

16086

Stones

No asbestos identified

204A

0.50

16087

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

204A

1.00

16088

Sandy loam

No asbestos identified

205

0.20

16089

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

206

0.15

16090

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

ELAD

Reporting Date:

02/11/11
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o THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

UKAS

TENTINE,

F.A.O. Roni Savage

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY

Tel: 01424 718618

Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

*= UKAS accredited

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Analytical result only applies to the sample as submitted by the client

Any comments, opinions or interpretations (marked #) in this report are outside UKAS accreditation (Accreditation No2683). They are subjective comments only

which must be verified by the client

GM

Location: Upper Hemford

Asbestos Identification

207

0.20

16091

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

208

0.50

16092

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

209

0.30

16093

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

209

1.00

16094

Sandy loam

No asbestos identified

210

0.10

16095

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

ELAD

Reporting Date:

02/11/11
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o THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

UKAS

TENTINE,

F.A.O. Roni Savage

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY

Tel: 01424 718618

Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

*= UKAS accredited

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Analytical result only applies to the sample as submitted by the client

Any comments, opinions or interpretations (marked #) in this report are outside UKAS accreditation (Accreditation No2683). They are subjective comments only

which must be verified by the client

GM

Location: Upper Hemford

Asbestos Identification

210

1.50

16096

Loamy sand

No asbestos identified

211

0.30

16097

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

212

0.25

16098

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

213

0.50

16099

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

214

0.50

16100

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

ELAD

Reporting Date:

02/11/11
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o THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

UKAS

TENTINE,

F.A.O. Roni Savage

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY

Tel: 01424 718618

Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

*= UKAS accredited

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Analytical result only applies to the sample as submitted by the client

Any comments, opinions or interpretations (marked #) in this report are outside UKAS accreditation (Accreditation No2683). They are subjective comments only

which must be verified by the client

GM

Location: Upper Hemford

Asbestos Identification

215

0.30

16101

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

215

0.60

16102

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

216

0.20

16103

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

217

0.20"

16104

Stones

No asbestos identified

218

0.15

16105

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

ELAD

Reporting Date:

02/11/11
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o THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

UKAS

TENTINE,

F.A.O. Roni Savage

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY

Tel: 01424 718618

Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

*= UKAS accredited

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Analytical result only applies to the sample as submitted by the client

Any comments, opinions or interpretations (marked #) in this report are outside UKAS accreditation (Accreditation No2683). They are subjective comments only

which must be verified by the client

GM

Location: Upper Hemford

Asbestos Identification

219

0.50

16106

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

220

0.50

16107

Sandy loam

No asbestos identified

221

0.35

16108

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

222

0.50

16109

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

223

0.50

16110

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

ELAD

Reporting Date:

02/11/11
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o THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

UKAS

TENTINE,

F.A.O. Roni Savage

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY

Tel: 01424 718618

Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

*= UKAS accredited

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Sample ref:
Depth (m)
Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:

*Result

Analytical result only applies to the sample as submitted by the client

Any comments, opinions or interpretations (marked #) in this report are outside UKAS accreditation (Accreditation No2683). They are subjective comments only

which must be verified by the client

GM

Location: Upper Hemford

Asbestos Identification

224

0.50

16111

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

225

0.20

16112

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

226

0.30

16114

Stones

No asbestos identified

227

0.50

16115

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

228

0.50

16116

Silty clay loam

No asbestos identified

ELAD

Reporting Date:

02/11/11
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o THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY

Tel: 01424 718618

Fax: 01424 729911

UKAS ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273

TENTINE,

F.A.O. Roni Savage
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Location: Upper Hemford

Asbestos Identification

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

Sample ref:

Depth (m)

Our ref:

#Description of Sample Matrix:
*Result

*= UKAS accredited
Analytical result only applies to the sample as submitted by the client

Any comments, opinions or interpretations (marked #) in this report are outside UKAS accreditation (Accreditation No2683). They are subjective comments only

which must be verified by the client

GM

228

0.80

16117

Silty clay loam

No asbestos identified

S101A

1.00@

16119

Silt Loam

No asbestos identified

S101A

1.20®

16120

Sandy silt loam

No asbestos identified

ELAD

Reporting Date:

02/11/11
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
Location: Upper Heyford
F.A.O. Roni Savage
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House Reporting Date: 02/11/11
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

SVOC ANALYSIS

Soils TP/BH 201 202 204A 205 210 216
Depth (m) 2.00 2.50 0.50 0.20 0.10 0.20

Our ref 16082A 16084 16087 16089 16095 16103

Pyridine (ug/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Aniline (Hg/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Phenol (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Benzene, 1,3-dichloro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Benzene, 1,4-dichloro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Benzene, 1,2-dichloro- (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 2-methyl- (na’kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Ethane, hexachloro- (Hg/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 3-methyl- (narkg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Nitrobenzene (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Isophorone (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Phenol, 2-nitro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Phenol, 2,4-dimethyl- (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Methane, bis(2-chloroethoxy)- (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 2,4-dichloro- (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
1,3,4-Trichlorobenzene, (nag/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Naphthalene (ng/kg) - - -
4-Chloroaniline (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 4-chloro-3-methyl- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Naphthalene, 2-methyl- (ng/kg) <10 728 5627 <10 441 40
Naphthalene, 1-methyl- (ng/kg) <10 687 5901 <10 533 25
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 2,4,6-trichloro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 2,4,5-trichloro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Naphthalene, 2-chloro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
2-Nitroaniline (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
1,4-Dinitrobenzene, (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Dimethylphthalate (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Acenaphthylene (ng/kg) -—- -—- 8081 -—-
1.3-Dinitrobenzene (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
3-Nitroaniline (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Acenaphthene (ng/ka) - - -
Dibenzofuran (na/kg) <10 <10 19735 <10 1860 <10
2,4-Dinitrotoluene (ng/ka) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
2,3,4,6-Tetrachlorophenol, (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
2,3,5,6-Tetrachlorophenol, (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Diethylphthalate (ng/kg) <10 69 <10 42 <10 <10

Fluorene (ng/kg) --- --- ---

Diphenylamine (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Azobenzene (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Hexachlorobenzene (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Pentachlorophenol (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenanthrene (ug/kg) - - -
Anthracene (ng/kg) --- --- ---

Fluoranthene (ng/kg) --- --- ---

Pyrene (ng/kg) --- - --- - --- -
Benzylbutylphthalate (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)adipate (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Benzo(a)anthracene (ng/kg) --- --- ---
Chrysene (ng/kg) --- --- ---
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Benzo(b)fluoranthene (ng/kg) --- --- ---
Benzo(k)fluoranthene (ng/kg) --- --- --- -
Benzo(a)pyrene (na/kg) --- - --- - --- -
Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene (na/kg) - - -
Dibenz(ah)anthracene (na/kg) --- --- ---
Benzo(ghi)perylene (ug/kg) --- - --- ---

GM
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35273
Location: Upper Heyford
F.A.O. Roni Savage
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House Reporting Date: 02/11/11
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

SVOC ANALYSIS

Soils TP/BH 218 222 226 228 S101A
Depth (m) 0.15 0.50 0.30 0.50 1.00?

Our ref 16105 16109 16114 16116 16119

Pyridine (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Aniline (Hg/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Phenol (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Benzene, 1,3-dichloro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Benzene, 1,4-dichloro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Benzene, 1,2-dichloro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 2-methyl- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Ethane, hexachloro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 3-methyl- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Nitrobenzene (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Isophorone (nakg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Phenol, 2-nitro- (narkg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10

Phenol, 2,4-dimethyl- (narkg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Methane, bis(2-chloroethoxy)- (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 2,4-dichloro- (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
1,3,4-Trichlorobenzene, (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Naphthalene (ng/kg) - - -
4-Chloroaniline (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 4-chloro-3-methyl- (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Naphthalene, 2-methyl- (na/kg) 788 <10 <10 <10 56
Naphthalene, 1-methyl- (ng/kg) 530 <10 <10 <10 56
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 2,4,6-trichloro- (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenol, 2,4,5-trichloro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Naphthalene, 2-chloro- (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
2-Nitroaniline (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
1,4-Dinitrobenzene, (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Dimethylphthalate (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Acenaphthylene (ng/kg) - -
1.3-Dinitrobenzene (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
3-Nitroaniline (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Acenaphthene (ng/kg) -—- <10 -—-
Dibenzofuran (ng/kg) 534 <10 <10 <10 <10
2,4-Dinitrotoluene (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
2,3,4,6-Tetrachlorophenol, (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
2,3,5,6-Tetrachlorophenol, (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Diethylphthalate (ng/kg) 207 <10 45 <10 <10

Fluorene (ng/kg) --- --- ---

Diphenylamine (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Azobenzene (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Hexachlorobenzene (ng/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Pentachlorophenol (narkg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Phenanthrene (narkg) - -
Anthracene (narkg) --- ---

Fluoranthene (narkg) --- ---

Pyrene (nakg) - --- - --- -
Benzylbutylphthalate (na/kg) 405 771 <10 <10 <10
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)adipate (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Benzo(a)anthracene (narkg) --- ---
Chrysene (narkg) - --- - --- -
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (narkg) <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Benzo(b)fluoranthene (narkg) --- ---
Benzo(k)fluoranthene (narkg) --- --- -
Benzo(a)pyrene (na’kg) - --- - --- -
Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene (nakg) --- --- ---
Dibenz(ah)anthracene (ng/kg) --- --- ---
Benzo(ghi)perylene (Hg/kg) - - - -

GM
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Unit A2

Windmill Road

Ponswood Industrial Estate
St Leonards on Sea

East Sussex

TN38 9BY

Telephone (01424) 718618
Facsimile (01424) 729911

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTC

SAMPLE RECEIPT AND TEST DATES

Our Analytical Report Number

Sample Receipt Date:
Reporting Date:

Registered:
Prepared:
Analysis complete:

AR35273
10/10/11
02/11/11

10/10/11
11/10/11
02/11/11

TEST METHOD SUMMARY

PARAMETER

Arsenic**
Cadmium**
Chromium**

Lead**

Mercury**

Nickel**

Copper**

Zinc**

Selenium**
Hexavalent Chromium
Water Soluble Boron
Barium**

Beryllium**
Vanadium**
Molybdenum
Antimony

Cobalt*

pH Value**

Total Sulphate

Total Cyanide**

Free Cyanide

Complex Cyanide

Total Monohydric Phenols**
Water Soluble Sulphate
Total Organic Carbon*
Elemental Sulphur**
Moisture Content (%)
Thiocyanate

Speciated PAH**

PCB (7 ICES Congeners)
Carbon Banding (TPH CWG)
VOC**

svoc

Asbestos*

Asbestos analysis qualitative only

Analysis
Undertaken on

Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
As submitted sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample

Air dried sample
Air dried sample
As submitted sample
As submitted sample
As submitted sample
As submitted sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
Air dried sample
As submitted sample
As submitted sample
As submitted sample
Air dried sample
As submitted sample
As submitted sample
As submitted sample
As submitted sample

Date Tested

Note:- Documented In-house procedure based on HSG 248 2005

* = UKAS Accredited test
** - MCERTS Accredited test

Determinands not marked with * or ** are not accredited
MCERTS accreditation covers samples which are predominantly sand, clay, loam or combinations of these three soil types

14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
13/10/11
13/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11

14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
14/10/11
00/01/00
13/10/11
14/10/11
18/10/11
19/10/11
12/10/11
00/01/00
20/10/11

Method
Number

118
118
118
118
118
118
118
118
118
110
202
118
118
118
118
118
118

113
208
204
107
145
121
209
111
122
96
146
133
178
214
181
167
179

Technique

ICPMS
ICPMS
ICPMS
ICPMS
ICPMS
ICPMS
ICPMS
ICPMS
ICPMS
Colorimetry
Colorimetry AA3
ICPMS
ICPMS
ICPMS
ICPMS
ICPMS
ICPMS

Probe

Colorimetry
Automated Flow Digital Colorimetry
Colorimetry
Colorimetry

HPLC

Colorimetry

Titration

HPLC

Gravimetric
Colorimetry

Gas Chromatography
GCMS

Gas chromatography
GCMS

GCMS

see note

Any comments, opinions, or interpretations expressed herein are outside the scope of UKAS accreditation (Accreditation Number 2683)

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd. Reg. N0.3882193 .
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Unit A2

[ | ‘ — ok Windmill Road
. h D Ponswood Industrial Estate
. St Leonards on Sea
v 7 CERT. East Sussex
thl&..ﬂ ] TN38 9BY

Telephone (01424) 718618
Facsimile (01424) 729911

i

2683

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

SAMPLE RECEIPT AND TEST DATES

Our Analytical Report Number ~ AR35273

Sample Receipt Date: 10/10/11
Reporting Date: 02/11/11
Registered: 10/10/11
Prepared: 11/10/11
Analysis complete: 02/11/11

TEST METHOD SUMMARY

PARAMETER Analysis Date Tested Method Technique
Undertaken on Number
pH Value** Air dried sample 14/10/11 113 BRE SD1
Total Sulphate Air dried sample 14/10/11 115 BRE SD1
Total Sulphur Air dried sample 14/10/11 216 BRE SD1
Water Soluble Sulphate** Air dried sample 14/10/11 172 BRE SD1
Water Soluble Nitrate Air dried sample 14/10/11 172 BRE SD1
Water Soluble Chloride Air dried sample 14/10/11 172 BRE SD1
Water Soluble Magnesium Air dried sample 14/10/11 101 BRE SD1
Ammonium As submitted sample 13/10/11 151 BRE SD1

* = UKAS Accredited test

** - MCERTS Accredited test

Determinands not marked with * or ** are non accredited

MCERTS accreditation covers samples which are predominantly sand, clay, loam or combinations of these three soil types

Any comments, opinions, or interpretations expressed herein are outside the scope of UKAS accreditation (Accreditation Number 2683)
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Unit A2
Windmill Road
v Ponswood Industrial Estate
‘ St Leonards on Sea

e 77.CERTYS East Sussex
LETIRD oo vz seunin TN38 9BY
2683 Telephone (01424) 718618

Facsimile (01424) 729911

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTC

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 18/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35737A (Supplementary Report)

Samples Received By:- Courier

Samples Received:- 04/11/11

Site Location: Upper Heyford NSA

No Samples Received:- 19

Report Checked By:- Authorised By:-

Steve Knight Mike Varley BSc, CChem, CSci, FRSC
Director Chief Chemist

Any comments, opinions, or interpretations expressed herein are outside the scope of UKAS accreditation (Accreditation Number 2683)

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd. Reg. N0.3882193 . Page 1 of 17
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2683 2683

F.A.O. Roni Savage
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Soils

Stone Content

Arsenic**
Cadmium**
Chromium**

Lead**

Mercury**

Nickel**

Copper**

Zinc**

Selenium**
Hexavalent Chromium
Water Soluble Boron
Barium*

Beryllium*
Vanadium**
Antimony

Molybdenum
Cobalt

pH Value**

Total Sulphate

Total Cyanide**

Free Cyanide

Complex Cyanide

Total Monohydric Phenols**
Water Soluble Sulphate
Total Organic Carbon*
Elemental Sulphur**
Moisture Content**
Thiocyanate

Al results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test
* - UKAS accredited test

GM

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618

Characteristic
TP/BH

Depth (m)
Our ref

(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mglkg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)

(Units)

(% as SO,)
(mg/kg)
(mglkg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/l as SO,)
(%)
(mg/kg)
(%)
(mg/kg)

Silt Loam
BHNSA2
0.50
19164

15.3
0.7
28
80
<0.5
16
19
45
15
<2
<0.5
57

57
<25
<5

8.9
0.10
<1
<1
<1
<1
<10
13
<10
6.0
<2

Silt Loam
BHNSA3
0.50
19167

13

19.7
0.6
28
23
<0.5
21
17
44
1.3
<2
0.5
65

63
<25
<5

8.2
0.07
<1
<1
<1
<1
23
0.8
<10
14.4
<2

Chalk
BHNSA4
1.00
19169

19

15.8
0.6
22
20
<0.5
20
15
40
1.4
<2
<0.5
46

83
<25
<5

8.5
0.07
<1
<1
<1
<1
<10
0.9
<10
6.8
<2

Silt Loam
BHNSAS5
0.50
19170

10

27.1
0.8
35
42
<0.5
27
24
132
1.9
<2
0.7
111

87
<25
<5
11

7.9
0.08
<1
<1
<1
<1
<10
2.6
<10
8.2
<2

Fax: 01424 729911
ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35737A
Location: Upper Heyford NSA

Silt Loam
BHNSA6
0.50
19171

11

20.8
0.6
32
20
<0.5
22
17
45
1.7
<2
0.9
63

72
<25
<5
10

8.1
0.06
<1
<1
<1
<1
13
0.8
<10
8.1
<2

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193

ELAD

Reporting Date:

18/11/11

Silt Loam Silty clay loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam

BHNSA7
0.50
19172

14

21.9
0.9
34
48
<0.5
24
22
61
17
<2
0.6
90

84
<25
<5
11

7.9
0.07
<1
<1
<1
<1
<10
1.4
<10
8.9
<2

BHNSAS8
0.50
19173

20

134
<0.5
18

<0.5
14
11
21
1.3
<2
0.5
36
<1
55

<25
<5

8.4
0.05
<1
<1
<1
<1
<10
0.2
<10
8.9
<2

BHNSA9
0.50
19174

23.0
0.7
29
183
<0.5
18
11
51
1.6
<2
0.6
59

75

<5

8.4
0.07
<1
<1
<1
<1
38
1.8
<10
9.2
<2

BHNSA10
0.50
19175

11

21.9
0.8
24
45
<0.5
19
145
49
1.4
<2
0.9
48

58
<25
<5

8.5
0.10
<1
<1
<1
<1
<10
1.2
<10
53
<2

BHNSA12
1.00
19177

18

16.0
0.7
21
18
<0.5
16
13
36
15
<2
0.7
39
<1
50

<25
<5

8.3
0.23
<1
<1
<1
<1
595
1.2
<10
10.0
<2

Page 2 of 17
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F.A.O. Roni Savage
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Soils

Stone Content

Arsenic**
Cadmium**
Chromium**

Lead**

Mercury**

Nickel**

Copper**

Zinc**

Selenium**
Hexavalent Chromium
Water Soluble Boron
Barium*

Beryllium*
Vanadium**
Antimony

Molybdenum
Cobalt

pH Value**

Total Sulphate

Total Cyanide**

Free Cyanide

Complex Cyanide

Total Monohydric Phenols**
Water Soluble Sulphate
Total Organic Carbon*
Elemental Sulphur**
Moisture Content**
Thiocyanate

Al results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test
* = UKAS accredited test

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35737A
Location: Upper Heyford NSA

Characteristic
TP/BH

Depth (m)
Our ref

(%)

(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mglkg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)

(Units)

(% as SO4)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mglkg)
(mg/l as SO4)
(%)

(mgrkg)
(%)

(mgrkg)

Silt Loam
BHNSA15
0.50
19180

11

17.6
0.5
15
17
<0.5
10

31
1.3
<2
0.7
64
<1
35

<25
<5

8.3
0.07
<1
<1
<1
<1
<10
0.3
<10
8.3
<2

Tel: 01424 718618

Chalk
BHNSA16
1.00
19181

15

12.2
0.5
16
10
<0.5
11

20
13
<2
<0.5
32
<1
37

<25
<5

8.4
0.09
<1
<1
<1
<1
<10
0.3
<10
51
<2

Loamy sand
BHNSA17
0.50

19182

12

9.7
0.5
11

<0.5

18
1.2
<2
<0.5
17
<1
28

<25
<5

10.6
0.16
11
<1
11
<1
18
0.4
<10
7.2
<2

Silt Loam
BHNSA18
0.50
19183

13

7.9
0.5
14
12
<0.5
12

9

31
15
<2
0.6
59
<1
24
<2.5
<5

5

7.9
0.09
<1
<1
<1
<1
<10
2.0
<10
7.6
<2

Silt Loam Sandy silt loam

BHNSA19 BHNSA20
0.50 0.50
19184 19185
4 6
20.2 145
0.8 0.6
29 17
27 10
<0.5 <0.5
22 14
19 14
52 26
1.8 15
<2 <2
0.6 0.6
63 29
1 <1

60 46
<25 <25
<5 <5
9 6
8.5 8.5
0.09 0.11
<1 <1
<1 <1
<1 <1
<1 <1
39 <10
1.0 0.3
<10 <10
111 8.8
<2 <2

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193

Silty clay loam
BHNSA21
0.50

19186

<1

23.9
0.6
35
18
<0.5
30
15
61
1.6
<2
<0.5
74

64
<25
<5
12

8.0
<0.05
<1
<1
<1
<1
<10
0.5
19
14.0
<2

ELAD

Reporting Date:

Clay Silty clay loam

BHNSA22 BHNSA22
0.50 2.00
19188 19189
4 <1
38.9 56.3
0.7 1.2
56 79
21 24
<0.5 <0.5
45 78
20 31
79 147
1.9 24
<2 <2
0.5 0.6
112 153
2 4
132 233
<25 4
<5 7
17 19
8.1 7.9
<0.05 <0.05
<1 <1
<1 <1
<1 <1
<1 <1
46 <10
0.5 0.5
11 <10
18.9 24.2
<2 <2

Page 3 of 17



o THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD E' AB
@ M Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonard's on Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY L D
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911
LRl ZCERTS ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35737A
2683 2083 Location: Upper Heyford NSA
F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 18/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House
21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP
Characteristic Silt Loam Silt Loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt Silt Loam Clay
Soils loam
TP/BH BHNSA3 BHNSAG6 BHNSA9 BHNSA12 BHNSA19 BHNSA22
Depth (m) 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00 0.50 0.50
Our ref 19167 19171 19174 19177 19184 19188
Stone Content (%) 13 11 8 18 4 4
pH Value** (Units) 8.2 8.1 8.4 8.3 8.5 8.1
Total Sulphate (% as SO,) 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.23 0.09 <0.05
Total Sulphur (% as S) <0.05 <0.05 0.09 0.19 <0.05 0.41
Water Soluble Sulphate** (mg/l as SO,) 23 13 38 595 39 46
Water Soluble Chloride (mg/l) 13 12 14 9 15 18
Water Soluble Nitrate (mgl/l) 5 4 8 10 6 <1
Water Soluble Magnesium (mgll) 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.5
Ammonium (mg/l) <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test
* = UKAS accredited test

GM

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193 Page 4 of 17



THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD ELAB

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Tel: 01424 718618 Fax: 01424 729911

ANALYTICAL REPORT No. AR35737A
Location: Upper Heyford NSA

F.A.O. Roni Savage Reporting Date: 18/11/11
Jomas Associates Limited

Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road

Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Soils Characteristic Silt Loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Clay
TP/BH BHNSA3 BHNSA9 BHNSA20 BHNSA22

Depth (m) 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

Our ref 19167 19174 19185 19188

PCB (7 ICES Congeners)

PCB 28** (ug/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10

PCB 52** (ug/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10
PCB 101** (ug/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10
PCB 118** (ug/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10
PCB 138** (ug/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10
PCB 153** (na/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10
PCB 180** (Hg/kg) <10 <10 <10 <10

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test
* - UKAS accredited test

M

The Environmental Laboratory Ltd - Registered in England No 3882193 Page 5 of 17
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F.A.O. Roni Savage
Jomas Associates Limited
Jomas House

21 Bradenham Road
Middlesex, UB4 8LP

Naphthalene**
Acenaphthylene**
Acenaphthene**
Fluorene**
Phenanthrene**
Anthracene**
Fluoranthene**
Pyrene**
Benz(a)anthracene**
Chrysene**
Benzo(b)fluoranthene**
Benzo(k)fluoranthene**
Benzo(a)pyrene**
Indeno(123-cd)pyrene**
Dibenz(ah)anthracene**
Benzo(ghi)perylene**
Total PAH**

All results expressed on dry weight basis
** - MCERTS accredited test

GM

THE ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY LTD

Unit A2, Windmill Road, Ponswood Industrial Estate, St Leonards On Sea, East Sussex, TN38 9BY
Fax: 01424 729911

Characteristic
TP/BH

Depth (m)
Our ref

(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)
(mg/kg)

Silt Loam
BHNSA2
0.50
19164

<0.1
0.4
0.9
0.7
9.3
3.5
19.3
15.8
9.4
8.5
7.6
7.3
7.7
5.7
15
4.9
102.6
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Silt Loam
BHNSA3
0.50
19167

<0.1
0.1
<0.1
<0.1
0.2
<0.1
0.6
0.4
0.1
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.2
<0.1
0.1
2.4
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Location: Upper Heyford NSA

Chalk
BHNSA4
1.00
19169

<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
0.2
<0.1
0.8
0.6
0.4
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.4
0.4
0.1
0.4
5.0

Silt Loam
BHNSA5
0.50
19170

<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
0.4
0.4
0.2
0.4
0.3
0.4
0.3
0.3
<0.1
0.2
3.2

Silt Loam
BHNSA6
0.50
19171

<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
0.1
0.1
<0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
<0.1
0.5

Reporting Date:

ELAD

18/11/11

Silt Loam Silty clay loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam Sandy silt loam

BHNSA7
0.50
19172

<0.1
0.8
0.7
0.7
10.8
3.0
16.9
13.7
7.6
8.0
6.1
6.7
7.0
4.9
11
4.2
92.1

BHNSAS8
0.50
19173

<0.1
0.2
1.6
19
16.5
5.3
27.4
17.9
9.4
11.0
8.9
6.4
7.6
6.0
13
5.2
126.5

BHNSA9
0.50
19174

<0.1
0.2
0.4
0.3
5.6
2.1
14.2
11.4
7.1
6.8
6.1
5.8
6.1
4.3
0.9
3.8
75.2

BHNSA10 BHNSA12
0.50 1