the remediation report based on the site investigtion will comprise a
cut on the whole site,then a 450mm layer of subsaoil

topped with 150mm topsoil.
' CONDITION 11

Al good practice principlesas stated in Table21 will be adhered to

Trusting this meets with you approval

les foey

Regards, Janine

Janine Renshaw-Livesey

Planning Officer

Development Management North

Planning Building Control and Licensing - Growth and Neighbourhoods
Directorate

Manchester City Council

Tel: 0161 234 4555
Email:i.renshaw-livesey@manchester.gov.uk
www.manchester.gov.uk

Location address: Manchester City Council Town Hall Extension Lloyd Street
Manchester M2 5DB.

Postal Address: Manchester City Council P.O. Box 532 Town Hall Manchester
M60 2LA
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12 February 2020 s
Our Ref: 11392-L02 (00} Tolephona: +44 {0)161 236 2757

www.rskgroup.com
Mr David Garrity
Splash Developments Limited
222 Oldham Road
Failsworth
Manchester
M35 OHH

[Issued by e-mail only]

For the attention of David Garrity

Dear David,

RE: REMEDIATION STRATEGY LETTER REPORT
FOR THE DEVELOPMENT SITE AT DAISY BANK MILL, TERENCE STREET, NEWTON HEATH

Please find attached a remediation strategy for the Splash Developments Ltd development site at the
former Daisy Bank Mill site, Terence Street, Newton Heath, Manchester, The document seeks to provide
the information required as part of the final part of Condition 10{a) of the extant planning permission for the
site (Ref: 112059/FO/2016).

If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Yours sincerely

On behalf of RSK

Katie Foster SiLC Karl Hall

Principal Geo-envirenmental Consultant Senior Geo-environmental Consultant
{Author) (Technical Reviewer)

Enc.

Appendix A - RSK Service Constraints
Appendix B - Figures
Appendix C - Generic Assessment Criteria for Human Health
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REMEDIATION STRATEGY,
DAISY BANK MILL, TERENCE STREET, NEWTON HEATH

1. INTRODUCTION

RSK Environment Limited (RSK) was commissioned by Splash Developments Limited {referred to herein
as the Client) to prepare a remediation strategy (RS) document for the proposed development at the former
Daisy Bank Mill site, Terence Street, Newton Heath, Manchester.

This report is subject to the RSK service canstraints given in Appendix A and limitations that may be
described through this document.

The site is subject to conditioned planning approval (Ref: 112059/F0/2016). The RS {this document) must
be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority, which is Manchester City Council
(MCC).

1.1 Limitations

This remediation strategy is limited to consideration of the Human Health risks and does not consider the
risks to Controlled Waters, the report may therefore require a revision iffwhen the position of the
Environrment Agency is confirmed.

The management of potential asbestos risks during construction is outside the scope of this remediation
strategy and should be managed under the provisions of an asbestos management plan {if required).

2. BACKGROUND

The site is situated directly to the south of Terence Street in Newton Heath, M40 1QS, grid reference
388662, 400146. A site location plan is attached as Figure 1 in Appendix B. The site covers an area of
approximately 0.3 hectares and is currently a disused parcel of land covered in shrubs and demolition
material,

The site is being considered for redevelopment with residential end use. The redevelopment will comprise
construction of eighteen {18No.) new houses (five semi-detached and two blocks of four houses) with
associated car parking areas with some soft landscaping off the new road and private garden areas to the
rear of the houses. The planned layout of the site is attached as Figure 2 in Appendix B, which has been
reproduced from a client supplied drawing (ref ‘Proposed New Houses on Daisy Bank Mill Site, Terence
Street)), dated April "18, produced by Les Foey Building Design Consultants.

Condition 10 of the extant planning permission for the site requires the following to be completed and
approved by Manchester City Council prior to the development commencing.

¢ (a) Before the development hereby approved commences, a report (the Preliminary Risk
Assessment) to identify and evaluate all potential sources and impacts of any ground contamination,
groundwater contamination and/or ground gas relevant to the site shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the City Council as local planning authority.
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¢ Inthe event of the Preliminary Risk Assessment identifying risks which in the written opinion of the
Local Planning Authority require further investigation, the development shall not commence until a
scheme for the investigation of the site and the identification of remediation measures {the Site
Investigation Proposal) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the City Council as local
planning authority,

+ The measures for investigating the site identified in the Site Investigation Proposal shall be carried
out, before the development commences and a report prepared outlining what measures, if any, are
required o remediate the land (the Site Investigation Report and/or Remediation Strategy) which
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Cily Council as local planning authority,

When the development commences:

¢ (b) the development shall be carried out in accordance with the previously agreed Remediation
Strategy and a Completion/Verification Report shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
City Councit as local planning authority.

Worms Eye Limited Preliminary risk assessment report (report reference Terence Street/M40 1QD/2018,
dated 23 November 2018}

A preliminary risk assessment {PRA) was completed for the site by was completed by Worms Eye Limited
(dated 23 November 2018). The PRA identified several potentially complete contaminant linkages
requiring further investigation and assessment. This report forms the basis of the information required as
part of the first part of Condition 10(a).

RBSK Site investigation interpretive letter report (reference 11392-L01 (00), dated 11 July 2019}

RSK was appointed by the client to undertake an initial phase of intrusive investigation and assessment at
the site in July 2019. The main purpose of this investigation was to collect information on the ground
conditions and chemical quality of the soils underlying the site so a generic quantitative risk assessment
{GQRA) specific {o human health risks could be undertaken thus identifying if further agsessment and/ or
potential remediation as required.

As part of this investigation four drive-in sampler boreholes (designated WS01 to WS04) were advanced
to a maximum depth of 5m bgl at locations determined by the Client. RSK's remit for the investigation was
to attend the location of each borehole on completion of the drilling 1o record soil descriptions in general
accordance with BS5930 (2015) and collect samples for subsequent chemical testing scheduled by RSK.
The findings of the investigation are summarised below.

¢+ Theinvestigation identified made ground to depths of between 1.00 m and 3.50 m. The made ground
generally comprised gravel including brick, concrete, coal, slag and sandstone to depths of up to
2.15 m. A reworked clay was encountered in WS02 between 1,65 m to 3.50 m bgl. Underlying the
made ground was Till comprising varying proportions of clay, silt, sand and gravel to the maximum
depth of investigation of 5.00 m.

+ Generally, all contaminants were found to be below the respective RSK Human Health GAC for a
residential with home grown produce end-use with the exception except of lead in a sample of made
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ground collected from WS02 {0.5-0.6m) located in the Northern part of the site. In this sample a lead
concentration of 263mg/kg in excess of the GAC threshold of 200mg/kg was recorded.
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» asbestos in soil in the form of loose chrysotile fibres was detected in the Made Ground sample from
WS03 at 0.7-0.8m bgl. Subsequent asbestos quantification recorded the asbestos percentage
composition in the sample <0.001%, below the laboratory’s detection limit. Laboratory testing did
not identify ACM or asbestos fibres in three other samples of made ground collected and tested
from across the reminder of the site,

*» The results indicate that a potentially complete contaminant linkage may exist associaled with
phytotoxic effects due lo a copper concentration of 306mg/kg in the sample WS02 at 0.50-0.60m
exceeding the assessment criterion of 200mg/kg.

s Assessment of soil chemical data against UKWIR thresholds indicated that polyethylene pipe
materials may not be suitable for use at the site if installed within made ground. Therefore,
alternative water supply pipe materials should be considered {(e.g. PVC pipes) unless an appropriate
level of remedial mitigation is implemented to reduce potential risks o acceptable levels.

¢ Ground gas monitoring and associated quantitative risk assessment was not underlaken as a review
of the potential off-site ground gas sources were not considered significant and the made ground
found on site had no evidence of organic materials or petentially degradable material, which is likely
to present a higher risk of ground gas generation. Therefore, it is considered that the made ground
present on site is likely to pose a low risk for ground gas generation potential and the Client has
confirmed that properties constructed at the site will, as a minimum, include gas protection measures
for an Amber 1 ground gas regime in accordance with the NHBC Traffic Light System.

» The report concluded that further investigation and/ or remedialion is/ are required to further assess
and/ or mitigate risks associated with identified potentially complete contaminant linkages in order
lo protect receptors

In respect of the RSK report conclusions, the following sections in this RS have been prepared to provide
the information required to support discharge of the final part of Condition 10(a) of the planning permission.
The objective of this RS document is to clearly set out the present site condition and state the objectives
of the remediation work to be carried out, to remove potentially complete contaminant linkages that remain
on site.

3. SUMMARY OF CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND RISK ASSESSMENT

This section summarises the conceptual site model ({CSM) as developed and refined during the preceding
stages of investigation undertaken by Worms Eye and RSK. The CSM is a key tool to enable linkages
between contaminant sources, pathways, and receptors to be assessed in accordance with the CLR11
procedures. Where exploratory hole locations from the preceding phases of work undertaken by RSK are
referenced, their locations on site are presented on Figure 3 provided in Appendix 8.

3.1  Geology

Surface construction
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The site is generally unsurfaced and covered with rough gravel and demolition rubble. There are some
areas of grass and vegetation around the perimeter areas of the site.

Made ground

Made Ground was encountered in every hole to depths of between 1.0m and 3.5m. Made ground
composition was variable, generally comprising gravelly sand or sandy gravel with gravel of brick, concrete,
coal, slag and sandstone with cobbles of sandstone and brick in places. Some sandy gravelly clayey
portions were also present in WS01 and WS02,

Soils interpreted to be reworked natural clay were encountered in WS02 and WS04. This generally
comprised firm or stiff, reddish brown or orange mottled light grey gravelly clay, sometimes with gravel of
coal and sandstone.

Natural geology - Till

Till was underlying the Made Ground in every hole, the top of which was between 1.0m and 3.5m bgl and
the full depth of which was not proven in any hole. The Till consisted of lenses of varying proportions of
clay, silt, sand and gravel. WS01 was predominantly gravelly sand, WS02 was gravelly sand and gravelly
sandy clay, in WS03 there was a layer of organic silty soil with an organic odour overlying gravelly clay.
WS04 was allernating horizons of gravelly clays and sands.

Solid Geology

Bedrock was not encountered during the investigation works.
3.2 Groundwater

Groundwater seepages were in WS01 at 2.0m and 3.0m bgl and groundwater was struck in WS04 at 3.0m
bgl. No groundwater was within WS02 or WS03 in the eastern side of the site. Groundwater occurrences
were all within the granular portions of the Till. And are considered to be perched water volumes, not
representative of the natural groundwater table.

3.3 Contamination observations

Visual evidence of potential contamination was observed in WS01 in the north west of the site as asphalt
gravel within the Made Ground between ground level and 0.6m bgl. Ash and gravel of coke and slag were
present in WS02 at 0.40m to 1.00m bgl and slag only between 1.10m and 1.65m bgl. This made ground in
the north east of the site is thought to be associated with the former chimney.,

Organic, soft to firm, grey, predominantly silty and clayey soils with an organic odour were encountered in
the Till in WS03 in the south east of the site between 1.0m and 1.6m bgl.

Gravel of coke was present within the made ground in WS04 in the south west of the site from ground level
ta 1.0m bgl.



e

RSK

No other visual or olfactory evidence of contamination was noted during the fieldwork though asbestos
fibres were detected during laboratory analysis of the sample from WS03 at 0.7-0.8m bgl.

Following the laboratory testing all contaminants were found to be below their respective generic
assessment criteria (GAC), except for lead in WS02, with a concentration of 263mg/kg, exceeding the
threshold of 200mg/kg, which may be associated with the presence of the ash and gravel of coke and slag
which were noted in this area.

3.4 Relevant contaminant linkages

Following completion of the generic quantilative risk assessment and further assessment delailed in the
previous Worms Eye and RSK reports, the following relevant contaminant linkages were identified by RSK
as being potentially complete and requiring further assessment and/ or remedial action:

Linkage 1: risk to human health from direct contact (including fibre inhalation) with contaminated
made ground (including lead and asbestos)

Linkage 2: phytotoxic risk to proposed vegetation growing within contaminated made ground
Linkage 3. risk of impact from organic contaminants on potable water supply pipes

Linkage 4. Possible risk to future sile users from ground gas accumulation



4. REMEDIAL AND DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES

41 Remedial objectives

The objective of the remedial works is to address the relevant contaminant linkages identified in Section
3.4, to render the site suitable for the proposed end use. The following remedial objectives are taken into
account in formulaling this strategy:

+ compliance with regulatory environmental proteclion reguirements;

s reduce to acceptable levels the potential risks that are associated with contaminants by either
removing the source from the site or breaking the pathway that links the source to the receptor; and

+ limit the removal of saoil from site {for disposal) only to that necessary to achieve required
development levels — Government policy is to encourage sustainable methods of remediation

4.2 Development objectives
The following development objectives have been taken into account in formulating this strategy:

+ economy of development by maximising use of development form {e.g. hard surfacing, building
construction) in arriving at a remedial solution;

+  minimise delay to development programme; and

+ minimise long-term maintenance requirements.
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5. REMEDIATION STRATEGY

The general principles underpinning the proposed remediation are presented in the following section
according to the contaminant linkage which is to be addressed. It is important to note that owing to the
limited data set that is available, certain of the remedial actions assume any made ground present at the
site is unsuitable to remain within 0.60m of soft cover finish level in garden areas. This is considered a
conservative approach to mitigating potential risks posed to the identified receptors post-development. It is
recognised that the requirement for remedial action may be reduced (or even removed) in specific areas
of the site subject to further investigation and assessment being carried out and this robustly demonstrating
risks to be at acceptable levels. Any amendment to the remedial actions proposed below will require prior
agreement with the local planning authority and may possibly necessitate a revision to this remediation
strategy.

5.1 Contaminant linkage 1 — risk to human health from direct contact (including fibre inhalation)
with contaminated soils {inciuding lead and ashestos)

It is recommended that any made ground that is present within 600mm of soft cover finish level in areas of
the site where private garden areas will be post-development is removed to allow ‘clean’ cover soil to be
placed. Where natural soils are present within 600mm of garden finish level, this material may remain in
situ subject to verification of the material’s suitability via chemical testing and assessment.

Contaminated materials, if being stockpiled on site, should be contained to prevent cross contamination of
previously ‘clean' soils. This should involve placement of plastic sheeting beneath the stockpile or
stockpiling the material over an area of hardstanding.

An environmental specialist should be present during the work to provide verification of the remedial action
for inclusion in the remedial verification report.

5.2 Contaminant linkage 2 - phytotoxic

The remedial strategy described for linkage 1 above would be considered an appropriate measure to also
address the potential linkage for the phytotoxic effect on plants within garden areas. This would be done
threugh the importation of a clean and suitable growing medium as the topsaoil.

5.3 Contaminant linkage 3 — water supply pipes

It is noted the presence of hydrocarbon concentrations in shallow made ground underlying the site may
require selection of specialist pipe materials to protect the potable water supply connected to future
buildings. Therefore, a United Utilities risk assessment for water supply pipes requires completion 1o assist
selection of suitably protective pipe materials for the potable waler supply for the development.

5.4 Contaminant linkage 4 — gas

Whilst the gas regime for the site hasn't been completed quantitatively, given the general absence of
potential sources of ground gas and the absence of any putrescible material within the made ground, there
is likely to be a very low potential of ground gas. However, in the absence of quantitative evidence {ground



gas monitoring), to qualify this, as a ‘worse-case' approach, a ground gas regime of ‘Amber 1' should be
assumed for the site, which provides low level gas protection for the properties.

It is understood that it is already the developer’s proposals to install ground gas protective measures which
would be suitable for an *Amber 1' scenario in all properties. This requires the incorporation of a membrane
and ventilated sub-floor void to create a permeability contrast to prevent ingress of gas into buildings. Gas
protection measures should be as prescribed in BRE Report 414. Venlilation of the sub-floor void should
facilitate a minimum of one complete volume change per 24 hours.

Alternatively, it may be possible to ‘de-categorise’ the assumed ground gas regime, with some ground gas
monitoring and further quantitative site assessment. However, as the developer is proposing to instali gas
protection measures to ‘Amber 1’ levels for the development, a ground gas risk assessment was not
considered to be required at this stage. However, it will be prudent to ensure the installation of the gas
protection measures has been carried out to an appropriate standard and verified, as per the details in
section 6.2 below.

5.5 Non-remedial general excavation/soft strip

There are several excavation activities that may be necessary on site due to design reasons, rather than
for remediation purposes. During these works, should any suspected contamination be encountered, the
contractors should contact the environmental specialist in the first instance. Such activilies may include:

¢ excavations to allow removal of, or to reduce the level of, old foundations and other hard sub-surface
structures such that they do not interfere with foundations to the proposed development

s excavations for foundations
+ excavations to remove shallow drainage, and redundant services, if required.

These additional excavations may also provide an opportunity to observe ground conditions and, if
necessary, obtain samples for chemical analyses if there is any cause for concern. These excavation works
are not a required part of the remedial sirategy as they are related to construction activities. However, they
are noted here since they may potentially reveal ground that has previously not been observed.

5.6 Re-use of materials

The development is likely to produce an excess of soil during earthworks associated reduced level digs,
excavations for foundations and utilities, etc. If re-use of site-won materials is proposed, then such
operations shall be subject to the provisions of a materials management plan (MMP) and/ or within the
limits and conditions of an appropriate waste exemption far a low-risk waste operation that is exempt from
needing an environmental permit.

5.7 Waste disposal

Disposal of materials to off-site waste receiving/treatment facilities may also be covered under the site
waste management plan. Excess scils or soils unsuitable to remain on site are likely to be generated during
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the development. Where this occurs, chemical test data will be used to inform waste classification of the
material. Additional soil samples may be required to determine the nature of the soil in relation to waste
disposal. Additional analysis may include the delermination of waste acceptance criteria (WAC) results.
Appropriate disposal facilities will be contacted to confirm the adequacy of data already available and
additional data will be collected where this is necessary. It is possible that disposal may be granted based
on the information that is already available.

Waste soils will be taken to an appropriately licensed treatment or disposal facility and transporied by an
appropriately licensed carrier. Duty of Care information to demonstrate this will be collected and maintained
on site for inspection.

Disposal of general waste may be managed under a site wasle management plan the development of
which is outside the scope of this report,
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6. REQUIREMENTS FOR REMEDIATION VERIFICATION
6.1 Cover soils
6.1.1 Site records

A record of all sail imports and exporis to site for the purpose of installing a suitable cover will be
maintained and this will include:

. invoices and vehicle tickets - the origin of the soil can be traced to the specific donor site
. chemical test data — all data obtained from the donor site or from site initialed chemical testing
. storage — the location of temporary slorage or quarantine areas will be identified, and plans /

photographs will be kept showing where the stockpiles were; and

. varification reports — reports that are generated following visits for the purpose of verification will
be retained on site.

Site records will be maintained so that sufficient data are available for the purpose of compiling a
robust verification report. In addition, where further testing and assessment of asbestos in soil for in
situ sails / site-derived soils is undertaken, details of this will be retained (along with any mitigation
measures implemented) for inclusion in the site health and safety file.

Chemical test data and visual confirmation of suitability will be recorded prior to confirming the
imported soils as being suitable. Verification records relating to cover soils will be collated in a
veritication report an completion of all site works.

6.1.2 Chemical testing frequency

The type and frequency of confirmatory sail labaratory analysis will be in accordance with that in
Table 1. Where appropriate chemical test data is not available, additional sampling will be undertaken
once the malerial is received at site.

Imported soil material will either be quarantined in a temporary storage area where its use will await
confirmation of chemical lest data or it will be placed directly into the final place of use. Soils may
need to be removed from site if the chemical test data shows it is not suitable. Any imported soils will
be clearly labelled as awaiting clearance until suitable data confirms its acceptance.

Material arriving at the site will be visually assessed for suitability before it is either placed in
guarantine or directly in the final location,



{2

Table 1: Sampling and Testing Requirements

Number of samples Testing schedute

Site derived soils

MNatural soil If material is to remain in situ within | As, Cd, Cr, CrVI, Cu, Hg, Ni, Pb, Se, Zn, PAH
600mm of soft cover finish level, {16 USEPA speciation)
then 1 sample per 4 gardens

Imported cover soil

Greenfield Minimum 3 samples, or 1 per 250m® | As, Cd, Cr, CrVI, Cu, Hg, Ni, Pb, Se, Zn, PAH

soils {whichever is the greater) (16 USEPA speciation),

Brownfield / Minimum 3 samples or 1 per 100m® | As, Cd, Cr, CrVI, Cu, Hg, Ni, Pb, Se, Zn, PAH
screened {whichever is the greater) (16 USEPA speciation), TPH (CWG banded),
soils asbestos in soil and any additional analysis

depending on the history of the donor site

6.1.3 Chemical validation criteria

Imported and/or site-derived soils destined for use as part of a simple soil cover system will be
scheduled for chemical testing in accordance with the determinants listed in Table 1, and their
suitability assessed by comparison of the chemical data with RSK’s generic assessment criteria
(GAC) for human health (residential with home grown produce). A copy of the GAC are presented
as Appendix C.

6.1.4 Physical validation of cover soil thickness

In addition to assessing the chemical suitability of the imported material, measurements of the placed
subsoil and topsoil thickness will also be confirmed by a third-party, In the areas of soft landscaping
and gardens which overly made ground a simple soil cover is to be built up with growth supporting
imported subsoil (or suitable excavated material) and topsoil materials as indicated below:

» (Garden areas shall comprise at least 600mm total thickness of chemically certified ‘clean’ cover soil
including a minimum of 150mm topsoil. The physical thickness of cover solls will be assessed at a
frequency of 1 per plot

» Landscape area shall comprise at least 300mm latal thickness of chemically certified ‘clean’ cover
soil including a minimum of 150mm topsoil. The physical thickness of cover soils will be assessed
at a frequency of 1 per area.

Soil descriptions for subsoil and topsail, relevant measurements recorded; photographic evidence
will be obtained. A drawing showing the layout of the buildings’ footprints, the hard-surfaced areas
and the soft landscaping areas, together with the locations where the soils in the landscaped areas
have been removed and replaced by imported material will be documented in the verification report.



6.2 Gas protection measures

The detailed design of the gas protection measures should be included within the gas verification process.
In accordance with BS8485, the verification report should include:

+ a description of any measures installed — this could be presented in textual form, as photographic
records or by as-buill construction drawings (any variations 1o the pre-construction design should
be fully detailed, and justification(s) presented);

+ details of who installed the measures;
¢ details of who inspected or verified the installation/s and a description of how this took place,
together with any constraints {i.e. areas that could not be inspected or tested) or other issues of

uncertainty;

s verification test results, outcome of inspections and compliance data should be provided, either
within the main text or as an Annex to the report; and

s any defects identified, together with corrective actions and subsequent verification checks.
Where appropriate, the report content should also include:

s copies of regulatory correspondence/sign off,

e  manufacturers' specifications, warranties and/or guarantees;

» persennel details (such as relevant qualifications); and

*  maintenance requirements and/or limitations of the system.

In all circumstances, the report should provide a concluding comment about the suitability (or otherwise) of
installed gas measures and include the name of the author, company details and date of issue.

7. CONSTRAINTS AND CONTINGENCY FOR ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENT
7.1 Potential constraints

The availability of suitable storage areas on site 1o quarantine soils that are awaiting confirmation testing
may be insufficient or unavailable, depending on the nature of the work being undertaken. If storage is
unavailable, it may be necessary to place the cover system soils directly into place as they are received
and schedule chemical testing from samples taken in-situ. In the event that the chemical test data shows
an exceedance of the assessment criteria, there is a risk this soil would need to be excavated and removed
from site or used in ancther location where it will be suitable.



7.2  Unanticipated contamination

As is the case with the redevelopment of any Brownfield site, it is possible that contamination that has not
already been identified by site investigation could be encountered during development works. A watching
brief will be maintained by site staff, looking for any visual and olfactory evidence of contamination during
the development works, to ensure that any unexpected areas of contamination are identified and assessed.

In the event that unexpected horizens of contaminated seils are identified during excavation works, the
contractor will inform the site manager and/or contact the environmental consuitant immediately. Work will
be postponed in the area of discovery with the work area cordoned off. The soils will be inspected, sampled
and or analysed to assess the potential risks. The environmental consultant will document any findings.

7.3 Waste disposal

Disposal of general waste will be managed under a site waste management plan the development of which
is outside the scope of this report.

The off-site disposal of soils (including made ground} to an off-site facility will also be covered under the
waste management plan, which will require sufficient chemical and physical testing to be undertaken to
allow correct waste classification / characterisation to be completed.
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APPENDIX A
SERVICE CONSTRAINTS

1. This report and the site investigation carried out in connection with the report (together the "Services") were
compiled and carried out by RSK Environment Limited {RSK} for Splash Developments Limited (the "Client")
in accordance with the terms of a contract [RSK Environment Standard Terms and Conditions] between
RSK and the Client, via email dated 29 January 2020. The Services were performed by RSK with the
reasonable skill and care ordinarily exercised by an environmental consultant at the time the Services were
performed. Further, and in particular, the Services were performed by RSK taking into account the limits of
the scope of works required by the client, the time scale involved and the resources, including financial and
manpower resources, agreed between RSK and the Client.

2. Other than that, expressly contained in paragraph 1 above, RSK provides no other representation or
warranly whether express or implied, in relation to the Services.

3. Unless otherwise agreed in writing, the Services were performed by RSK exclusively for the purposes of the
Client. RSK is not aware of any interest of or refiance by any party other than the Client in or on the Services.
Unless expressly provided in writing, RSK does not authorise, consent or condone any party other than the
client relying upon the Services. Should this report or any part of this report, or otherwise details of the
Services or any part of the Services be made known to any such party, and such party relies thereon that
party does so wholly at its own and sole risk and RSK disclaims any fiability to such parties. Any such party
would be well advised to seek independent advice from a competent environmental consultant
andior lawyer,

4 Itis RSK's understanding that this report is to be used for the purpose described in the introduction to the
report. Thal purpose was a significant factor in determining the scope and level of the Services. Should the
purpose for which the report is used, or the proposed use of the site change, this report may no longer be
valid and any further use of or reliance upon the report in those circumstances by the client without RSK 's
review and advice shall be at the client’s sole and own risk. Should RSK be requested to review the report
after the date of this report, RSK shall be entitled to additional payment at the then existing rates or such
other terms as agreed between RSK and the client.

5. The passage of time may result in changes in site conditions, regulatary or other legal provisions, technalogy
or economic conditions which could render the report inaccurale or unreliable. The information and
conclusions contained in this report shouid not be relied upon in the future without the written advice of RSK.
In the absence of such written advice of BSK, reliance on the report in the future shall be at the Client's own
and sole risk. Should RSK be requested to review the report in the fulure, RSK shall be entitled to additional
payment at the then existing rate or such other lerms as may be agreed between RSK and the client.

6. The observations and conclusions described in this report are based solely upon the Services which were
provided pursuant to the agreement between the Client and RSK. RSK has ot performed any observations,
investigations, studies or testing not specifically set out or required by the contract between the client and
RSK. RSK is not liable for the existence of any condition, the discovery of which would require performance
of services not otherwise contained in the Services. For the avoidance of doubt, unless otherwise expressly
referred to in the introduction to this report, RSK did not seek to evaluate the presence on or off the site of
asbeslos, invasive plants, electromagnetic fields, lead paint, heavy metals, radon gas or other radioactive
or hazardous materials, unless specifically identified in the Services.

7. The Services are based upon RSK's observations of existing physicai conditions at the Site gained from a
visual inspection of the site together with RSK's interpretation of information, including documentation,
obtained from third parties and from the Client on the history and usage of the site, unless specifically
identified in the Services or accreditation system {such as UKAS ISO 17020:2012 clause 7.1 .8):

a. The Services were based on information and/or analysis provided by independent testing and
information services or laboralories upon which RSK was reasonably entitled to rely.



b. The Services were limited by the accuracy of the information, including documentation, reviewed
by RSK and the observations possible at the time of the visual inspectlion.

¢. The Services did not atiempt to independently verify the accuracy or compleleness of
infarmation, documentation or materials received from the client or third parties, including
laborataries and information services, during the performance of the Services.

RSK is not liable for any inaccurate information or conclusions, the discovery of which inaccuracies required
the doing of any act including the gathering of any information which was not reasonably available to RSK
and including the doing of any independent investigation of the information provided to RSK save as
otherwise provided in the terms of the contract between the Client and RSK.

The intrusive environmental site investigation aspects of the Services are a limited sampling of the site at
pre-determined locations based on the known historic / operational configuration of the site. The conclusions
given in this report are based on information gathered at the specific test locations and can only be
extrapolated to an undefined limited area around those locations. The extent of the limited area depends on
the properties of the materials adjacent and local conditions, together with the position of any current
structures and underground utilities and facilities, and natural and other activities on site. In addition,
chemical analysis was catried out for a limited number of parameters (as stipulated in the scope between
the client and RSK, based on an understanding of the available operational and historical information) and
it should not be inferred that other chemical species are not presenit.

Any site drawing(s) provided in this report is (are) not meant to be an accurate base plan but is {(are} used
lo present the general relative locations of features on, and surrounding, the site. Features {intrusive and
sample locations ete) annotated on site plans are not drawn to scale but are centred over the approximate
location. Such features should not be used for setting oul and should be considered indicative only.

. The comments given in this report and the opinions expressed are based on the ground conditions

encounlered during the site work and on the results of tests made in the field and in the laberatory. However,
there may be conditions pertaining to the site that have not been disclosed by the investigation and therefore
could not be taken into account. In particular, it should be noted that there may be areas of made ground
not detected due to the limited nature of the investigation or the thickness and quality of made ground across
the site may be variable. In addition, groundwater levels and ground gas concentralions and flows, may vary
from those reported due to seasonal, or other, effects and the limitations stated in the data should be
recognised.

. Asbestos is often observed to be present in soils in discrete areas. Whilst asbestos-containing materials

may have been locally encountered during the fieldworks or supporting laboratory analysis, the history of
brownfield and demolition sites indicates that asbestos fibres may be present more widely in soils and
aggregates, which could be encountered during more extensive ground works.

Unless stated otherwise, only preliminary geotechnical recommendations are presented in this report and
these should be verified in a Geotechnical Design Report, once proposed construction and structural design
proposals are confirmed.
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APPENDIX C
GENERIC ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR HUMAN
HEALTH




Generic assessment criteria for human health: residential scenario
with home-grown produce

Background

RSK's generic assessment criteria (GAC) were initially prepared following the publication by the
Environment Agency (EA) of soil guideline value (SGV) and toxicological (TOX) reports, and
associated publications in 2009, RSK GAC were updated following the publication of GAC by
LQM/CIEH in 2009, RSK GAC are periodically revised when updated information on
toxicological, land use or receptor parameters is published.

Updates to the RSK GAC

In 2014, the publication of Category 4 Screening Levels (C4SL)34, as part of the Defra-funded
research project SP1010, included medifications to certain exposure assumptions documented
within EA Science Report SC050221/SR3 (herein after referred to as SR3)® used in the
generation of SGVs.

C45L were published for six substances ({cadmium, arsenic, benzene, benzo{a)pyrene,
chromium VI and lead) for a sandy loam soil type with 6% soil organic matter, based on a low
level of toxicological concern (LLTC; see Section 2.3 of research project report SP1010%),
Where a C4S5L has been published, the RSK GAC duplicates the C4SL published values using
all input parameters within the SP1010 final project report® and associated appendices®, and
adopts them as GAC for these six substances.

For all other substances the C4SL exposure modifications, with the exception of the “top two"
produce type approach taken in the C4SL, have been applied to the current RSK GAC. These
include alterations to daily inhalation rates for residential and commercial scenarios, reducing soil
adherence factors in children (age classes 1 to 12 only) for residential land use, reducing
exposure frequency for dermal contact outdoors for residential land use, and updated produce
type consumption rates (90" percentile) based on recent data from the National Diet and
Nutrition Survey.

The RSK GAC have also been revised with updated toxicology published by LQM/CIEH in
20150 or by the USEPA!*), where a C4SL has not been published.

RSK GAC derivation for metals and organic compounds

Model selection

Soil assessment criteria (SAC) were calculated using the Contaminated Land Exposure
Assessment (CLEA) tool v1.071, supporting EA guidance!®®9 and revised exposure scenarios
published for the C48L"), The SAC are also termed GAC.

Conceptual model

In accordance with SR3/*, the residential with home-grown produce scenario considers risks to a
female child between the ages of 0 and 6 years old as the highest risk scenario. In accordance
with Box 3.1 of SR31%, the pathways considered for production of the SAC in the residential with
home-grown produce scenario are

o direct soil and dust ingestion

Residential with home-grown produce Input GAC_2019_00 T25656



¢ consumption of home-grown produce
« consumption of soil attached to home-grown produce
« dermal contact with socil and indoor dust

¢ inhalation of indoor and cutdoor dust and vapours.
Figure 1 is a conceptual model illustrating these linkages.

In line with guidance in the EA SGV report for cadmium™), the RSK GAC for cadmium has been
derived based on estimates representative of lifetime exposure. Although young children are
generally more likely to have higher exposures to soil contaminants, the renal toxicity of
cadmium, and the derivation of the TDlya and TDlinn, are based on considerations of the kidney
burden accumulated over 50 years or so. It is therefore reasonabie to consider exposure not just
in childhood but averaged over a longer period.

With respect to volatilisation, the CLEA model assumes a simple linear partitioning of a chemical
in the soil between the sorbed, dissolved and vapour phase®. The upper boundaries of this
partitioning are represented by the maximum aqueous solubility and pure saturated vapour
concentration of the chemical. The CLEA model estimates saturated soil concentrations where
these limits are reached®, The CLEA software uses a traffic light system to identify when
individual and/or combined assessment criteria exceed the lower of either the aqueous- or
vapour-based soil saturation limits. Model output cells are flagged red where the saturated soil
concentration has been exceeded and the contribution of the indoor and outdoor vapour pathway
to total exposure is greater than 10%. In this case, further consideration of the following is
required®

» Free phase contamination may be present.

» Exposure from the vapour pathways will be over-predicted by the model, as in reality the
vapour phase concentration will not increase at concentrations above saturation limits

s  Where the vapour pathway contribution is greater than 90%, it is unlikely the relevant health
criteria value (HCV) will be exceeded at soil concentrations at least a factor of ten higher than
the retevant HCV.

Where the vapour pathway is the predominant pathway (contributes greater than 90% of
exposure) or the only exposure route considered and the cell is highlighted red (SAC exceeds
saturation limit), the risk based on the assumed conceptual model is likely to be negligible as the
vapour risk is assumed to be tolerable at maximum possible soil concentrations. In such
circumstances, the vapour pathway exposure should be considered based on the presence of
free phase or non-aqueous phase liquid sources and the measured concentrations of volatile
organic compounds (VOC) in the vapour phase. Screening could be considered based on setting
the SAC as the modelled soil saturation limits. However, as stated within the CLEA handbook®,
this is likely to not be practical in many cases because of the very low saturation limits and, in
any case, is highly conservative.

It should also be noted that for mixtures of compounds, free phase may be present where soil (or
groundwater) concentrations are well below saturation limits for individual compounds.

Where the vapour pathway is only one of the exposure pathways considered, an additional
approach can then be utilised as detailed within Section 4.12 of the CLEA model handbook®,
which explains how to calculate an effective assessment criterion manually.

SR30) states that, as a general rule of thumb, it is recognised that estimating vapour phase
concentrations from dissolved and sorbed phase contamination by petroleum hydrocarbons are
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at least a factor of ten higher than those likely to be measured on-site. RSK has therefore applied
an empirical subsurface to indoor air correction factor of 10 into the CLEA model chemical
database for ali petroleum hydrocarbon fractions (including BTEX, trimethylbenzenes and the
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) naphthalene, acenaphthene and acenaphthylene) to
reduce this conservatism.

Input selection

The most up-to-date published chemical and toxicological data was abtained from EA Report
SC050021/SR709), the EA TOX(" reports, the C4SL SP1010 project report and associated
appendices®) the 2015 LOQM/CIEH report™ or the USEPA IRIS database'. Where a C4SL has
been published, the RSK GAC have duplicated the C4SL published values using all input
parameters within the SP1010 final project report®) and associated appendices®, and has
adopted them as GAC for these six substances. Toxicological and specific chemical parameters
for 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, barium and methyl tertiary-butyl ether (MTBE) were obtained from the
CL:AIRE Soil Generic Assessment Criteria report!'?),

For TPH, aromatic hydrocarbons Cs—Cs were not modelled, as this range comprises benzene
(>EC5-EC7) and toluene (>EC7-EC8), which are modelled separately.

Physical parameters

For the residential with home-grown produce scenario, the CLEA default building is a small, two-
storey terrace house with a concrete ground-bearing slab. The house is assumed to have a
100m? private garden consisting of lawn and flowerbeds, incorporating a 20m? plot for growing
fruit and vegetables consumed by the residents. SR3® notes this residential building type to be
the most conservative in terms of potential for vapour intrusion. The building parameters used in
the production of the RSK GACs are the default CLEA v1.08 inputs presented in Table 3.3 of
SR3™, with a dust loading factor detailed in Section 9.3 of SR3'%!. The parameters for a sandy
loam soil type were used in line with Table 4.4 of SR3'%. This includes a value of 6% for the
percentage of soil organic matter (SOM) within the soil. In RSK's experience, this is rather high
for many sites. To avoid undertaking site-specific risk assessments for SOM, RSK has produced
an additional set of GAC for SOM of 1% and 2.5% for all substances using the CLEA tool.

Summary of modifications to the default CLEA SR3*® input parameters for residential with home-
grown produce land-use scenatrio

In summary, the RSK GAC were produced using the default input parameters for soil properties,
the air dispersion model, building properties and the vapour model detailed in SR3®),
Madifications to the default SR31! exposure scenarios based on the C4SL exposure scenariost®
are presented in Tables 2 and 3 below.

The final selected GAC are presented by pathway in Table 4 and the combined GAC in Table 5.

Residential with home-grown produce Input GAC_2019_00 T25656



2o

959621 00 6102 2V Indu) sanpard umosb-awoy yim [Bluapisay

Inejep |9poN L] Hd |
%Sy sz |
Aq pamasqo uayo se %9> WOS
aIayMm S3YS 1O} DS 2pIAcid o) L 7
(e, SWBWNQOJ lomaweld y310 {%) WOS
3y) 0} apey aneH a@an sabueyn,
paue s00Z Aenuer palep 9

gjou souepinb w3 o) Buipioosoe
Jlos Aweo] Apues Jo aanejuasalday

(€4S (ssepp

‘g xog wol4 ‘g—0 pebe pjyo 9| a6e) gy pug
aewsy BunoA e s1 Joydaoal [eonuo 8UII8p 0] Jou 82IN0S 8y) pue 31U}
sy 1ey) uondwnsse o1euab £ay o) (sse|o abe) Wiz &g 0} PaWINSSE S| UoheullWeIIoD

‘sAemijed Joopul 10y |Bg

Buipuodsanos sasselo abe Jo afuey oY UBEIS R T o e o
(EHS Si UOIIBUIWEBUOD 110§ Jo doy 0) widag weo] Apues
‘1°¢ S|qe Woy 'Lg'y Uoi0ag) weo Apueg adAy pog
adA) 108 M UOLWLIOD JSON
o(€YS N
‘g g UoNRDag) uoIsnul 2odea Wwo.y HRELELELELERELIRELES L 2 H“uhu_wwgﬂﬂ_
uonaalod jo suua) ui adA Buippng = inodea pue jsnp jo = ¥ ssnoy a0
|[ENUSPISA) SAIBAIBSUOD JSOW | SSNOY paleus) |lewsg Buipiing uoneeyuj JSNP PUe [I0S Yiim - .
3U} s1 )1 SB ‘USSOYD 9sNoY padells] * 19BjU09 |PULSp pue uojsabul . ;
>m-_°“wlo;~..__msw.mmm.—..mxom “.I...'IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII“ .‘
u; uanib uondwnsse ouauab Ay P o4
00 s I.llnonnlllluu“
NS _—..m xog 90| LO“_.QOUQK weimii:minlma nn)a;nln "l == “ SIeUns O] palaype “
ul usalb uondwnsse ououab Aoy abe ppyo sjewa4 . jnodeapue = o {l0S paJeUIBIUCD JO co_ﬁwmmcm_. -
o 18np O uonejeyu] isnp S “110S PSjeUILEJUOD Ul UMOID =
ash pue| ussoyn mo:uw_“_ﬂ.ﬁuﬂwwﬂ%u asn puen = pue|ios paxyorayeq - yruy pue ssiqeisban 4o uonsabu =
‘ i ’ L] CU—.—;«USECU ” Peespesuseanncanssannansnsnax’
voneaynsnr anjep J1a19weled « [lewsap pue uonsebu) :
"IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII‘
epow y319 104 sindul — aanpoud umosb-awoy yum asonpouad

OLIEU29S [BIJUBPISAI 10} sidjoweled Juswssasse ainsodxy :| aqe) umosfi-awoy Yjim o11BUaS |BIUSPISAI 104 |9pow [enjdasuoy) 1| inbi4




Table 2: Residential with home-grown produce — modified home-grown produce data

Consumption rate 90™ percentile (g Dry weight ', = Home- o
FW kg:! BW day') by age class conversion grown grown loadin Preparation
factor - fraction 9 correction
fraction - factor
{g DW g {high 1 pwy factor
FW) (average) ) (g g7 DW)
Green 7.2 |5.87 |5.87 |5.87 |4.53 |4.53]0.096 0.05 0.33 1.00E-03  |2.00E-01
vegatables |7- : . . . 5310. . . ) .
Root
vegetables | 107 [283 (283 (283 (214 12.14/0.103 0.06 0.4 1.00E-03 |1.00E+00
Tuber 16 |66 |66 |66 [4.95|4.95/0.21 0.02 013 1.00E-03 |1.00E+00
vegetables ! : ' : ! ’ ' ’ ’ ’
:::i’lba‘m”s 183 339 (339 [3.39 |2.24 |2.24]0.058 0.06 0.4 1.00E-03 |6.00E-01
Shrub fruit  2.23 |0.46 [0.46 [0.46 [0.19 [0.19]0.166 0.09 0.6 1.00E-03  |6.00E-01
Tree fruit  {3.82 [10.3 [10.3 |10.3 |5.16 [5.16|0.157 0.04 0.27 1.00E-03 |6.00E-01
Justification | Table 3.4, SP1010% e 3. | Table 419, SR3® | Table 6.3, SR3®

Table 3: Residential with home-grown produce - modified and use and receptor data

Age class

Parameter
2

EF (soil and dust ingestion) day yr' 180 365 365 365 365 365

EF {consumption of home-

1
et day yr 180 365 365 365 365 365
EF (skin contact, indoor) day yr' 180 365 365 365 365 365
EF (skin contact, outdoor) day yr 170 170 170 170 170 170

EF {inhalation of dust and
vapour, indoor)

EF {inhalation of dust and
vapour, outdoor)

day yr' 365 365 365 365 365 365

day yr? 365 365 365 365 365 365

Justification Table 3.5, SP1010%; Table 3.1, SR3®

Soil to skin adherence factor mg cm?

{outdoor) day”’ 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Justification Table 3.5, SP1010®

Inhalation rate m® day™ 5.4 8.0 8.9/ 10.1 10.1 10.1
Justification Mean vaiue USEPA, 2011¢2: Table 3.2, SP10103

Notes: For cadmium, the exposure assessment for a residential land use is based on estimates representative
of lifetime exposure AC1-18. This is because the TDlorat and TDlinh are based on considerations of the kidney
burden accumulated over 50 years. It is therefore reasonable to consider exposure not just in childhood but
averaged over a longer period. See the Environment Agency Science Report SC05002/ TOX 30, Science
Report SC050021/Cadmium SGV(" and the project report SP1010® for more information.
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(GENERIC ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR HUMAN HEALTH - RESIDENTIAL WITH HOME-GROWN PRODUCE
Table 5
Human Heallh Generic Assessmant Criteria tor Resldenilal with home-grown produce
SAC for Soll SOM 1% SAC Tor Soll SOM 2.5% FAC Tor Soil SOM 6%
{Compound {mgikg) {mgrkg} {mgikg)
Metals
Arsanic 37 37 37
Barium 1,300 },300 1,300
|Bealium 7 1.7 1.7
Baoron 300 300 300
(Cadmiym 22 22 22
Chromium (Rl - trivalent 510 910 910
[Chromium {VI) - hexavalent 21 21 21
[Copper 2,500 2,500 2,500
Lead 200 200 200
El | Mercury (Hg% 0.2 06 1.2
Ingrganic Mercury (Hg*"} 39 39 39
Methyd Mercury {Hg*™) 10 1 10
[Nickel 30 3 130
Salenum 258 25 258
Vi i 410 41 410
Zine 3,800 3,900 3,900
[Cyanida {free) 1.4 1.4 1.4
Volallis Organle Compounds
[Benzens 0.20 041 0.87
Tadyans 130 300 680
lhylbenzena 50 110 260
Xylene - m 59 14 327
[Xvlane - o 1 14, 332
Aylene - p 7 13 3
Total xylene 7 13 1
Math tertiary-Butyt ether (MTBE) 60 ] 1
1.1,1,2 Tetrack 1.20 2.78 6.46
1.1.2,2-Talrachloroathane 1.6 35 7.7
1.1.1-Trichloroethane ] 18 39
1.1.2 Trichloroethane 0.8 16 3.5
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.32 0.57 1,16
1,2:Dichlorogthans 0.007 0.011 0.019
1.2.4.Trimelnylenzene 1.8 4.3 9.7
1,3.5-Trimathyloenzene NH NAR NR
1,2-Dichlaropropane 0.034 0.060 0.120
[Carbon Tetrachlorida (letrachiormathana) 0.026 0.056 0.127
Chloroetnane 1.7 159 257
Ct 04012 0.014 0.019
Cis 1,2 Dichlaroethenc: 0.16 0.27 0.52
Dichio b 062 1.08 1.92
Tetrachk hang o] 04 0.9
Trans 1.2 Richlorgethene 0.28 0.50 1.02
Tiighlorpelhene £0.92 0.03 0.08
Viny Chloride ichioathens) 0.0006 0.0008 0.0014
Sami-Volatile Organic Compounds
-Chigronaphthalene 5 13 a1
Acanap 230 540 1,170
Aca@hlhﬁne 180 440 970
Anthracena 2,400 5.500 10,900
Banzo{ajanihracens 7 11 13
Banzo(a)pyrene 5 5 5
B T ™ 25 33 3.7
Benzo(g,h.)perylena 310 340 350
Benzo(killuoranthene 77 92 100
1 22 27
Dibanzo{a.hjanthracena 0.24 0.28 0.30
290 560 900
Fluorene 170 410 880
Hexachloroethane 0.27 0.66 1.5%
Indeno(1,2,3-cdipwene 27 36 41
Naphitialena 13 30 71
Phenanthrene 100 220 440
eng 520 1,240 2.040
Phencl 120 210 330
Tolal Peiroleum Hydrocarbons
Aliphatic hydrocarbons EC,-EC, 42 78 160
Aliphatic hydrocarbons >EC;-EC, 100 230 530
Aliphatic hydrocarbens »ECy-EC,y 27 &5 154
Aliphatic hydrocamons EC - EGp 130 {48} 330 {118) 760 (283)
Aliphatic hydrocarbons »EC,2-EC,g 1,100 {24} 2,400 {59) 4,300 (142)
Aliphatic hydrocarbons >EC,y-ECy 65,000 {8} 92,000 (21} 110,000
[Aliphatic hydrocarbons >EGys-EC., 65,000 (8) 92,000 (21) 110,600
Aromatic hydrocarbonsg >EC4-ECy 30 80 190
Aromalic hydrocarbans »EC,4-EC,a B0 180 350
[Aromatic hydrocarbons »EC,EC,y 140 330 670
[Aromalic hydrocarbons »EC,.-EC;, 260 540 930
|Aromaltic hydrocarbons >EC,-EC, 1,100 1,500 1,700
Argmalic hydrocarbons >ECss-EC. 1,100 1,500 §,700
{Minerals
Stage 1 test ~ No asbestos detecled with ID; Slage 2 tesi - <0.001% dry weight {exceedance
Asbestns of eilher equatas o an axceedance of tha GAC]'
Nates:
[~ Gangric critenia nol qwing 1o kw 7 of and theralorg ng pairaay. o an absance of toccolog cal data.
MR - SAS for 1,3,54 meihfoanzana 5 not racordsd cwng fotha ack ol toecok cal data, SAC for 1.2,4 temathybbgnzera may be wsed
EC - aquraiént carbion, SAC - omana,
" LOD for wekght of asbesios per wit waighi of eall calculated on 2 dry weigh basis using PLM, iancpicking and gravimary.
[Tine SAC Ior organic compawnos are dependent on Sod Organc Matier (SOM) (%) contenL. To obtan SO irom Lolal ofgane cardon (TOC) {%) ondae by 0.54.
1% SOM 3 0.58% TOC. DL Rowet Sol Science: Mathods ang Appkcatons. Longmans, 1994.
[SAC for TPH tracions. PAHS and BTEX and trimetiry P using an ion lactor fot tha indoas
air halanon patiway of 10 10 (etutd CONBANALSM 2530Ca1dd wath tha vapour inhalation pathedy, $8ct04 10,11 SR
{VALUE & BRACKETS)
A4 has adopted an appiaach far patraleun hydrocarbons n accaidance wih LOM CIEH wheteby the ion modaled for 2 [ bean
Isbudaiad 48 Ina SAC with the correspandng solubdity Of vaDOUr At atiod Bmits 0 \ven . brackets.

T25656 ASK GAC
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