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	Permit Number:
	PAN-004772


	Applicant name:
	St Nicholas Residents Management Company Ltd

	Site Address:
	Nos 1-6 Lord Russel Close and Nos 1-8 and 10 Harold Close, Trellech, Monmouthshire NP25 4UA

	Discharge Point NGR:
	SO 50229 05631

	Respond by date:
	23rd April 2019 (10 working days)

	Permitting Officer:
	Katrin Raynor-Evans



Brief Description of proposal:
The application is for a variation to an existing permit on site, EPR-AB3294CP. The current system comprises a British Standard package plant, vertical reedbed and BRE soakaway. The applicant wishes to vary the permit to increase the volume from 8.5m3/day to 11.1m3/day. The current system is currently not working due to failure of the soakaway system and the effluent is being tankered away. NRM have been out on site and issued the permit holders with a warning to make arrangements to address the problem.

The site is within a sewered area. When the first permit was issued, a cost benefit analysis regarding connection to foul sewer was undertaken. DCWW submitted a feasibility study which explained that Trellech STW was at capacity and could not cope with additional flows. In order for an upgrade to happen at the STW, it would fall on the developer to pay £600,000 for the upgrade as the STW was not identified on DCWW’s programme of works. This situation still stands and this additional cost was taken into account during permit determination. 

The applicant is proposing to install an additional BRE soakaway system approximately 29 metres from the existing system. The treated effluent will pass through the existing package plant, reedbed and soakaway but any treated effluent that doesn’t drain away will pass into the new soakaway system. The effluent will pass from one soakaway to another other via manholes on site which is situated under the entrance road to the housing estate. 

A few comments have been received from members of the public expressing their concerns. I have put these comments in the relevant consultee boxes below. Can you please address these comments as part of the consultation process if you can. 




Habitats Screening Report – Designations or protected species/habitats:
Habitats screening report saved to DMS. No designations or protected species/habitats.



Risk Assessment Results (modelling or L1 Risk Assessment):

No risk assessment provided. Geoscience, can you please advise as to whether another H1 risk assessment is required. 

Miscellaneous:




NRM Responses:

Environment Management comments:

We have significant concerns over the proposals, the existing system failed as the soakaway is unable to dissipate the present flows. As a result, a non-permitted pump was added to the system to pump effluent away from the sampling chamber, prior to the current soakaway, to other housing development soakaways in the area (I believe that it was possibly being directed to the system at Babbington Close, which is a discharge to surface water rather than to land. As a result, NRM teams required the management company to have the PTP capped and have effluent tankered, whilst temporary assent was given for surface water that was collecting in the soakaway to be pumped away by the non-permitted pump.

The variation appears to simply add more storage tanks to the system, in the event that these become full, the same problem with lack of percolation returns. Residents have also raised concerns that if the new tanks become full, effluent may flow backwards up the system. 

The surface water for the whole site is designed to go to numerous soakaways around the site, however residents have had considerable issues with waterlogged gardens and standing water. 4 out of the 6 houses have undertaken extensive under draining of their gardens to alleviate this problem, I have been told that No.1 Russell Close under drained their garden (which collects water from the sloping field) to direct the water towards the existing soakaway. 

I have been told by the previous landowner that they informed the developer the ground was very wet when they sold it. The soil type around clay is well known to be thick clay and therefore have very poor percolation times. We are concerned that the variation applied for will not resolve the problem and just exacerbate the soakaway problems as they stand.

Officers name: Edward Davies
Date: 18/04/2019
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Geoscience Response:

Public comments for consideration:

1. What evidence is there to suggest that an adjacent ”relief” soakaway under the formpave area will have better/adequate percolation properties than the existing soakaway location?
None supplied in the application

2. The invert level of the proposed relocated Treated Effluent Soakaway (TES) is indicated at 215.30m, (Formation level 215.22m). This would appear to be 1.41m below the adjacent Storm water (SW) soakaway tank for No.1 Lord Russell Close which has an invert level of 216.71m (Formation level 216.70m) indicated on drawing 14127-103 rev C. Given the close proximity of the SW tank to the proposed TES location, would the stability and function of the former be compromised? 
Potentially – British Standards (Table 2) recommends that surface water soakaways and foul water drainage fields are not co-located as they can affect one another

3. Based on the dimensions given in the drawings, it would appear that the proposed relocated TES has a capacity of 14m3 (7m x 5m x 0.4m) as opposed to the existing TES which has a capacity of 27m3 (9.0m x 2.0m x 1.5m). Are these figures correct?  
Appears correct and neither system meets the sizing requirements of the British Standards 6297 for drainage fields – they have used BRE 365 which is designed for surface water discharges

4. What impact will the increase soil moisture levels have on the formation and sub base of the entrance to Lord Russell Close?
Not NRW remit – this would be a matter for local authority building control

5. What evidence does the applicant have that the area under the formpave ...“is proving to drain well”...and, by implication, is able to percolate the full-volume effluent flow ...... when it is patently obvious the existing soakaway, just a few metres away, cannot cope with existing effluent flows.
No evidence supplied with the application to address this

A few things to clarify

•	Are they meeting the current emission limits in Table 3.1 on the permit?  Can’t see any data provided on the compliance of the current system.  I can’t see how we would issue a variation if we have no evidence that they are complying with the current emission limits.  I note the email from the resident that states the reed bed smells – it shouldn’t, which again suggests the emission limits may not be being met.

•	I can’t see in the application what the specific problem is with the current system?  Are they saying it doesn’t have sufficient capacity to deal with the effluent?  The ground cannot cope with the volume?

•	I can’t see any percolation test results (Vp in s/mm) for this new area – they are needed to progress the application.

•	It’s not clear from drawing 14127-SK1001 what they are actually proposing on site. The current discharge arrangement is detailed in Schedule 7 of the permit.  It shows the sewage treatment system, Vertical Reed Bed and then Soakaway.  Drawing 14127-SK1001 shows the sewage treatment system, what I assume is the vertical reed bed (but which isn’t labelled) and then shows and overflow running around the reedbed and seperately to a new soakaway located under the access road.  The current ‘soakaway’ they are using is not marked on the map – is it still part of their design?

Having reviewed the information provided I am unable to support the variation of this permit on the terms proposed.

I think we should re-consider the cost benefit analysis around the mains connection at this particular development in light of the evidence that the current private treatment system is unable to cope with the effluent.  NRW previously only completed a cost analysis and did not consider the environmental benefit/dis-benefit of using a sewage treatment system vs mains sewer.  Given we now have clear evidence that the system installed is failing it casts doubt on the long-term viability of a discharge to ground at this location and the use of private treatment system.

In addition, the drainage system installed does not meet British Standards and the evidence shows that this has now caused a problem. We previously agreed to the use of a non-British Standards designed drainage field based on the results of the groundwater risk assessment.  This assessment was a modelled prediction based on predominately literature values and it predicted that the drainage field constructed would be able to deal with the effluent.  The recent evidence shows that this is not the case and means the previous risk assessment can no longer be relied upon.

I also understand (anecdotally) that due to general poor permeability on site the surface water run-off and rainwater is now discharged to the same drainage field as the sewage effluent.  This is likely to exacerbate the problems on site.

Adding an additional rainwater soakaway crate in my view is not the most appropriate way of resolving this matter.  They are proposing to add a soakaway with a surface area of 35m2.

In our previous response to the original permit application in 2016 we raised the following concerns around the infiltration rate “The hydraulic loading or infiltration rate is the volume of discharge / area of drainage field.  For this particular development it’s been calculated at 0.617m/d based on a discharge rate of 11.1m3/d and drainage field area of 18m2
Box 3.1 (page 16) of the infiltration worksheet user manual states “Note: The infiltration rate (Inf) should not exceed the maximum infiltration rate from BS 6297:2007 + A1:2008.  This would indicate re-design of the drainage field was necessary.  For some infiltration systems the design may include for storage to deal with peak flows, in these cases the infiltration rate should be set as the maximum infiltration rate”.  This is repeated in Box 2.3 (page 41) of the H1 Annex J4 Groundwater Risk Assessment for treated effluent discharges to infiltration systems.

The maximum infiltration rate for this particular discharge should be around 0.01m/d in accordance with the British Standard. Hydraulic loading/infiltration rates are important as excess hydraulic loading may mean: 
• the underlying ground is unable to accept the rate of discharge, resulting in surface breakouts; 
• rapid travel times through the unsaturated zone or by-pass flow resulting in limited attenuation of the effluent; 
• groundwater mounding below the drainage field, resulting in a reduced unsaturated zone thickness.”

It’s clear that surface breakouts are taking place suggesting that the infiltration rate at this location is excessive and the ground cannot cope.  Adding a secondary soakaway  won’t eliminate this issue as it would only marginally alter the rate of infiltration at the site, and appears to only work when effluent ‘overflows’ into it.

In addition, relying on an ‘overflow’ from one discharge point to another when the system is at capacity also highlights the issues with this particular system.  They are applying a design approach used for clean surface water disposal (which is designed to be discharged as quickly as possible ready for the next storm event) and applying it to sewage discharges.  Sewage drainage field are not designed to reach capacity and ‘overflow’ as that highlights that the ground is saturated and cannot accommodate the flow. The consequence is the effluent will not be able to attenuate and increases the risk of pollution to groundwater and amenity issues (which is what has been experience so far).  Effluent should be dispersed in a controlled manner so that it can degrade and attenuate in the soil and unsaturated zone.

They are proposing to place this new ‘soakaway’ beneath the access road for the site. The British Standards state in Table 2 (Features influencing the location of wastewater treatment equipment, drainage fields for a single dwelling, good practice and guidelines) that “Access roads, driveways or paved areas should not be located within the disposal area”.  

The new disposal area is also in close proximity to an existing surface water soakaway and British Standards state in Table 2 “The proximity of other drainage fields or rainwater soakaways should not compromise the drainage characteristics of the proposed site.”

I would consider the following options (in order of preference):
1.	Connect to mains

2.	Discharge to surface water – it’s clear that ground conditions on site are poor and are generally unsuitable for discharge purposes.  I understand from speaking to NRM that other nearby new development goes to surface water.  Is that an option here?

3.	Construct a new drainage field designed to meet the requirements of British Standards 6297.  The poor permeability of the ground may preclude this as the proposed new soakaway is fairly close to trial pit TP4 which generated a Vp of 93 when tested for the original permit. This indicates lower permeability conditions but just within the guideline range of 15-100.  Using the formula given in British Standards (Vp x 0.2 x P) based on a population equivalent of 74 figure would require a drainage field of around 1350m2. The total area of both drainage fields they have proposed would be 53m2, equating to around 4% of the area the British Standards and Building Regulations require.  This explains in part the issue they are presently experiencing when using a drainage field which is too small. We are aware that sufficient land area is not available on site to accommodate a drainage field of this size but that is a matter from them to resolve by seeking out alternative sites in the area.

4.	Proceed with the current variation and install a secondary soakaway similar to the current.  Does not meet any of our standards for drainage and does not resolve the issue of the original soakaway being at capacity and needing to ‘overflow’ into the new ‘soakaway’.  I do not see how we can authorise this especially in light of the known issue the current arrangement has caused.  If we must allow this to proceed they as a minimum need to develop a method to avoid the need for an overflow and to control the effluent to that it is ‘dosed’ periodically into the ‘soakaways’ to avoid them reaching capacity.  This may require the use of an additional holding tank or similar. They would also need to produce a detailed risk assessment for the discharges from the proposed system and would this time need to be based on actual site-specific data as the use of literature values has provided ineffective.  Given the historic issues here we are also likely to insist on down-gradient monitoring of groundwater to ensure that pollution does not occur.

Officers name: Dave Jones
Date: 10 April 2019


	External Consultations sent to:
	Yes/No

	National Parks
	No

	Water Company regarding Drinking Water Protected Zone / SPZ1
	No

	Environmental Heath
	No




Any Permitting Responses:
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