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1. Summary of representation and requested change 

 

1.1. This representation is submitted on behalf of the landowner of Land at Oxley 

House, Mersea Road, Abberton (c.3.5ha), promoted for a landscape-led 

scheme of up to 49 dwellings with associated green infrastructure, SuDS, 

biodiversity enhancements, equipped play area and community orchards. 

 

1.2. We request that the Council: 

1. Allocates Land at Oxley House as an alternative or additional housing 

allocation for Abberton/Langenhoe within the Regulation 19 Plan (either 

as a new policy site, or as an additional allocation alongside PP25); 

and/or 

2. Revises Policy PP25 to ensure the Plan is justified and effective by 

enabling the preferred growth option(s) for Abberton/Langenhoe to come 

forward on the most sustainable and deliverable site(s), including those 

with safe pedestrian connectivity and safe highway access, and the least 

harmful landscape/heritage outcomes. 

 

1.3. This request is made within the plan-led approach expressly recommended by 

the Council’s Development Management officers at pre-application stage, copy 

within the appendices.   

 

1.4. It is requested that with the evidence and assessment discussed within this 

representation that the Council considers Site 10233 as a natural extension to 

the settlement of Abberton and includes the site within the settlement boundary 

as relative growth for the settlement. This representation seeks to ensure that 

the Regulation 18 draft Local Plan provides a clear, proportionate and 

deliverable policy framework which is centred around the character and 

appearance of each individual settlement and what they can provide to secure 

the sustainable development outcomes the Council is seeking. 
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2. Land at Oxley House - site context and proposal  

 

2.1. The site promoted comprises approximately 3.5ha immediately adjoining the 

defined settlement boundary of Abberton, with access onto Mersea Road. The 

promoter’s proposal is for a landscape-led residential development of 

approximately 50 dwellings and associated infrastructure (open space, SuDS, 

BNG area, play provision and community orchard elements). 

 

2.2. Current Use of the site is former agricultural (former orchard) and the 

residential curtilage of Oxley House as amenity garden, as per planning 

permission with reference 091226. 

 

2.3. Boundaries: 

• East – Existing residential along Layer Road; 

• South – Residential, Abberton settlement; 

• West – Residential and Farm; 

• North – Farmland. 

 

2.4. The land sits within the transition between the village and open countryside yet 

is well screened and not visible from any public vantage point. The existing 

orchard habitat and hedgerow boundaries provide visual containment and 

opportunities for green infrastructure that will be complimentary to promoting 

healthy living. 

 

2.5. A key deliverability advantage is that a suitable access arrangement has 

already been secured and is being built out under planning permission with 

reference 222355 (5 self-build dwellings), including agreed visibility and an 

appropriate junction arrangement, which the promoted scheme would utilise / 

intensify subject to technical assessment. This newly enhanced junction 

arrangement onto Mersea Road is capable of providing access for up to 400 

dwellings as it has been designed to that level of capacity to future-proof any 

growth in this area.  
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2.6.  The layout below is a feasibility plan that demonstrates what could be 

achievable on site; the protection and enhancement of adjacent dwellings, new 

public open space to allow for a new equipped play park and nature 

opportunities and drainage solutions. 
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3. The Council’s Vision and Approach 

 

3.1. The Council’s approach highlights (i) a plan-led strategy with clear spatial 

choices and (ii) delivery of places that are healthy, inclusive, sustainable and 

well connected. Oxley House site is well placed to help deliver those objectives 

in a way that is specific to Abberton/Langenhoe. 

 

Healthy, vibrant and diverse places 

3.2. The emerging Plan emphasises creating places that support health and 

wellbeing and better everyday environments. Oxley House is being promoted 

explicitly as a landscape-led scheme incorporating generous public open 

space, nature trails, equipped play provision and community orchards, which 

directly support healthier lifestyles and access to nature.  

 

Sustainable patterns of growth and best use of infrastructure 

3.3. Oxley House adjoins the settlement edge and is promoted as a logical 

extension to Abberton. The supporting material explains that the site is served 

by footways to village services and is well served . The Council’s pre-

application response also acknowledges that there is potential for a scheme 

here, subject to further work on the identified matters (heritage / landscape / 

drainage etc.), and expressly advises the promoter to bring the site forward 

through the Reg 18 process.  

 

Welcoming, inclusive communities and good design 

3.4. The Vision’s direction on inclusive communities and good quality environments 

is capable of being met through a framework/masterplan-led outline approach 

with secured green infrastructure, strong edges, and integrated open space – 

matters the Council has already signposted as important at outline stage.  
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Well-connected places 

3.5. The Vision includes “well-connected” communities and reduced congestion 

through active travel. Oxley House is being promoted on the basis of existing 

connectivity to village facilities, the ability to prioritise walking/cycling within the 

layout, and the use of an existing access arrangement. 

 

 

4. Why the Oxley House site should be allocated 

 

4.1. In its pre-application response, the Council acknowledges the current housing 

land supply position is marginal and that it is “very likely” the supply will fall into 

deficit in the next monitoring update, such that boosting supply would attract 

significant weight as a material consideration.  

 

4.2. Against that backdrop, the Plan should allocate sites that are deliverable, 

accessible and capable of early delivery. The Oxley House site benefits from: 

• a deliverable access solution already established via permission 

222355;  

• adjacency to the settlement edge and existing services (village facilities 

and bus services along the B1025 corridor), with the Council also 

recognising this location as sustainable / not functionally isolated by 

reference to appeal findings in the locality. 

 

4.3. Policy PP25 (View Park) requires (amongst other matters) provision of safe 

and suitable access and safe pedestrian access to connect to existing 

footways and/or PRoW, plus green infrastructure connections and access to 

the countryside. 

 

4.4. In selecting a preferred allocation for Abberton/Langenhoe, the Plan should 

demonstrably prefer sites that: 

• already have (or can most realistically deliver) safe pedestrian 

connectivity to existing footways and village services; and 
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• have an access arrangement that can meet highway design standards 

with acceptable visibility and safety, without disproportionate off-site 

works. 

 

4.5. The Oxley House site performs strongly on these criteria because it sits at the 

village edge, and its access strategy is anchored by an already-consented and 

implemented junction solution. 

 

4.6. The promoter’s scheme is expressly framed as a landscape-led village-edge 

extension capable of delivering new homes alongside enhanced green 

infrastructure, SuDS and biodiversity gains. This aligns with the objective of 

delivering growth in a way that supports sustainable settlement patterns, 

healthy communities and net environmental benefits. 

 

 

5. Comparative planning merits versus the current preferred allocation at View 

Park (PP25) 

 

5.1. We understand the Council has identified a preferred allocation at View Park 

for approximately 50 dwellings. 

 

5.2. However, the policy wording itself highlights that pedestrian connectivity and 

access solutions must be secured (safe pedestrian access to existing 

footways/PRoW; safe and suitable site access to highway standards). In 

practice, where a site does not already have these characteristics, delivery can 

become more complex, slower, and more contentious at application stage. 

 

5.3. By contrast, the Oxley House site offers a more robust and deliverable route 

to: 

• safe access, leveraging an access arrangement already approved and 

being implemented; 

• walkable connectivity and public transport opportunities typical of a site 

directly adjoining the settlement edge; 
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• reduced landscape harm through containment, given the established 

vegetation structure and the scope for a landscape-led framework 

(subject to LVIA and agreed viewpoints); and,  

• potential to create new community orchard and public open spaces to 

support healthy lifestyles for new and existing residents.  

 

SLAA Stage 2 comparison: Site 10233 (Oxley House) vs Site 10618 (View Park) 

5.4. The Council’s Stage 2 SLAA scoring shows that both sites perform similarly on 

several high-level metrics, including adjacency to the settlement boundary 

(Amber), no coalescence impacts (Green), highways (Amber), utilities (Green), 

flood risk (Green) and drainage (Green), and viability (Green). On that basis, 

there is no clear “show-stopper” differentiator which would justify treating Oxley 

House as materially less suitable in principle than View Park. For ease of 

reference, please find in the appendix a comparison table of the two sites’ 

performance in the SLAA.  

 

5.5. However, the SLAA also identifies several areas where Oxley House performs 

better (or is capable of performing better) than View Park, the most vital being 

that of Agricultural Land Classification. View Park has been highlighted as 

being the most versatile land in the SLAA whereas Oxley House is Grade 3b. 

We should be seeking to protect the best areas of farmland, especially when 

there are alternative sites in the same area available. 

 

5.6. Overall the SLAA does capture Land at Oxley House well but there are specific 

appraisal conclusions within the SLAA which appear factually incorrect or 

unsupported, and which materially affect the relative performance of Site 

10233 when compared to Site 10618 (Land at View Park, Abberton Road, 

Langenhoe). 

 

5.7. The SLAA records Oxley House as having “no opportunities to enhance or 

create green infrastructure” but this conclusion is not consistent with what is 

demonstrably capable of being delivered on a site of this nature and scale, nor 
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with the promoter’s intentions for a landscape-led scheme. The proposed 

development can include, as part of its masterplanning and mitigation strategy: 

• community orchards (reflective of the site’s historic association with 

orchards / Oxley House); 

• a substantial area of public open space / parkland (capable of 

functioning as a “country park”-type greenspace at village scale); and 

• integrated blue-green infrastructure, including SuDS and water features 

(noting that land management/landscape works of this nature have 

already begun on site). 

 

5.8. Both sites are scored Red on the basis that more than 50% lies within a local 

designation such as the Coastal Protection Belt. That may be a correct 

mapping exercise, but it is not, by itself, a sound basis for preferring one site 

over another. What matters at plan-making stage is how each site contributes 

to the character and key sensitivities of the Coastal Farmland / coastal setting, 

and the degree of harm arising from development. 

 

5.9. The Oxley House land is capable of being planned as a contained, landscape-

led edge with limited effects on wider perceptual qualities where the site does 

not form part of the valued open views/expansive rural skyline that define more 

exposed locations. Conversely, View Park’s more open relationship with the 

surrounding countryside and longer-ranging views means development is 

more likely to change the experience of the landscape character area. 

 

5.10. The only “Red” that is clearly common to both sites is greenfield status, 

Oxley House outweighs on everything else.  

 

5.11. The table on the following page sets out the clear strengths and 

weaknesses of each of the two sites;  
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Oxley House – 10233  

Strengths Weaknesses 

No contribution to coalescence; Loss of greenfield land; 

No neighbouring use issues; Loss of 3b classified agricultural land; 

No known utility issues; Site is located within a Local Wildlife Site 
(LoWS),LNR or Coastal Protection belt. 

The land is owned by one land owner and 
is willing to work in partnership to bring the 
site forward in combination with others 

 

Site is not located in AONB, SSSI, SAC, 
SPA, RAMSAR or Ancient Woodlands; 

 

Opportunities to enhance or create green 
infrastructure; 

 

No potential harm to archaeological or 
heritage assets; 

 

Development would not result in the loss 
of public open space, public right of way or 
a bridleway; 

 

Site is wholly located in Flood Zone 1;  

Site is not located within a Critical 
Drainage Area;  

 

Site is vacant and ready to come forward.  

The site does not rely on another piece of 
land; 

 

Suitable access arrangement already in 
place; 

 

No known site contamination.  

View Park - 10618  

Strengths Weaknesses 

No neighbouring use issues; Site would risk increasing coalescence with 
Fingringhoe; 

No known utility issues; Access constraints but not significant 
enough to affect the deliverability; 

Site is not located in AONB, SSSI, SAC, 
SPA, RAMSAR or Ancient Woodlands; 

Loss of Grades 1, 2 and/or 3a (classified 
agricultural land; 

Possible opportunities to enhance or 
create green infrastructure; 

Loss of greenfield land; 

No potential harm to archaeological or 
heritage assets; 

Site is located within a Local Wildlife Site 
(LoWS),LNR or Coastal Protection belt; 

Development would not result in the loss 
of public open space, public right of way or 
a bridleway; 

There is possibility of site contamination, but 
it can be remediated without affecting 
development viability; 

Site is not located within a Critical 
Drainage Area;  

Unknown if land owner open to working in 
partnership and bringing the site forward in 
combination with others to enable a 
comprehensive approach to development 

Site is vacant;  

The site does not rely on another piece of 
land;  
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6. Addressing constraints 

 

6.1. The Council’s pre-application response identifies a clear list of technical 

matters that should inform any future application and masterplanning, including 

LVIA, arboricultural evidence (BS5837 survey, canopy cover), BNG baseline, 

drainage evidence, and a Heritage Impact Assessment. 

 

6.2. We agree these are necessary and, importantly, they are the sorts of matters 

that are routinely managed through: 

• an allocation policy that fixes key parameters (retained green 

infrastructure, density/edge strategy, and heritage buffers), and 

• a proportionate evidence package at application stage. 

 

6.3. That is precisely why plan-making is the right stage to allocate with clear, 

enforceable parameters, for example: 

• requiring a heritage-led framework that preserves the ability to 

appreciate The Maltings and the listed group in a peri-rural context; 

• requiring the layout to deliver a sensitive edge and avoid a perception 

of total enclosure through the retention of meaningful green 

infrastructure and an appropriate spatial strategy; and 

• requiring design, landscape and lighting strategies that protect setting 

effects beyond mere visibility (noise, activity, and character), 

consistent with the Council’s own pre-app advice.  

 

6.4. The Council’s pre-app advice is clear that existing vegetation is a major 

component of site character and that canopy cover expectations and BNG will 

need to be addressed early. Allocation can sensibly require: 

• retention of principal boundary belts and strategic internal green 

structure (where supported by BS5837 constraints mapping); and 

• a landscape-led capacity approach (i.e., “up to” quantum), so the final 

dwelling number responds to evidenced constraints and avoids over-

suburbanising the edge. 

 



 

14 | P a g e  
 

6.5.  However, it is also vital to point out now during these representations the site 

does not actually align with the Landscape Character Area of Coastal 

Farmland (E3) which is characterised as open rolling predominantly arable 

landscape which slopes gently down towards the coastal edge. 

 

6.6. The Key Characteristics as set out in the Colchester Landscape Character 

Assessment 2024 of Coastal Farmland E3 are as follows; 

• Gently rolling arable landscape that slopes gently down towards adjacent 

drained estuarine marshes to the south, south-east and east; locally 

prominent knolls are distinctive features in the north. 

• Predominantly open landscape with a large-scale field pattern defined by 

low gappy hedgerows, unvegetated drainage ditches or low berms. 

• scattered woodlands and individual mature trees punctuate the open 

farmland, with more dense woodland cover to the east around Fingringhoe 

Ranges and former gravel extraction pits. 

• Good levels of access via a network of footpaths and narrow lanes, and the 

King Charles III England Coast Path National Trail provides access to the 

edge of Salcott Channel in the south. 

• Settlement pattern of small nucleated villages in the north and scattered 

farmsteads and halls elsewhere. 

• Peldon and Abberton/Langenhoe occupy a slightly elevated location upon 

prominent knolls; Church of St Mary at Peldon is a prominent landmark 

visible from much of the surrounding landscape. 

• A largely open landscape with long range views across farmland towards 

the adjacent marshes, particularly from higher ground in the north. 

• An overriding rural character with a stronger sense of remoteness in the 

west and east away from larger settlements and the busy B1025. 
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6.7. The site does not share any of these key characteristics. The image below 

highlights the site area in red and shows how distinctly different the site is 

compared to the wider arable fields and the typical coastal farmland described 

above. 

 

6.8. The site also does not hold any of the key sensitivities and does not contribute 

to the values of the character area. These are listed as; 

• Strong sense of visual openness across much of the landscape, with long-

range views across farmland towards adjacent estuarine marshes 

particularly from higher ground. 

• Locally distinctive knolls of higher ground rising above the surrounding 

rolling farmland, occupied by the settlements of Peldon and 

Abberton/Langenhoe. 

• Visual interest provided by scattered woodland and occasional mature trees 

(within hedgerows or isolated within fields). 

• The Church of St Mary (Grade I Listed Building) at Peldon forms prominent 

landmark which is also visible from much of the surrounding landscape due 

to its location on a localised knoll. 

• Ecological value and landscape diversity is provided by Ancient Woodland 

at Copthall Grove and by the mix of habitats at Fingringhoe Wick Nature 

Discovery Park, Brickhouse Farm Pits LWS, Pete Tye Common LWS and 

Fingringhoe Ranges LWS. 

• Sense of time-depth and landscape interest provided by historic settlement 

pattern. 

• The recreational value provided by the network of PRoW, including the King 

Charles III England Coast Path, and rural lanes which connect dispersed 
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areas of settlement and provide green infrastructure connections and 

recreational access to the landscape. 

• The rural character of the landscape which provides a setting for the 

settlements of Peldon, Langenhoe/Abberton and Fingringhoe. 

 

6.9. The image below is taken from Oxley Hill and looks towards the direction of 

the site. Part of the site is visible, but this is the part of the site that would be 

utilised for BNG and possibly public open space to increase accessibility to the 

open countryside.  

 

6.10. Notably, the part of the site that is being proposed for residential 

development is completely screened by the land form and the mature 

vegetation on the boundaries which will be retained and enhanced.  

 

6.11. The image below is taken from Mersea Road on the approach towards 

Abberton with the site towards the right of the image behind the mature tree 

belt at the far end of the field. The site is not visible.  
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6.12. The Landscape Management Plan within the Colchester Landscape 

Character Assessment sets out the guidance for managing development and 

the land within the E3 character area. The proposal seeks to meet these key 

points in the plan; 

• Prevent further loss of remaining boundary hedgerows – the proposals seek 

to enhance the retained boundary hedgerows.  

• Further enhance opportunities for access and enjoyment – the proposals 

include a variety of new public open spaces. 

• Visually intrusive and incongruous development should be avoided – the 

proposals are visually contained. 

• Ensure that new development responds to historic settlement pattern and 

uses materials which are appropriate to local landscape character – the 

proposals are a natural growth of Abberton, making use of an existing 

access and shall be contained by residential development on three sides. 

• The individual identity of Peldon and Abberton/Langenhoe should be 

maintained, by resisting further development between these settlements 

along Peldon Road. – the proposals ensure that the individuality of Abberton 

remains by building within a naturally contained site directly adjacent to the 

village.  

• Encourage the integration of development into the landscape through the 

use of locally appropriate tree belts, hedgerows and woodlands to reflect 

and reinforce rural character. – the proposal is a landscape led scheme that 

seeks to fully integrate native trees and hedges. 

 

6.13. In summary, the site does not conflict with the character of the landscape 

area and would be a compatible growth opportunity for the village of Abberton. 

 

 

 

 



 

18 | P a g e  
 

7. Deliverability and next steps 

 

7.1. The promoter has already engaged in pre-application discussions and has 

received officer advice that: 

• there is potential for a scheme here (subject to the investigations 

outlined); and 

• the correct route is to make representations through Regulation 18 

rather than submit a premature application. 

 

7.2. We therefore request the policy team now undertakes a comparative 

assessment of reasonable alternatives for Abberton/Langenhoe, including the 

Oxley House site, giving full weight to: 

• deliverable access, 

• pedestrian connectivity and sustainable travel potential,  

• natural growth pattern to the village that reduces risk of coalescence 

with other villages,  

• potential for new community orchard and public open spaces to be 

delivered through a policy-led framework,  

• the ability to manage landscape and heritage effects through a policy-

led framework. 
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Appendices  

 

Copy of Pre-Application Advice – ref: 252472 
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SLAA comparison table  

Question in SLAA Land at Oxley House View Park 

Is the site within or adjacent to the 

existing settlement boundary? 

Amber – adjacent to or 

within close proximity an 

existing settlement 

boundary 

Amber – adjacent to or 

within close proximity an 

existing settlement 

boundary 

Would development of the site lead 

to coalescence between 

settlements? 

Green – no contribution 

to coalescence 

Green – no contribution 

to coalescence 

What is the main access point/s to 

the site? Is the access safe and 

suitable? Are there any highway 

constraints? 

Amber – some 

constraints identified but 

not significant enough to 

affect the site’s 

deliverability 

Amber – some 

constraints identified but 

not significant enough to 

affect the site’s 

deliverability 

Is there any evidence that it would 

not be possible to deliver the 

necessary utilities? 

Green – no known 

issues with utility 

provision 

Green – no known 

issues with utility 

provision 

Are there any issues that would 

prevent/limit the developable area 

of the site? 

Amber – some site 

specific issues which 

could be addressed 

Green – no known site 

specific issues or 

evidence has been 

provided which 

demonstrates that site 

constraints can be 

adequately addressed 

Is the site brownfield or greenfield? Red – greenfield 

(approx. 75% plus) 

Red – greenfield 

(approx. 75% plus) 

What is the agricultural land 

classification? 

Amber – Grades 3b 

(50% or more) or a mix 

of categories 

Red – Grades 1, 2 

and/or 3a (50% or more) 

Impact of neighbouring uses Green – there are no 

neighbouring use issues 

Green – there are no 

neighbouring use issues 

Is the site partially located within 

any of the following designations? 

Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty (AONB), Site of Special 

Scientific Interest (SSSI), Special 

Area of Conservation (SAC), 

Special Protection Area (SPA), 

Ancient Woodlands, RAMSAR 

Green – site is not 

located within any 

designations listed. 

Green – site is not 

located within any 

designations listed. 

Is the site located within any of the 

following local designations? Local 

Wildlife Site (LoWS), Local Nature 

Reserve (LNR), Coastal Protection 

Belt 

Red – more than 50% of 

the site is located within 

a designation. 

Red – more than 50% of 

the site is located within 

a designation. 

Could development of the site 

enhance or create green 

Red – no, there are no 

opportunities to enhance 

Amber – possibility of 

opportunities to enhance 
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infrastructure e.g Open Space, 

Park, Sport and/or recreation 

grounds, Country Park, 

Allotments? 

or create green 

infrastructure. 

or create green 

infrastructure. 

Would development of the site be 

likely to cause harm to any 

archaeological or heritage assets 

or their setting? Grade 1, Grade 2, 

Grade 2* Listed Building, 

Scheduled Ancient Monument 

(SAM), Registered Parks and 

Gardens, Conservation Areas, 

Locally Listed Heritage Asset, 

archaeological assets 

Amber – there is a 

possibility of harm arising 

from new development. 

Green – no potential 

harm. 

Would development of the site 

result in the loss of, or partial loss 

of, public open space, a Public 

Right of Way (PRoW), or a 

bridleway? 

Green – development 

would not result in the 

loss of public open 

space, public right of way 

or a bridleway. 

Green – development 

would not result in the 

loss of public open 

space, public right of 

way or a bridleway. 

What flood zone is the site located 

in? 

Green – Site is wholly 

located in Flood Zone 1 

Green – Site is wholly 

located in Flood Zone 1 

Is the site within a Critical Drainage 

Area? 

Green – site is not 

located within a Critical 

Drainage Area 

Green – site is not 

located within a Critical 

Drainage Area 

Has the site been submitted for 

development through the Call for 

Sites for the Local Plan Review? 

Green – Yes, the site 

has been submitted 

through the Call for Sites 

for the Local Plan 

Review by a site owner 

or developer.  

Green – Yes, the site 

has been submitted 

through the Call for Sites 

for the Local Plan 

Review by a site owner 

or developer.  

What is the site ownership 

situation? 

Amber – site owned by 2 

or more different parties 

Green – Single 

ownership 

Is the land owner open to working 

in partnership and bringing the site 

forward in combination with others 

to enable a comprehensive 

approach to development?  

Green – Yes, the land 

owner is willing to work 

in partnership to bring 

the site forward in 

combination with others. 

Amber – unknown 

Is the site currently in use and is it 

likely to continue to be used for the 

foreseeable future / would that use 

prevent development on the site 

from coming forward? 

Green – site is vacant or 

its current use can cease 

at short notice. 

 
 

Green – site is vacant or 

its current use can 

cease at short notice. 

 
 

Does the site have a history of 

unimplemented permissions? 

Green – No 

unimplemented 

permissions 

Green – No 

unimplemented 

permissions 

Is development of the site in line 

with existing policies requiring a 

Green – development is 

likely viable. 

Green – development is 

likely viable. 
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contribution, i.e., affordable 

housing, is development of the site 

economically viable? Are there any 

factors which could limit its viability. 

Does the development of, or 

access to, the site rely on another 

piece of land, and has that land 

been put forward for development? 

Green the site does not 

rely on another piece of 

land. 

Green the site does not 

rely on another piece of 

land. 

Is the site within a Minerals 

Safeguarding Area and/or Minerals 

and Waste Consultation Area? 

Amber – Site is within a 

Minerals Consultation 

Area and/or a Waste 

Consultation Area. 

Green – Not within a 

Minerals Safeguarding 

Area, Minerals 

Consultation Area or 

Waste Consultation 

Area 

Is the land currently protected for 

an alternative use within the 

Colchester Local Plan or a 

Neighbourhood Plan? 

Green – the site is not 

protected for any 

alternative use. 

Green – the site is not 

protected for any 

alternative use. 

Is the site contaminated or partially 

contaminated? 

Amber – there is 

possibility of 

contamination, but it can 

be remediated without 

affecting development 

viability. 

Amber – there is 

possibility of 

contamination, but it can 

be remediated without 

affecting development 

viability. 

 


