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Work Package Details 

Introduction 
This report identifies the work carried out below ground level with particular reference 
to the impact on the remediation of the site. 

 

The report contains details of the Piling Risk Assessment, the piling work and the 
below ground drainage and services required for the temporary building. 

Works location and 
related Planning 
Conditions & 
Application 

McDonald’s Restaurant South – Area CZ2A 

Olympic End Use - Pedestrian concourse 

(Olympic Park Concourse Areas, London Within Planning Delivery Zones  

2 and 4) 

Name of the works 
McDonald’s Restaurant South  

End Use – Pedestrian concourse 

 

Description of the 
works 

The construction of the temporary building for use as a restaurant during the games 
and its subsequent removal.  The main elements of work are: 

 

• Driven steel tubular piles 

• Steel cross members at the underside of the building   

• Incoming services and underground drainage 

• Temporary building fitted out as a fast food restaurant  

• Removal of the building services and piling to 2.0m below final ground level 

 

PTP Ref 0062-FPL-PRW-001 

 

Drawing 4100400-200 – Site Survey 

Drawing 4100400-2010J – Proposed Pile Layout 

Drawing 4100400-2011K – Pile Cut off Table and Details  

Drawing 4100400-2401A – Typical Section 

 

Key parties involved 
with the works 

Client - London Organising Committee of the Olympic Games (LOCOG) 

Sponsor / Showcase  - McDonald’s Restaurants Ltd 

Principal Contractor  - Barlow Group Ltd 

Previous related 
submissions 

Site Wide Remediation Method Statement (ATK-25-0-XX-ALL-RISK-XX-001) 

Harrison Group Environmental Ltd – Ground Investigation Phase 1 report CZ2A – 
Thornton Fields (non-operational) – Project ID EGL 356763a – Document reference 
REP-ENLCE02a-OLP-SP1-E-0010 REV01 

Atkins – Site Specific Remediation Strategy – Construction Zone 2a – Document 
Reference REP-ATK-CM-02a-OLP-XXX-E-0002 – April 2008 

Atkins – Site Specific Remediation Strategy Addendum to Final Report – Construction 
Zone 2a – Document Reference REP-ATK-CM-02a-OLP-XXX-E-0003 – May 2008 

Atkins – Site Specific Remediation Strategy Addendum No 2  – Construction Zone 2a 
– Document Reference REP-ATK-CM-02a-OLP-XXX-E-0007 – December 2008 

Atkins – cover letter SSRS addendum (criteria for asbestos fill material)  

Document Ref LET-ATK-TZ-ZZZ-OLP-AP1-E-0010 July 2008 

Document Ref 0241-ENW-ATK-LET-00268 February 2009 



Document Ref 0241-ENW-ATK-LET-00276 March 2009 

WSP Olympic Park CZ2a RTD Groundwater (Zone 1 and Zone 2 LNAPL) Verification 
report – Document Ref REP-ENL-CE-02a_OLP-SP1-E-0222-01 – October 2009 Final 
Report Issue 3 

Halcrow – Addendum to the Construction Zone 2a and 2b Unsaturated Zone 
Validation Report – Document Ref REP-ENL-CK-02Z-OLP-SP1-E-0320-04 

RSK Ltd - Piling Risk Assessment – Olympic Site C22a - 25095-02 - Dec 2011 

Wayleaves Not applicable 

 Validation Details 

Final surface 
 

No works were carried out beyond the building footprint. 

Building FFL 9.870m 

 

Maximum excavation depth 1.5m Excavations  

Fill Quantities 
Type 1 - 20 tonnes 
Gravel - 40 tonnes 

Use of imported fill 
Imported materials were used as shown in drawings 

4100400-2010J – Proposed Pile Layout 
4110400-2011K – Pile cut off Table and Details 

Use and distribution of 
hard cover 

Not applicable. 

Instances of unexpected 
contamination 

None found. 

Piling foundation works Approved Piling Risk Assessment – RSK Ltd Olympic - Site CZ2a 25095-02 - Dec 
2011  

Gas and vapour 
protection measures 

Ventilation of the under floor void as set out in the Piling Risk Assessment.  

Outstanding works to 
complete remediation 

Removal of the building and piles to 2m BFL post games.  Making good of surfaces. 

Concluding statement The works have been completed in line with the approved remediation documentation. 

Confirm that the works have been completed:  

Signed by: 

Print Name:  

Signature: 

Date: 01.06.12 

For and on behalf of: GLANVILLE CONSULTANTS LIMITED 

 

 



 
 
 

 
Drawings and As-built Plans 

 

General Location Plan, Sample Location Plan and As-built Drawings 

 

Drawings 
4100400-200 – Site Survey 

4100400-2010J – Proposed Pile Layout (as built) 

4100400-2011K – Pile Cut off Table and Details (as built) 

4100400-2401A – Typical Section (as built) 

 

 
References 

 
Design and Management Documents Used To Support the Remediation Works 

 
           Not applicable 
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ATK-084 Permit to Proceed 
Progress Photographs 
 
0063_ISGL_PRW_0012 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Excavated material ready for disposal off site  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 

Concrete filled entire excavation no need for backfilling 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Foundation used for BP walk in the Park structure 



 

Olympic Park Remediation Strategy 

Tool Box Talk 
 

History 

The land within the Olympic Park has had many previous uses and had been heavily 
contaminated by industrial activity. As part of the enabling works over 2 million tonnes of soil were 
excavated and cleaned. A remediation strategy was also put in place to protect workers and 
future users of the Olympic Park from any remaining ground contamination. 

Marker Layer 

A marker layer of orange fabric material was laid across most of the park to warn of contaminated 
material below. 

Human Health Layer 

A layer of at least 600mm of clean crushed limestone (Type 1) was then laid on top of the Marker 
Layer to protect people from the contaminated soil below. This is known as the Human Health 
Layer. 

Permit to Proceed (ATK-084) 

When we carry out new excavations we must be careful that we replace the Marker Layer and 
Human Health Layer to protect people in the future. 

Olympic Park has placed a Permit to Proceed (ATK-084) system in place to monitor and control 
all excavation works. An ATK-084 must be issued and approved before any excavations can 
commence. 

ISG will manage the issuing of ATK-084 permits but will need the following information at least 
one week before excavations can commence: 

• Programme dates of the works 

• Drawing showing the extent of the excavations 

• Quantities of estimated excavated material for both above and below the Marker Layer (m3) 

• Approved Method Statement for the works including how the Marker Layer and Human 
Health Layer will be reinstated. 















ATK-084 Permit to Proceed 
Progress Photographs 
 
0063_ISGL_PRW_0011 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Excavation above marker layer Excavations above marker layer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 New ducts installed above Marker Layer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Reinstated marker layer when penetrated Use of reused HHL material for backfilling 











 

Olympic Park Remediation Strategy 

Tool Box Talk 
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The Permit to Proceed Protocol:  
Protection of Remediation Works on the Olympic Park 
 

 

 

Notice 

This report was produced by Atkins Limited for the Olympic Delivery Authority for the specific purpose of the 
PTP works o n the Olympic Park.  

This report may not be used by any person other than the Olympic Delivery Authority without the Olympic 
Delivery Authority’s express permission.  In any event, Atkins accepts no liability for any costs, liabilities or 
losses arising as a result of the use of or reliance upon the contents of this report by any person other than 
the Olympic Delivery Authority. 

Document History 

ATKINS JOB NUMBER:  5051803.400 

ATKINS DOCUMENT REF:  WIZZZ/000/02/03/0293 

DOCUMENT REF:  PRO-ATK-CM-ZZZ-ZZZ-ZZZ-E-0003 

(Formerly PRO-ATK-CM-03a-STA-SP1-Z-0001)  

Revision Purpose Description Originated Checked Reviewed Authorised Date 

10 Division of Permit to Proceed 
& Soil Hospital Documents 

   01/07/09 

09 For Implementation     30/01/09 

08 For Implementation     15/08/08 

07 For Implementation     11/08/08 

06 For Implementation     11/07/08 

05 For Implementation     06/06/08 

04 For Implementation     14/02/08 

03 For Issue     07/01/08 

02 For Information      

01 For Information      
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Definitions 
CLM – The Employers Delivery Partner 

Employer – The Olympic Delivery Authority (ODA) located at 23rd Floor, 1, Churchill Place, Canary Wharf, 
London, E14 5LN, and includes transferees, successors and assignees. 

Enabling Works – The site clearance, demolition, bulk earthworks and Remediation Works carried out by 
the Enabling Works Tier 1 Contractors to prepare the Olympic Park platform for construction by Follow on 
Projects. 

Enabling Works Formation Level (EWFL) – The site surface level that is handed over to the Follow on 
Projects by the Enabling Works Tier 1 Contractors. 

Enabling Works Sub-Formation Level (EWSFL) – The level beneath the EWFL upon which the Marker 
Layer is placed. 

Enabling Works Tier 1 Contractors – The contractors appointed to a Framework Contract to undertake 
Demolition, Remediation and Enabling Works. They are BAM Nuttall Ltd (BNL) who have responsibility 
under the Enabling Works contract to provide the works to the southern area of the site (Construction Zones 
(CZ) 1, 2, 3, 4 and 8; Planning Delivery Zones (PDZ) 12, 13 and 14) and Morrison Construction Ltd (MCL) 
who have responsibility to provide the works to the northern area of the site (CZ 5, 6 and 7; PDZ 15). 

Exported Material – Materials excavated and removed from Follow on Project sites.   

Final Finished Level (FFL) – Final ground levels or constructed floor levels under a building, upon 
completion of works by Follow on Projects.  

Final Build Layer – Term referenced in Planning Conditions for the Olympic Park, meaning soil or other 
material placed to complete the remediation and, with the exception of topsoil, to be at the finished ground 
levels. 

Follow on Projects (FOP) – Any project involving contractors employed by the Employer to construct 
infrastructure and venue works on the Olympic Park following completion of Enabling Works by the Tier 1 
Contractors. 

Human Health Separation Layer (HHSL) (or Separation Layer) – Chemically and geotechnically 
acceptable fill material which satisfies Human Health and Controlled Waters Site Acceptance Criteria 
(SSAC/SSRT), which lies above the Marker Layer but beneath the final ground cover. 

Imported Material – Infill materials brought into FOP from within or from outside the Olympic Park.  All 
permanent fill materials placed within the Park must be compliant with the site specific remediation criteria as 
established in the Baseline Remediation Strategy and associated Site Specific Remedial Strategies and 
Specifications. 

Marker Layer – An orange non woven geo-textile membrane (or similar) placed directly beneath the 
Separation Layer to clearly delineate the separation layer from potentially contaminated materials below. 

Permit to Proceed (PTP) Team – The Team responsible for implementation and administration of the 
protection of remediation works by Follow on Projects.  The PTP Team are provided by Atkins and from June 
2009 will operate under CLM Project Assurance.  The management of the supply and receipt of earthworks 
materials to and from Follow on Projects will be handled by the separate Soil Hospital Team. 

Remediation Technical (RemTech) Team – The Team responsible for residual Enabling Works and 
established to offer technical advice to Follow on Projects on remediation issues. 

Sharepoint – A web-based shared workspace (https://sharepoint.demrem.com) which hosts data regarding 
chemical and geotechnical laboratory test results of materials supplied by Tier 1 Contractors. Its aim is to 
provide direct access for the FOP to data needed in the validation process of the infill material sourced from 
Tier 1 contractors. 

SMARTStart – A computer system available from BRE, which provides a Site Waste Management Plan 
(SWMP) tool to aid the construction industry in meeting legislation and as an aid to improving waste 
management (www.smartwaste.co.uk). This is designed to monitor and track all materials used and / or 
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generated within a construction site, supporting the requirements of clients and contractors under duty of 
care. 

Soil Hospital Team – Part of the former PTP Team responsible for the administration and management of 
‘Request from Contractor’ applications from Follow on Project Teams for the import and export of earthworks 
materials to and from those projects.  The Soil Hospital Team will also retain the responsibility to coordinate 
the resolution borehole conflicts where construction works conflict with borehole installations across the 
Olympic Park. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Permit to Proceed: The Protection of Remediation Works 
The Employer has established this Permit to Proceed (PTP) Protocol, which shall be adopted by all Follow 
on Project (FOP) Teams, to regulate any disruption, modification or penetration of ground surfaces and to 
protect the overall integrity of site remediation works across the Olympic Park.   

From June 2009 the PTP Team will form part of CLM Assurance.  Implementation of this PTP Protocol is 
designed to protect existing remediation works and maintain environmental protection measures.   

The PTP Team will administer this Protocol via ‘Protection of Remediation Works (ATK-084)’ applications 
that will be submitted by FOP Teams for all elements of their works that penetrate previously remediated 
ground surfaces.  ATK-084 applications shall be submitted to permit.to.proceed@london2012.com.   

1.2 Soil Hospital: Management of Olympic Park Earthworks Material 
To facilitate the supply and receipt of earthworks materials between FOP and soil treatment facilities within 
the Olympic Park, FOP Teams will submit ‘Request from Contractor (ATK-088)’ applications to the Soil 
Hospital Team.  ATK-088 applications shall be submitted to soil.hospital@demrem.com.   

The function of the Soil Hospital Team is described in the separate document:  

The Soil Hospital Protocol: Management of Olympic Park Earthworks Materials.  (Document Ref: PRO-
ATK-CM-ZZZ-ZZZ-ZZZ-E-0005) 

1.3 Soil Hospital: Resolution of Borehole Installation Conflicts 
Monitoring wells and other borehole installations are located across the Olympic Park.  Many of the 
installations must remain intact and accessible in order to verify that remediation objectives have been met 
or to allow ongoing groundwater remediation works. 

Matters relating to the management of boreholes that conflict with construction works are detailed in the Soil 
Hospital Protocol (referenced above). 

1.4 Compliance Auditing 
The PTP Team will audit FOP works to ensure they conform to authorised site remediation strategies and 
Planning Conditions.  Members of the PTP and Soil Hospital Teams shall be allowed access to FOP sites to 
inspect and audit construction works for compliance against this PTP Protocol; the Soil Hospital Protocol and 
any relevant permits issued under either protocol. 

An audit report will be issued to the FOP Team, their CLM Project Manager and CLM Assurance detailing 
performance and any key issues identified in the audit. 

1.5 Non-Conformance Reports 
Where the FOP Team fails to conduct works in accordance with this PTP Protocol, or if in the view of the 
PTP Team any works or actions pose a potential risk to the integrity of previous (or ongoing groundwater) 
remediation works, a Non-Conformance Report will be raised by the PTP Team and issued through CLM 
Assurance. 

Non-conformance reports will be issued to the FOP Team and their CLM Project Manager and will be 
reported to the CLM Executive in monthly Performance Assurance Reports. 
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2. Olympic Park Remediation Information 

2.1 Site Remediation Background 
It is the responsibility of the FOP Team to ensure they are familiar with all relevant aspects of completed or 
ongoing site remediation works and construction activities; such that they may ensure their works do not 
damage or otherwise negate any preceding site remediation works. 

A general summary of remediation works completed at the Olympic Park to date is provided below.  These 
descriptions are not exhaustive and are provided for introductory purposes only.  Exact details of completed 
or ongoing remediation works for specific parts of the site are detailed in site handover documentation and 
will be referenced on the CLM Sharepoint website (https://sp.h0twise.com) within the ‘Programme Delivery 
Management System’ (PDMS). 

Completed site remediation works have involved or included: 

• Removal and treatment of soils below the Enabling Works Formation Level (EWFL) that contained 
concentrations of contaminants above acceptance criteria defined within Site Specific Remediation 
Specifications (SSRSpec) and which presented a risk to controlled waters and/or human health 
receptors in either Olympic or Legacy land use phases of the Olympic Park. 

• Provision of a remediated ground cover system incorporating:  
- a Marker Layer (ML), in most cases placed 600-800mm below the Final Finished Level (FFL) 

and typically consisting of orange geotextile ‘Terram 1000’ on horizontal surfaces and ‘Signal’ 
geogrid type marker layer on slopes steeper than 1(V):3(H). 

- Human Health Separation Layer (HHSL) of soil or aggregate placed in a thickness of (typically) 
300mm over the Marker Layer. 

• Treatment of excavated soils to render them suitable for reuse, predominantly as General and 
Structural Fill beneath the Marker Layer. 

• Treatment of contaminated groundwater via both pump & treat systems and/or in-situ remediation 

• Groundwater interception and pathway control via construction of below ground barriers and/or 
installation of pumping systems. 

• In geotechnical terms, materials have been placed using Method Compaction or End Product 
Compaction (95% of maximum dry density) as appropriate.  California Bearing Ratio (CBR) tests 
(one test per 1,000m2) have been carried out on the Enabling Works Sub-Formation level (EWSFL) 
and EWFL to ensure a minimum CBR of 5% on Class 1 and Class 6a (granular fills) and a minimum 
CBR of 2% on Class 2 materials (cohesive fills). 

• Remediation works to address post-construction risks to controlled waters and human health.  These 
works do not, and will not, address potential risks to any FOP Team workforce arising from exposure 
to soils, groundwater, ground gases or vapours below the site.  The Olympic Park remains a 
“brownfield site”.  In accordance with legislation, the FOP Team must appropriately assess, control 
and mitigate potential risks to worker health and safety.   

2.2 Reference Documents and Information Sources 
It is the responsibility of FOP Teams to be familiar with all applicable planning conditions and relevant site 
remediation specifications prior to commencing any ground works.  These documents will be included or 
referenced within site handover documentation and on the CLM Sharepoint website (https://sp.h0twise.com) 
within the PDMS. 

The following list of generic specification and planning documents is not exhaustive and it remains the 
responsibility of FOP Teams to be aware of all documents applicable to their works.  The PTP Team may 
audit any aspect of FOP works against any applicable site remediation specifications or planning conditions 
(which relate to the protection and maintenance of site remediation works). 
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2.2.1 Remediation Design Documents 

1. (Typical) Site Specific Remediation Documents  

Site specific remediation and earthworks design documents remain applicable to FOP construction works 
and present (chemical) soil acceptance criteria and details of how remediated ground cover systems (ML 
and HHSL) must be constructed within site formation levels: 

• Site Specific Remediation Strategy (SSRS) 

• Site Specific Remediation Specification (SSRSpec) 

• Remediation Method Statement 

• Site Validation Reports (where available) 

2. Park-wide Remediation Documents 

Where site specific remediation design documents do not apply, global site remediation documents and 
specifications will normally be adopted: 

• Global Remediation Strategy 

• Global Groundwater Monitoring Strategy 

3. Amendments to Remediation Specifications 

Agreed alterations or updates to site specific remediation specifications may be introduced via submissions 
approved by the Planning Decisions Team.  Any such amendments made by prior contractors / occupiers of 
the site will be provided in supplementary handover documentation and will be referenced on the PDMS. 

2.2.2 Olympic Park Planning Permissions 

Approved planning permissions for the development of the Olympic Park can be viewed at the ODA website 
(http://www.london2012.com/planning/).  The park-wide permissions include: 

• Olympic, Paralympic and Legacy Transformation Planning Applications:  Site Preparation Planning 
Application 

• Olympic, Paralympic and Legacy Transformation Planning Applications:  Facilities and their Legacy 
Transformation Planning Application 

2.2.3 Further Standards and Guidance Documents 

The following documents include additional design requirements and obligations that FOP Teams must 
implement with respect to various site construction works: 

• The Soil Hospital Protocol: Management of Olympic Park Earthworks Materials 

• The Code of Construction Practice 

• Intrusive Investigation Method Statement 

• EA Guide to Contractors on the Olympic Park 

• Environmental Protection Requirements for Piling (REP-ATK-CG-ZZZ-ZZZ-ZZZ-Z-0001) 

• Soil Gas and Vapour Risks: A Briefing Note to Designers (REP-ATK-CM-ZZZ-OLP-ZZZ-Z-0001) 

• Environmental Permit No. EAWML80790  (South Park Waste Management License) 

• Environmental Permit No. EAWML80791  (North Park Waste Management License) 

• Construction Waste Management Plan  (CLM-D0701-Rep-CWMP-v1.6.doc) 

• Memorandum of Understanding for Waste Management Licensing Applied to the Olympic Park  
(Appended to CWMP)  

• A Guide to Material Movements: London 2012 Enabling Works (GUI-MOR-CE-ZZZ-ZZZ-XXX-E-
0015) 
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3. The Protection of Remediation Works 

3.1 Introduction 
As a minimum, FOP Teams are responsible for the following matters, against which they will be 
audited: 

• Works must comply with site remediation design specifications. 

• Works shall not invalidate any previously completed site remediation works. 

• Protection, reinstatement or installation (completion) of remediated ground cover systems as 
necessary (Marker Layer and Human Health Separation Layer). 

• Protection of ongoing groundwater remediation works and the maintenance of adequate 
access to them to allow completion. 

• Additional remediation of any unexpected contamination or contaminant hotspots (if 
necessary). 

• ‘Duty of Care’ obligations under Waste Regulations to satisfy the conditions of Waste 
Recovery Licenses for the Olympic Park. 

• Protection of boreholes and groundwater monitoring installations. 

These obligations and responsibilities are further detailed in Table 1 of Appendix A, which includes a 
cross-reference to generic remediation design, specification and guidance documents and relevant 
planning conditions. 

3.2 Implementation: Application Form ATK-084 
Follow on Projects shall submit a PTP application for the ‘Protection of Remediation Works’ (ATK-
084) for any excavation works and under any circumstances where FOP construction works will result 
in the disturbance or penetration of the EWFL, irrespective of whether or not the works are of a 
sufficient depth to penetrate the Marker Layer. 

Protection of Remediation works applications shall be submitted to the PTP Team 
(permit.to.proceed@london2012.com) a minimum of 5 working days prior to the commencement of 
such works.  Applications shall be made on an ATK-084 form, shown in the following pages.  An 
electronic version of this form shall be issued to all FOP Teams. 

The ATK-084 application should indicate the maximum plan size of any excavation.  This will not 
generally be greater than one section of trench up to 100 metres long, or an area of ground works 
with plan dimensions up to 25 metres in any one direction (exceptions to these dimensions of works 
should be agreed with the PTP Team directly and in advance).  The FOP may prepare standard 
method statements that may be referenced in the ATK-084 application to assist in the assessment 
and granting of the ATK-084 Protection of Remediation Works Permit by the PTP Team. 

The ATK-084 application procedure shall be as follows: 

1. FOP Team completes Section A of the ATK-084 proforma and submits it electronically to  
permit.to.proceed@london2012.com, with all necessary supporting documentation (as indicated 
in the ATK-084 proforma and this PTP Protocol);  

2. The PTP Team will review the application and if the planned works comply with this Protocol, will 
sign off Section B of the ATK-084 proforma and return it to the applicant; 

3. On completion of works, the FOP Team completes Section C of the ATK-084 proforma and 
returns it to the PTP Team (permit.to.proceed@london2012.com) together with necessary 
earthworks volume information, SMARTStart verification and supporting as-built information; 

4. If works have been conducted in accordance with the requirements of the PTP Protocol, the PTP 
Team will sign off Section D and return it to the FOP Team, closing the ATK-084 application;  

5. If the works have not been carried out in accordance with the requirements of the PTP Protocol, 
the FOP shall undertake additional works or provide additional information, which the PTP Team 
may reasonably require. 
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SUMMARY OF FOLLOW ON PROJECT OBLIGATIONS 
COVERED UNDER THE PERMIT TO PROCEED PROTOCOL 

APPENDIX A: 

 









 

APPENDIX B: 

 

PERMIT TO PROCEED PROCESS DIAGRAM 
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completion of works, together with as‐built drawings, details of marker layer re‐

instatement and materials records (including SmartWaste entries)

PTP Team reviews Section C of ATK‐084 form

Is there sufficient information 

to show that works have 

sufficiently protected or 

reinstated remediation 

measures/stardards?

PTP Team approves Section D closing 
the ATK‐084 form and returns to FoP.

YES NO Communication 

between PTP and 

FOP to resolve issue

ATK‐088 form not 

required
ATK‐095 form not 

required
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The report titled “LOCOG (Stage 3) Consolidated Validation Report – Planning Delivery Zone 2” has been reviewed by Hyder Consulting on behalf of the PDT to determine compliance with the Facilities and Legacy Planning 
Condition OD.036 Protection and Validation of Remediation.  The report has been reviewed against the requirements of this Condition as outlined in ‘Remediation and Follow-on Works – Follow on Contractors Interaction with 
the Olympic Delivery Authority Planning Decisions Team’ document.   
 
Table 1 - HCL Comments 
Ref. Submission Section / 

Aspect 

HCL Comment 

LOCOG Response 11/10/12 

Hyder Review 23/10/12 

LOCOG Response 11/12/12 

Hyder Review 13/12/12 

1.1 Drawings 1 and 2 Please add the redline of the site being validated, approximate if necessary. A hand-drawn mark-up will be adequate, so no new CAD work is required. 

Hand drawn sketch will be provided with approximate boundaries.  

Hyder: Please amend the final report accordingly. Assuming this is done, no further comment.  

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see revised Drawing 2 of the enclosed Final Stage 3 CVR detailing the redline boundary.  

Hyder: Drawing 2 has been updated to show redline. No further comment.  

1.2 Drawing 4 Is this plan relevant given LOCOG’s Olympic only responsibility. If this plan is considered necessary, we suggest that the Legacy plan from the Stage 2 CVR replaces the EDAW plan which may not be up to 

date.  

It provides context, but happy to remove drawing.  

Hyder: Please amend the final report accordingly. Assuming this is done, no further comment. 

LOCOG0 11/12/12: Drawing 4_SKE-EDW-UD-ZZZ-ZZZ-XXX-CA0006 has been removed and replaced by the Legacy plan from the Stage 2 CVR (0241-ENW-PWD-C-DGA-0203). 

Hyder: No further comment.  

1.3 Appendix B Is the intention that the CVR does not duplicate reports that have already been submitted to PDT? If this is case there may be little merit in the reports included in Appendix B and furthermore, these may not 

be the latest / approved versions.   

The common domain works are presented through PTPs and is in effect new information. Given the small number of reports LOCOG produced, it was considered appropriate for these to be appended to the 

respective CVR (electronically only).  

Hyder: To avoid confusion the final CVR must include the final approved versions of the individual LOCOG reports, not earlier iterations    

LOCOG 11/12/12: Appendix B revised and contains only final approved versions of LOCOG contractor documentation for PDZ2. 

Hyder: No further comment. 

1.4 Section 1.6 The process for reporting the re-instatement still needs to be agreed between PDT, LOCOG and LLDC. This aspect remains in abeyance until agreement achieved.   

As per our discussions in the Remediation Forum yesterday (11/10).  

Hyder: The report must be updated to reflect the proposals set out in LOCOG’s email to LLDC PPDT of 19
th

 October 2012, 09.28hrs.  

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see revised text of Section 4.1, to which reference is made in Section 1.6.  It is considered that as all necessary amendments are captured in Section 4.1, that no amendments to 

Section 1.6 are necessary. 

Hyder: Section 4.1 has been updated as proposed. No further comment.  

1.5 Section 2.1 Somehow the CVR needs to portray where LOCOG have completed, disturbed or added to the existing remediation profile. To do this, we suggest that Figures 6 and 7 from the CVR Stage 2 are included in 

your report and augmented by hand if necessary to show where you completed, disturbed or added to the HHSL or penetrated the marker layer. A hand-drawn mark-up will be adequate, so no new CAD 

work is required.  

This is clearly set out in Section 3 and Appendix B. Not sure why there is a need for duplication of effort and re-interpretation/ re-presentation of info is required.    

Hyder: In abeyance until we agree what is reasonable to be included in the CVR.  

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see additional Drawings 5 and 6.  However, it is important to note that whilst these show post-games validation locations, they demonstrate the locations where LOCOG made 

each pop-up utility connection and the areas within which works were undertaken to install the showcase venues.  Any supporting information regarding the post-games validation of any of these locations 

will be provided to LLDC for inclusion in the Stage 4 CVRs. 

Hyder: Drawings 5 and 6 have been provided showing location of LOCOG’s works. No further comment.  

1.6 Section 3.1 Summary of 

Works 

Please add the ODA reference to the reports discussed in this section. This aids public scrutiny.  

All referenced documents in Section 3.1 are included in Appendix B.  

Hyder: To be clear we are requested that all referenced reports included or referred to in the CVR are accompanied by the specific ODA PDT Application reference number to enable 3
rd

 party scrutiny.  

LOCOG 11/12/12: Going through all the documentation we can confirm that no ODA references have been generated for reports prepared by third party contractors.  We assume that this was because 

these reports were prepared for LOCOG and not the ODA and unfortunately LOCOG did not set up a similar documentation referencing system.  In these instances, and as they have already been 

approved, we will refer to the relevant Appendix where they are presented and, in the case of the approved showcase validation report, also reference the relevant planning application reference which has 

been made in Section 3.1.1.  An ODA reference has however been generated for the Stage 3 CVR, so public scrutiny of this report will capture the third party reports.  

Hyder: No further comment.  

1.7 Section 3.1 Summary of 

Works 

Preceding CVRs have a separate Appendix (B) summarising all the relevant RMS and Validation Report documents for each PDZ. Is Section 3.1 of your report intended as an equivalent to this? If so, does 

it summarise all the relevant LOCOG or showcase RMS and validation reports?  

Yes, this discusses the McDonald’s Sponsor Showcase Validation report and the Common Domain works completed under PTP.  

Hyder: Please check that Section 3.1 and Appendix B are consistent.  

 Appendix B1 = Sponsor Showcase; Appendix B2 = Common Domain areas, BP Walk in the Park, Utility Connections, Temporary Structures.  

 Section 3.1 = Sponsor Showcase, 3.1.2.1 = BP Walk in the Park, 3.1.2.2 = Zone 2 Utility Connections, 3.1.2.3 = Temporary structures, 3.1.2.3.1 = Temporary Tents, 3.1.2.3.2 = Site Cabins     

LOCOG 11/12/12: Checked and minor amendments made – Section 3.1 and Appendix B are now consistent with each other. 

Hyder: Amendments made to Section 3.1 as proposed. No further comment.  
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Ref. Submission Section / 

Aspect 

HCL Comment 

LOCOG Response 11/10/12 

Hyder Review 23/10/12 

LOCOG Response 11/12/12 

Hyder Review 13/12/12 

1.8 Section 3.1 Summary of 

Works 

Does this section include new information not already provided to PDT? If so, this should be made clear and explained why this is the case. Furthermore the report introduction should confirm that new 

information is provided.  

The works completed through a PTP are an internal control methodology to demonstrate works have been carried out appropriately. Such works are wrapped up in this CVR. The report will be updated 

accordingly.  

Hyder: subject to reviewing the updated text, no further comment.  

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see amended text in Section 3.1. 

Hyder: No further comment. 

1.9 Section 3.1.2.1 The first part of the paragraph indicates that the void was backfilled with concrete and lined with a new marker layer The last sentence suggests that un-bound virgin materials were used. Please clarify.  

All excavated materials were removed from Site. Will remove the final two sentences from this section.  

Hyder: subject to reviewing the updated text, no further comment. 

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see amended text in Section 3.1.2.1 with final two sentences removed. 

Hyder: No further comment. 

1.10 Section 3.1.2.2 Above marker layer materials are indicated to be virgin-sourced Type 1 materials originating from the ODA profile. Which report demonstrates that this material is virgin-sourced?  Understood from ODA – 

see Stage 2 CVR.  

We understand that given the HHSL criteria, all HHSL materials had to be “non-waste” materials as per Stage 2 CVR 

Hyder: This assumption is acknowledged, but the applicant must demonstrate (or reference the relevant documentation) that the material in question is virgin aggregate and therefore does not need specific 

validation testing.  Does the ODA’s deposition plan demonstrate that this is virgin material? 

LOCOG 11/12/12: Relevant text has been amended slightly and reference to the LPR validation report for PDZ2 made. 

Hyder: No further comment. 

1.11 Section 3.1.2.3 This section is written like a method statement – i.e. proposed mitigation – which contradicts the style of the remainder of report.  

Are the proposals listed in this section validated anywhere?  

The reason for this approach is that the assessments were carried out on the basis of a design. The design was constructed and therefore the assessments remain valid. Should there have been an 

alteration then it would have been recorded.  

Hyder: How is “The design was constructed and therefore the assessments remain valid” demonstrated? By all means the applicant may wish to discuss this further.  

LOCOG 11/12/12: As discussed and agreed at our meeting of 14/11/12 with Hyder and PPDT please see revised text of Section 3.1.2.3.  

Hyder: Section 3.1.2.3 has been amended. No further comment.  

1.12 Section 3.1.2.3.1 The first paragraph indicates that PTPs can only be closed out when tent pegs are removed. If this is the case, then have the PTP records been closed out.  

When all of the tents pegs have been removed, the PTP will be closed and formally issued to the PDT.  As this is considered reinstatement works, these will be closed out via LLDC as agreed in 

Remediation Forum (11/10/12).  

Hyder: Please update the report to reflect the above. 

 LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see revised text of Section 3.1.2.3.1. 

Hyder: Revised section 3.1.2.3.1.confirms LLDC to close PTPs. No further comment.  

1.13 Section 3.1.2.2 The residual list makes reference to McNicholas and the potential re-use of unremediated ground. Is this relevant to the works presented in Section 3.1.2.2 

No, a different section of the works.   

Hyder: Please update the report to reflect the above. 

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see updated text in Tables 3.1 and 4.1. 

Hyder: No further comment. 

1.14 Section 3.1.2.4 Is this hardcover permanent and has it been validated?  

LOCOG works are for Olympic Mode only.  

Hyder: Please update the report to reflect the above. 

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see revised text in Section 3.1.2.4.  

Hyder: No further comment. 

1.15 Tables 3.1 & 4.1 For ease of reference, we recommend that you list the residual items verbatim from the CVR Stage 2, with any new LOCOG residual items added at the end. Currently the stage 2 CVR lists 15 residual 

items.  

We have used the latest (at the time) residual list from the ODA. Again, we will use the latest when we submit the final CVR for approval.  

Hyder: Subject to review of the final document, no further comment.  

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see revised text of Tables 3.1 and 4.1 which list the residual items verbatim from the Stage 2 CVR as requested, although please note that some minor textual changes have been 

made as considered necessary. 

Hyder: No further comment. 

1.16 Section 3.8 Is the quantity of re-used material, even approximate, known?   

We can include an approximate volume based on PTPs, although the benefit appears limited given the level of works required is already provided in Appendix B?  

Hyder: Please update the report to reflect the above. 

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see revised text in Section 3.8. 

Hyder: No further comment. 



PAGE 4 OF 4 

 

Ref. Submission Section / 

Aspect 

HCL Comment 

LOCOG Response 11/10/12 

Hyder Review 23/10/12 

LOCOG Response 11/12/12 

Hyder Review 13/12/12 

1.17 Section 4.1 Your proposals for validating your re-instatement works are not accepted and shall be in abeyance until PDT and LLDC are in agreement on a way forward.  

As agreed at the Remediation Forum (11/10/12)  

Hyder: The report must be updated to reflect the proposals set out in LOCOG’s email to LLDC PPDT of 19
th

 October 2012, 09.28hrs. 

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see revised text in Section 4.1. 

Hyder: Section 4.1 updated as per agreed approach. No further comment.  

1.18 Section 4.1 Notwithstanding the above, the CVR must provide some understanding of how the re-instatement will materially affect the existing remediation profile. As such, can a simple mark-up drawing be included in 

the report indicating the location and typical details (depth of dig, type of backfill, how validated) of the re-instatement?  

The LOCOG works have not materially affected the remediation profile, as set out in our RMS, Validation Reports and PTPs. We therefore do not see the benefit in re-presenting or re-interpreting 

information that is concisely and succinctly provided in Appendix B. Reinstatement works will be closed out through PTPs or Agreed Field Records to facilitate LLDC progress noting all works will be above 

marker layer. As agreed at Remediation Forum 11/10/12. 

Hyder: At the very least a drawing showing the location of re-instatement should be provided in the CVR. LOCOG has excavated, handled, stored or replaced some ODA materials as part of the pre-Olympic 

work and re-instatement may do the same, so we have no evidence to indicate that a material change has not occurred.   

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see new Drawing 7_Plan of LOCOG & Sponsor Showcase Validation Areas. 

Hyder: Drawing 7 has been provided confirming location of validation areas. No further comment.  

1.19 Section 4.1 Any materials deposited as part of the re-instatement must be demonstrated to be suitable for use.  

All works will be in above marker layer materials. Therefore, only “Non-waste” materials are being used for the backfill of any excavations. Excavations are in discrete locations across the Park that will be 

segregated by fencing and located on hardstanding. We do not see why re-testing will be required given the tight control on materials and the small volumes involved on a predominantly hardcovered site. 

Should imported materials be required these will be virgin-sourced and a IoF submission made.  

Hyder: To be clear, our request relates to validation, not specifically testing. LOCOG may decide to validate the acceptability of virgin materials by the methods presented in the Import of Fill framework. If re-

use of ODA materials is proposed, again testing may or may not be necessary, dependent on the material type. Blindly accepting the proposal that no validation is necessary because the material in 

question is virgin quarried (not demonstrated) is not in our opinion adequate.  

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see revised text in Section 4.1 and the separate IoF submission approved by PPDT. 

Hyder: No further comment. 

1.20 Spatial coverage of reports A simple drawing showing the spatial extent of the LOCOG / Showcase validation reports should be included in the report, even if a hand-drawn mark-up.  

This drawing referred to above will be provided showing the approximate location of the area being validated.  

Hyder: subject to review of the drawing, no further comment.  

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see new Drawing 7_Plan of LOCOG & Sponsor Showcase Validation Areas. 

Hyder: Drawing 7 has been provided confirming location of validation areas. No further comment. 

1.21 Drawing 6 This is marked as “not for construction”. Can this be updated to at least be shown “for construction” or if possible, “as constructed”.   

This is the design of all pavements across the Park and I understand that the design has been implemented.  

Hyder: If the pavement is permanent then this needs to be validated much like any other hardstanding. If the pavement is temporary and to be replaced by re-instatement works, then this should be 

explained in the report.  

LOCOG 11/12/12: Please see revised drawing which is now labelled as Drawing 9. 

Hyder: Drawing 9 has been provided which confirms constructed pavement details. No further comment.  

1.22 RARAR Please confirm in the report whether or not LOCOG did any works in RARAR areas.  

We have carried out our works in the areas defined in our report. All other works have been carried out by the ODA. 

Hyder: Please demonstrate within the report whether or not LOCOG has carried out any works in the RARAR areas.  

LOCOG 11/12/12: We have looked at the drawings provided in the latest Retained Areas Risk Assessment Addendum report for PDZ2 and can confirm that no LOCOG works were undertaken within any of 

the RARAR areas in PDZ2. Please also see additional text in Section 2.2. 

Hyder: Section 2.2 has been updated to explain that no works were carried out in RARAR areas. No further comment.  

 




