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1 Introduction

SUBRIM (Sustainable Urban Brownfield: Integrated Management) is a research consortium that is funded by Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council over the period July 2003 to June 2007.  The consortium addresses a range of brownfield research covering engineering solutions for poor ground to social science issues.  SUBR:IM is part of the EPSRC’s Sustainable Urban Environments (SUE) initiative.

SUBR:IM aims to produce integrated and sustainable solutions for the development of brownfield land in urban areas to promote a better quality of life for all UK citizens.  The objectives, which will lead to this goal are as follows:

· To enhance the robustness of technical solutions and tools for the restoration of brownfield land and its infrastructure in urban areas.

· To increase the knowledge base of investors, developers, planning agencies, local authorities, the public, scientists and other stake holders involved in brownfield development, to integrate their needs within a sustainable framework and seek to encourage investment.

· To establish best environmental practice in the development of brownfield land in urban areas, which will extend existing knowledge, and set international benchmarks and sustainability indicators.

The SUBR:IM project involves nine different organisations working on research that is divided into a number of work packages as shown in table 1.

The research programme focuses on a portfolio of brownfield sites located in the Thames Gateway and Greater Manchester areas.  Building Research Establishment (BRE) is one of the main contract partners involved in the research and is leading Work Package G on Quality in Land Remediation (QUALREM), with the University of Manchester (UoM).

This report summarises the proceedings of a project workshop that was held on 15 March 2006 at the University of Manchester. The purpose of the workshop was to disseminate the research findings and to gain input to the development of Quality Indicators and Quality Protocols.
	Work package
	Title
	Lead Organisation

	A
	Project and portfolio management
	University of Sheffield

	B
	The role of the UK development industry in brownfield regeneration
	College of Estate Management

	C
	Multi-level decision making processes, expertise and sustainable urban regeneration
	University of Sheffield

	D
	Metrics for sustainable development of remediation projects
	University of Surrey

	E
	Robust sustainable technical solutions to contaminated brownfield sites
	University of Cambridge

	F
	Integrated urban remediation and greening
	Forest Research

	G
	Quality in land remediation and management
	Building Research Establishment

	H
	Restoration of acid tar lagoons
	Greater Manchester Geological Unit

	I
	Impacts of climate change on pollutant linkages
	University of Cambridge

	Ja
	Property Investment and Brownfield Development in the UK
	University of Reading

	Jb
	The Governance of Sustainable Development and Brownfield Regeneration in the UK
	University of Reading

	K
	Novel special-purpose composts for sustainable remediation of brownfield sites
	University of Surrey

	L
	The use of charcoal for in-situ remediation
	University of Surrey

	M
	Reconceptualising brownfield regeneration: Heritage, conservation and sustainable communities in the UK
	University of Reading

	N
	Design for Deconstruction
	University of Sheffield


Table 1: SUBR:IM consortium projects and research organisations

2 Quality in land remediation 

[image: image4.png]


The origins of the quality in land remediation project are concerned with problems in site investigation work.  This was recognised in the setting up of the Scottish Contaminated Land Forum in the mid 1990s and the development of schemes such as CONTEST and Specialists in Land Contamination.  Many of the problems reflected the fact that brownfield issues and contaminated land investigation were immature in terms of scientific and process development.  In addition, it was recognised that there was reluctance on the part of some developers or land owners to spend the necessary sums of money on site investigation.

In the past ten years there has been significant development in the approach to assessing contamination on sites through site investigation and risk assessment work.  The publication of BS10175 (BSI, 2001) and guidance on risk assessment from Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) and Environment Agency (EA) (DEFRA and EA, 2004) are prime examples of available guidance on processes and assessment of land contamination.  The education of the industry has included dedicated courses at universities and a plethora of conferences and seminars.  Research has contributed to the development and improvements in the industry and many new tools are available to the industry.

The quality in land remediation project (QUALREM) encompasses the many issues involved in the SUBR:IM consortium and involves liaison with the other work packages.

The aim of the QUALREM project is to improve the remediation of contaminated land in the urban environment through the development of quality protocols, measures and methods for land remediation.  This will provide greater confidence for those involved in procuring remediation technologies, including site investigation works, remediation contracts and development activities.  
The innovative approach of the project is that it is intended to develop Quality Indicators (QIs) within the framework of Quality Protocols (QPs).  The workshop primarily focussed on these issues, addressing what had already been done by the project team, and gaining input from expert speakers and audience members.

The key output of the work package is an appropriate guidance for improving current practice to provide a developed site that satisfies customer expectation, i.e. it is safe, clean, free from significant risks and provides community amenity and benefits.

3 Workshop description
The workshop was held in order to undertake consultation with a range of stakeholders who are concerned with the issues of quality in land remediation.  As a result a number of clients, consultants, contractors, regulators, insurers and researchers were invited to participate in the proceedings.  The workshop was an opportunity to bring in various perspectives from different groups, companies and individuals with invited presentations being given by different stakeholders.  In the first session of the workshop five expert speakers provided presentations.

The workshop was also used to report the results of the findings of the project to date and to review the requirements for Quality Indicators (QIs) and Quality Protocols (QPs).  In addition, to discuss the needs for the guidance being produced by the project and more generally by SUBR:IM.  A presentation was provided on the research by the project team.  This was followed by two workshop groups that discussed the issues around QIs, QPs and the guidance.

The workshop was chaired by Professor Ian Douglas of the University of Manchester, Department of Geography.  There were 33 delegates who registered for the workshop (including the project team), in the event 28 delegates were present with some apologies being tendered.

The workshop agenda is given in Appendix 1, and the list of delegates in Appendix 2.

4 Presentations

The presentations covered the views of the regulator, insurers, consultants and clients, as well as a presentation from the project team.  Appendix 3 reproduces the presentations given by the speakers.
The following provides a brief review of the presentations given:

· Ian Douglas the chairman introduced the workshop and welcomed the delegates.  He stated that the workshop was a necessary tool in undertaking the research and thanked everyone in advance of their contribution.  However, the nature of brownfield remediation means that all those involved had the opportunity to learn in such an experienced collection of delegates.

· Stephen Garvin began by introducing SUBR:IM and the QUALREM project to the delegates.

· Bob Barnes, Environment Agency – he is a Senior Scientist at the Agency and is involved in contaminated and brownfield issues.  Bob provided an overview of the Agency’s responsibilities in this area and their science programmes involved in improving quality.  Bob stated that there was guidance out there such as CLR11.  The use of the model procedures should be a part of introducing quality into the process of land remediation.

· Douglas Dale, AXA Insurance – he is a senior insurance professional at AXA involved in dealing with the various forms of insurance that cover professionals and long term liability in brownfield work.  Douglas explained that insurers are cautious and aim to minimise their risk.  Professional Indemnity Insurance and Public Liability Insurance cover most issues, but specialist environmental insurance is also available.  Quality was important to insurers in providing confidence and seeking to reduce liability.
· Terry Dean, Director of Communication, Woodford – he explained that Woodford was a multi-component consultancy to development firm that worked across much of the UK.  He was speaking primarily on behalf of the client, but had significant experience of consultancy in this area.  Terry raised issues regarding planning and the consistency amongst regulators in particular different Agency offices.  At the same time Terry was acknowledging the role that good partnership and early communication with different parties could play.  He considered that good guidance existed, but it was interpretation of how much was needed in order to ensure a safe end use.  He provided the example of two British Standards on site investigation, it is not clear what to follow.  At times too much was asked for to satisfy planners and regulators.  The role of building regulations was questioned by Terry, who asked for more connection between foundation design and brownfield ground work requirements.
· David Brierley, Bridge Insurance Brokers, he is a regular speaker at conferences on environmental insurance.  He set out that there are two types of developers, the over-cautious and the over-confident.  This affects the insurance perception and what the developer seeks to procure.  David indicated that there were weaknesses in various areas of land remediation, the site investigation reports and the use of some process based remediation caused uncertainty.  Improving quality in the work carried out was necessary to ensure that insurers were confident in the work being carried out and that the risk of future claims is reduced.  The underwriter will need to know in some detail the site reports, correspondence with the regulator and sale and purchase information.

· Paul Lillie, Director of Shepherd Gilmour, he represented the view of the consultant with regard to brownfield remediation.  The company is a long established consultancy and has for many years been involved in contamination issues.  Paul took the delegates through the main aspects of site investigations and remediation, he set out where problems can exist and where they can be created.  Problems can often be the result of poor communication or failure to properly provide a brief to the consultant.  Paul considered that quality issues were important as a result of complexities of land assessment and remediation.  Guidance and good practice advice was available, but it needed to be used properly by suitably qualified people.  A procedural framework for Key Performance Indicators and Protocols was an essential way to improve quality.
The presentation provided by Stephen Garvin and Nigel Lawson of the project team covered the following areas:
· The project origins involved the poor quality of site investigations; the workshop had confirmed that matters had not progressed much in the past five years or more.
· The definitions of quality were given, plus the use of quality systems in organisations and projects and the relevance of these issues to brownfield remediation.
· There are a whole range of guidance documents that exist, however, it is important to know that few are holistic and there is a need for good professionals to use and apply knowledge appropriately.

· Quality can break down at any point in the land management process, early mistakes will stick with the project throughout its lifetime.

· QIs were explained as key indicators of quality in the process of remediation.  The QIs may contain a key requirement that describes what needs to be achieved.  The QI then has a guidance component, key references and expected outputs and outcomes.  To date the project team has created a draft set of QIs.  A series of site studies were undertaken in order to help inform and shape these QIs.  The QIs require further development and this is an ongoing process.

· An example of a QI on the desk study was presented.

· BRE and UoM had undertaken a survey of quality in brownfield work that reached a range of stakeholders.  The results have indicated the importance of quality, but that there are considered to be significant issues in practice and additional tools are required.
· QPs are a contractual component, they should set out what is required between the different parties.  QPs should be flexible enough to allow only those QIs that are relevant to a particular project to be used.

· Guidance will be produced that allow the QIs and QPs to be used and applied in brownfield contracts.

5 Workshop sessions
The delegates then broke up into two groups to examine the issues of QIs and QPs/guidance in some detail.  In order to lead and facilitate a discussion the delegates were provided with two different scenarios to consider.  As part of this they were given 15 issues that were associated with quality, QIs, QPs and guidance.  The delegates decided by voting on the four most important issues and then discussed them at some depth.  Finally the groups reached some conclusions on their scenario.
A brief review of each workshop is given in this section.
5.1 Workshop Group 1

Scenario:

· You are a project team involved in a brownfield site remediation

· The site is in Greater Manchester

· It is not a prime site and profit margins are tight

· You have to decide whether or not to use QIs during the site remediation and development.
The participants in this group were as follows:

	· David Knowles
	· Kate Canning
	· Douglas Dale
	· Gareth Ellis

	· David Nicholas
	· Chris Waterfield
	· Simon Talbot
	· Gus Kenyon

	· Marcus Foweather
	· Peter Cowsill
	· Martin Plant
	· Paul Lillie

	· Daniel Moore
	· Barry Smith
	· Ian Gray
	· Terry Dean

	· Nigel Lawson – Facilitator
	
	


The issues presented to the group are set out below, together with the resulting discussion.
1. Quality is not important to the finished product – there is enough guidance and this all has cost implications

Group agreed with this proposition in principle.  0 votes

2. Quality comes at a cost, but few clients are prepared to pay for it

If it is not mandatory, why will the company pay for it? Sanctions (or some form of encouragements) are needed e.g. poorly remediated sites have a lower value.  NHBC could have a role to play, or perhaps use  ‘branding’ or ‘quality marks’.  6 votes

3. There are no differences between brown and green field sites, all require QIs why differentiate brownfields

Motion that diffuse pollution from agriculture on greenfield sites met with little enthusiasm. Suggested that there is no development on greenfield sites. 0 votes

4. Quality comes from the consultant who needs to be up to date, aware of guidance and be able to apply it – if they all were then the situation is improved without QIs

1 vote
5. Development of brownfield sites is not difficult, as long as you can dig and dump the contamination then the rest is easy

Dig/dump was heavily canvassed as the most effective and quickest, and thus most desirable, form of land remediation; provided that the sustainability issue was not overlooked and that use was made of cluster soil hospitals.  Two soil hospital plants local to Greater Manchester were identified (Risley and St. Helens) but they are only considered to offer pre-treatment prior to use of the material as landfill night cover.  Much debate on not compromising sustainability but with recognition that other forms of remediation are not as viable as dig/dump. Need for good historic studies and Sis to reduce quantities subjected to dig/dump was recognised.  8 votes 

6. The current guidance documents are not sufficient, they are either out of date, too simple to be useful or too difficult to follow, we need QIs

Recognised as a real issue and group in full agreement with this notion.  7 votes.  Problems with soil guideline values (SGVs) were aired by the delegates.

7. You can have all the QIs you want, but the contractor just rips up the rules and does what they want

0 votes

8. A holistic approach is required for QIs, they should not be viewed in an isolated part of the project - including site investigation, remediation and development

Much agreement with the motion but one must recognise a potential trade-off between being holistic and keeping the guidance simple.  7 votes

9. The greatest drawback to the use of QIs is that they can never be mandatory, or can they?

Despite notion that they need to be voluntary to gain acceptance, there was also general feeling that they need to be mandatory to get rid of inconsistencies, particularly account cowboys.  However this would require some form of numeric verification because they should remain generic and not site specific.  No conclusion was drawn but lively discussion took place      5 votes.

10. QI Number One should be to ensure consistency amongst regulators in the Environment Agencies and Local Authorities

Broad agreement.  Local Authorities should accept a time scale, both for information being supplied to them and for their decision making.

11. QIs sound like a good idea, but how can you measure and monitor that they are working and targets are being achieved

Must be either numerical or measurable, perhaps as part of the verification process

12. Each QI needs a target, should these be generic or site specific

The QIs need to be generic.
13. What are the key components of a QI for brownfield land – keep it short and simple or make the project team work

The question was not well understood; quality is about method. 

14. QIs are a great idea, there are many projects that could benefit through improved performance and better communication, but you have to link them to payments!

The notion is not well understood.  Quality of staff is an issue.  No standard basis for setting fees

15. QIs should only be about technical issues, that’s what’s important! Forget the Nanny State approach to site neighbours, etc

Basic agreement with the statement.  Quality is a process, not an output.

The general comments from the discussion were as follows:

· Need confidence in the process

· Problems with reliability of data

· Clients cautious (insurance man). Need to know risk at conceptual stage.

· Problems with time delays in getting planning decisions

· Problems with small/medium plots

· Lack of clarity on SGVs (a comment was made about reverting back to ICRCL!).

· QIs must be prescriptive. Requirement is for tools rather than more guidance, or an outline on where to find the appropriate guidance.  Do not produce a check list.  

· Quality protocols should also try to address the issue of setting time schedules.

· Different people have different expectations.

5.2 Workshop Two Report

Scenario

The scenario set for this group was as follows:

· “You are all involved, from different perspectives, in persuading a client to adopt quality protocols for a brownfield project

· The site is in Greater Manchester

· It is a prime site and the investment is worthwhile, but the client is cautious

· Who are the key actors involved in the setting of the protocol

· You have to decide whether or not to use QIs and protocols during the site remediation and development”

The participants in the group was as follows:

	· Colin Curtis
	· David Brierley
	· Phil Winterburn
	· Bob Barnes

	· Nigel Cossons
	· Sally Shaw
	· Euan Hall
	· Alex Pratt

	· Michael Harbottle
	· Ian Douglas
	· Chris Buckley
	· Chris Ball

	· Martin Latham
	· 
	· 
	· 

	· Stephen Garvin - Facilitator
	
	


The set of 15 issues provided to the participants was as follows:

1. “It is better to have tools such as QIs and protocols as opposed to nothing, it has the potential to save at least 10% of costs

2. A quality protocol is a good idea, but it is an unnecessary cost

3. No consultant or contractor will sign up to a quality protocol, it gives the client too much power

4. It is all very well having quality protocols, but there is a lack of good guidance and that is the key issue

5. It is all very well having quality protocols, but there is a lack of good guidance and that is the key issue

6. If we use a quality protocol it will help us in discussions with regulators 

7. Guidance that is understood by all parties is important to the success of QIs and protocols

8. A quality protocol sounds like a good idea, but how can we make it work in practice

9. Quality protocols are not as important as getting the job done on time and to budget, should we divert our attention from the real task

10. Current contractual arrangements are sufficient and allow us to pursue parties that fail to do their jobs through the courts, a Quality Protocol might get in our way

11. Quality protocols would improve communication within the project team, and provide all the measures that investors require, and allow the work to progress on time

12. Guidance on QIs and Protocols has to be clear and concise and relevant to existing requirements in environmental and building legislation/regulation, and only focus on the technical issues not social science!

13. A quality protocol would be great for this prime site, but can they really be used on all sites without affecting margins

14. The quality of professionals is not good enough, so why worry about a Protocol

15. The client is not willing to pay enough, therefore the quality protocol will be ignored or left to junior staff to try to enforce

16. The state of the art in land reclamation has moved beyond the stage where Quality Protocols are required, brownfield is mainstream and requires no specific consideration.”

Each participant in the group was allowed to vote on the issues in order to arrive at the four most prominent and relevant issues.  The delegates indicated a strong support for quality indicators and quality protocols and therefore some of the more negative issues received no votes.  However, there were a variety of votes given relevant to issues of the protocols and the needs of guidance.

The four issues determined as most important were as follows:

	Issue
	Votes

	It is better to have tools such as QIs and protocols as opposed to nothing, it has the potential to save at least 10% of costs
	8

	It is all very well having quality protocols, but there is a lack of good guidance and that is the key issue
	5

	Quality protocols would improve communication within the project team, and provide all the measures that investors require, and allow the work to progress on time
	6

	Guidance on QIs and Protocols has to be clear and concise and relevant to existing requirements in environmental and building legislation/regulation, and only focus on the technical issues not social science!
	8


The four issues were then debated in greater depth.  

The potential to save or reduce cost in a brownfield project was discussed at length.  The issue of whether or not a 10% saving could be made was not considered important, it may be greater or lesser, but overall there was benefit for the client.  The following points were raised:

· Project through life costs are important, it may be necessary to spend more on a desk study in order to gain benefit down the line.  Clients need to be aware and prepared to invest in this type of activity.

· Protocols could be used to impact on decision making in a positive manner.

· The main issue connected with cost reduction, is in fact reducing financial risk and being able to manage that risk at all points in a project.

· Value for money is more important than the basic cost of the work.

· There is often significant investment in tendering for work, the client will not always take the best option but rather the lowest cost option.  Tighter specifications are required, but clients will cherrypick the best ideas and go back to the lowest cost tenderer.

· The cost and benefit in QIs and QPs needs to be assessed in any project.  

· There is a need to pay to educate the client.

· The industry is basically governed by subjective judgements, this leaves a lot of room for differences and anything that can be done to improve standards should be pursued.

The group then discussed the issue of communication.  It was suggested that communication itself needs to be a QI, just as much as a desk study, site investigation or other physical aspect.  Improving communication between all stakeholders at all stages was considered important.  The following specific points were raised:

· There is a need for a common language, one that can be recognised by all involved in brownfield, and prevents new terms being introduced, avoid jargon and unusual acronyms.  

· Project team meetings and reviews were essential elements of the oral communication, they should be inclusive and allow issues to be raised.

· Written communication is essential, it needs to be stored for future reference.  A quality management system should support this storage and project intranets and other multi-disciplinary team approaches can be beneficial, although they do require effort and involvement.  Loosing information or change of staff can cause difficulties and systems are required to prevent this occurring.

· Consistency of communication is important, as well as knowing how and when to communicate.

· Timeliness is important, providing enough time for others to respond to an enquiry is essential.  

· Staff and people are the most important aspect of communication, if one person leaves someone else has to pick up seamlessly; once again systems are essential.

· Communication helps to define the perspective of the work.

The next issue to be discussed was that of clear and concise guidance.  Delegates considered that there was a lot of guidance, but that it was not always applied or understood properly by users.  The following specific aspects were discussed:

· There was enough guidance around at present if people could find, learn and use it.  The need was for tools and techniques such as QIs/QPs that helped users.

· QIs/QPs should help understand what is already there and not to invent new guidance.

· Flexibility was required in brownfield work, the guidance tools and techniques need to reflect this requirement.  Often a project will change substantially as a result of a desk study, this needs to be reflected in the guidance.

· The guidance is often not prescriptive which is in keeping with current approaches in regulations and standards.  However, anyone straying from the guidelines can often find difficulty with the client or regulator.  The question was asked, can Qis/QPs help in this regard.

The fourth question to be addressed was whether or not the guidance was understood by all, or did it need to be.  There were some strong views in this area with some delegates indicating that current guidance was sufficient, but others looking for a more simplistic approach to risk assessment and management.  The following specific points were raised:

· Competition often gets in the way, investing in expertise and development costs money, the client does not want to pay.

· There is little time to keep up to date with the guidance, this means that professionals are often not well enough informed.

· Consultants need to invest in capability, allowing time for training and development of staff.

· A form of simplified guidance is required for a wide range of stakeholders, giving an overview and hierarchy of guidance.  The added value that comes with well trained staff should be made apparent to clients.

· Continue to educate everyone involved is the only way forward.

6 Conclusions and future actions
6.1 Conclusions

The workshop was considered to have been successful with considerable debate being undertaken related to quality in land remediation.  The following points are concluded:
· There was general acceptance amongst all stakeholders that QIs and QPs were required.

· The need for further guidance was questioned, instead QIs and QPs should be seen as a tool to improve quality in land remediation as opposed to another layer of guidance.

· The QIs need to be capable of being measured, monitored and assessed throughout the whole life of a project.

· Any cost saving may not be realised initially, indeed it is more correct to view cost savings with respect to reduced risk of future financial loss.  In this way QIs and QPs can help to improve the financial management of the remediation.

· There is a need for consistency in terminology and requirements, the QIs and QPs should use recognised language and be consistent with recognised guidance in this area.

· The QIs and QPs should focus on technical issues, but also take account of social and economic factors.

The current draft summary of the QIs is presented in Appendix 4.
6.2 Future actions

The following future actions will be taken:

· The project team indicated that a further workshop will be held in October 2006.  

· By that time the QIs will be fully drafted and the QPs will be developed.  

· The drafts will form the basis of the workshop discussion.  

· The delegates to the present workshop will be invited back to that in October 2006.
· Further comments in the interim should be addressed to either:

· Nigel Lawson (Nigel.lawson@man.ac.uk), or

· Stephen Garvin (garvins@bre.co.uk).

Appendix 1: Workshop Agenda
AGENDA

15 March 2006, 10:00 - 15:00

Venue: The University of Manchester 

F001, Renold Building
	Time
	Topic
	Speaker

	10.00
	Registration
	

	10.30
	Chairman


	Prof Ian Douglas, UoM

	10.35
	Introduction to SUBRIM, QUALREM and the Workshop


	Dr Stephen Garvin, BRE

	10.45
	Quality in land remediation: the regulator
	Bob Barnes, 

Environment Agency 



	11.05
	Long term risk


	Dale Douglas,

AXA Insurance



	11.20
	Quality in land remediation: the developer


	Terry Dean, 

Woodford

	11.40
	The role of environmental insurance


	David Brierley, 

Bridge Insurance Brokers Limited



	11.55
	Quality in land remediation: the consultant
	Paul Lillie, 

Shepherd Gilmour Environment Limited



	12.15
	Discussion and introduction to workshop
	

	12.30
	Lunch
	

	13.15
	QUALREM – Quality Indicators and Site Studies
	Nigel Lawson, UoM; 

Dr Stephen Garvin



	13.45
	Workshop Groups
	

	14.45
	Feedback and summing up session
	Prof Ian Douglas



	15.00
	Close
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