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Executive Summary

The below table shows a snapshot of the recommendations concerning contamination. It is advised
that the report is read in its entirety to gain a better understanding of our findings.

No Further Works Required

There is no evidence presented within this report of potential contamination that would require
any further works.

Contaminant Found
Soil - Metals X
Soil - Hydrocarbons X
Soil - Asbestos X
Soil = Others insert here X
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Introduction

This Site Investigation (SI) is undertaken as a result of recommendations made by a previously
issued Phase 1 Report (YEX1803). This report seeks to address the potential pollutant linkages
identified within this report and update the Conceptual Site Model (CSM).

We are content that as a result of the Sl works, we have characterised the ground conditions and the
potential for contamination to exist on site.

Preliminary Conceptual Site Model (CSM)

The assessment is undertaken based on the current proposals for the site and is taken from the
existing Phase 1 report.

Proposed Land use Assessment Criteria

Residential without consumption of homegrown produce

Any change in the development proposals for the site invalving a change in end use class will result
in a requirement for this assessment to be revised,

WV AU 444U O\ 1
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On Site
Source

Made Ground
possibly
containing
metals, TPH,
PAH, VOC's and
sVOC's

§ (L ACVIEERN WP (LA

Pathways

Ingestion,
dermal
contact,
inhalation of
dusts and
Vapours

Leaching
through soils
and
migration via
groundwater
or soil pore
moisture

Permeation
of water

pipes

Receptor

Future end
users and site
visitors

Construction
Workers

Controlled
Waters

Construction
rmaterials,
future end
users and site
visitors

Severity

Mild

Mild

Mild

Medium

Probability
Low

Likelihood

Likely

Unlikely

Low
Likelihood

Risk

Low

mModerate/ Low

Very Low
L1

Moderate/ Low

YOUR
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Justification

A low risk has been assessed due to the absence of any
contaminative past land uses identified on site. However,
a pathway is present through garden areas.

Construction workers are likely to come into direct
contact with soils during groundworks. Safe working
practices should be implemented and appropriate
personal protective equipment (PPE) should be used to
mitigate any potential risk from contact with soils and
shallow/perched groundwater.

A very ow risk rating has been assessed due to the
absence of potentially contaminative sources on site
and the presence of Unproductive aquifers in the
underlying geclogy. There are no abstraction licenses
within 1000rm of the site.

Hydrocarbons, especially aromatics are known to
permeate plastic pipes. Provision of water supply pipes
and connectors formed from proprietary “barrier pipe”
materials (eg polyethylene-aluminium-polyethylene)
may be required by the water supply company.
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Asbestos

at/near ground
surface in Made

Ground

Ground Gases:

from Made
Ground: H, CHa,
CO, COzand
H:5
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Uptake

Inhalation of
fibres in
airborne
dust

Gas
migration
and build up
within
buildings
(explosion/
asphyxiation
risk)

Flant and
wildlife

Future end
users and site
visitors

Construction
Workers

Future end
users and
building
structures

Minor

Medium

Medium

Mild

Lowy
Likelihood

Low
Likelihood

Lowy
Likelihood

Unlikely

Very Low
L 1 ]

mModerate/ Low

Moderate/ Low

Very Low
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A low risk has been assessed due to the absence of any

contaminative past land uses identified on site. However,
a pathway is present through garden areas.

A moderate/low risk rating has been assessed due to
the commercial history of the site creates potential for
asbestos.

Construction workers are likely to come into direct
contact with soils during groundworks. Safe working
practices should be implemented and appropriate
personal protective equipment (PPE) should be used to
mitigate any potential risk from contact with soils and
shallow/perched groundwater.

A very low risk rating hos been assessed due to the
limited thickness and lack of organic and/or degradable
content assumed to be present in the made ground.
Such made ground is generally classified as very low risk
in terms of potential for gos generation.
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Off Site
Source

Land uses in the
vicinity possibly
containing
metals, TPH,
PAH, VOC's and
sVOC's

Ground Gases:

from Made
Ground: H, CHa,
CO, COz and
Hz5

Pathways

Leaching
through soils
and
migration via
groundwater
or soil pore
moisture

Ingestion,
dermal
contact,
inhalation of
dusts/vapou
rs

Gas
migration
and build up
within
buildings
(explosion/
asphyxiation
risk)

Receptor

Future end
users and site
visitors

Future end
users and site
visitors

Future end
users and
building
structures

Probability

Low
likelihood

Low
likelinood

Unlikely

Risk

Moderate/ Low

Moderate/ Low

Very Low
L1
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Justification

Given the low permeability of underlying deposits, it is
considered a low likelihood of contaminant migration to
site. However, given the presence of sources within a
close proximity of the site, there is some potential of
migration.

Given the low permeability of underlying deposits, it is
considered a low likelihood of contaminant migration to
site. However, given the presence of sources within a
close proximity of the site, there is some potential of
migration and the proposed garden areas are a
potential pathway.

Mo significant landfilling activities have been identified,
Therefore, the chance of ground gas generation and
migration from offsite sources is considered unlikely.
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Site Investigation

The following S| works were completed on June 23 2021 under the supervision of o Geo-
Environmental Engineer from YE. In summary, the investigation included:

A two-man team ascertained the routes of any below ground services in close proximity to the
proposed exploratory hole positions, using a CAT scan and lifting up of any man hole covers. Following
the CAT scan, hand dug starter pits were completed to a depth of 1.20 metres below ground level

(mbgl).

Excavation of six (6no.) machine dug trial pits (TPO1 to TPOB) were completed to @ maximum depth of
2.00mbgl. The locations of exploratory positions were selected relative to the historic land use and
current proposed redevelopment plans for the site whilst providing a broad coverage of the site as
feasibly as possible.

The trial pit locations were logged with any groundwater conditions noted and representative soil
samples removed in accordance with current guidelines,

Soil samples were removed from shallow sub surface locations, with further samples taken at depth
every 1.00mbgl or when the underlying stratum changed. Soamples were subsequently placed in
suitable containers including kg tubs and 250mil glass jars and placed in cool boxes with cool packs
prior to storage within our in-house laboratory fridges and then subsequent forwarding to our
designated laboratory for analysis.

Upon completion, all exploratory locations were back filled, compacted and made good to existing
levels and finishes, with any surplus spoil bagged up and removed from site.

The positions of exploratory holes in relation to the existing site layout can be reviewed within
Appendix A.

Geology & Ground Conditions
The following ground conditions were encountered during the works:

Made Ground - Encountered in TP02 to a depth of 0.20mbgl and is described as Brown gravelly SAND.
Gravel is fine, subangular to subrounded of flint, rare brick and macadam.

Topsoil - Encounterad in all locations to 1.30mbgl and is described as Brown slightly clayey SAND with
rootlets.

Full trial pit logs can be found in Appendix C.

Visual and Olfactory Observations

With the exception of general anthropogenic material identified, no visual and/or olfactory evidence
of potential contomination was noted within any soils encountered as part of the investigative works

I 4Y11 D O\
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Soil Testing

A total of six (6no.) samples have been analysed by Chemtech Environmental Ltd in their UKAS and
MCERTS accredited laboratory. This testing comprise of:

« Speciated Total Petroleumn Hydrocarbons (TPH CWG Aromatic/aliphatic split)
+ Heavy metals and other metalloids

« Speciated Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH)

. Asbestos

« Soil organic matter (SOM)

« MTBE & BTEX

= Sulphates

The results of this laboratory testing have been compared to the Soil Guideline Values (SGvs) as well
as the CIEH 'LOM’ guideline values for inerganic and organic contaminants in soils.

The proposed development of the site is intended to comprise of residential and therefore screening
has been made against a land use of ‘residential with hormegrown produce’.

Selection of Screening Criteria

The on site receptors for the study site are considered to be:

« Construction workers (during redevelopment of the site only);
» Future maintenance workers (following redevelopment);
»  Future end users and site visitors (following redevelopment); and

Risks to construction workers during the redevelopment process will be mitigated by adhering to
appropriate health and safety legislation, and the wearing of appropriate personal protective
equipment (PPE). During redevelopment, the site will be securely fenced to prevent trespassers from
accessing the site, and good site management practices will be implemented to mitigate exposure
to off-site receptors.

The potential pathways for contaminants within the soil to human health receptors following
redevelopment are considered to be:

« Direct ingestion of soil and soil derived dust

. Dermal contact with soil outside and soil derived dust inside
* Inhalation of soil derived dust inside and outside

* Inhalation of soil derived vapours inside and outside

The potential pathways for contaminants within the soil to off-site hurman health receptors following
redeveloprnent are considered to be;

b (AT 4 o7
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« Direct ingestion of soil and soil derived dust

« Dermal contact with soil outside and soil derived dust inside

« Inhalation of soil derived dust inside and outside

« Inhalation of soil derived vapours inside and outside if contamination within soil is able to
rigrate across the site boundary within

In the first instance, the results of this laboratory testing have been compared to generic assessment
criterio (GAC) for the residential with homegrown produce land use scenario. These incorporate the
following pathways:

« Direct ingestion of soil and soil derived dust

« Dermal contact with soil outside and soil derived dust inside
« Inhalation of soil derived dust inside and outside

» Inhalation of soil derived vapours inside and outside

Contaminants have been screened against revised LQM/CIEH S4UL criteria’ where available. These
GAC have been designed for use under planning, using Health Criteria Values based on minimal risk,
and updated exposure parameters. The S4UL are intended to replace the previous LOM/CIEH GAC. The
S4UL are based on the assumption of a sandy loam soil the 1.0% soil organic matter (SOM) criteria
have been used, where available and appropriate, in the first instance. All soil samples were analysed
for %S0OM, the range was from 3.5-6.4%, and so this conservative approach is considered appropriate
for initial screening.

Where no 54UL are available, the EIC] AGS/ CLAIRE/ GAC? have been used. The toxicological criteria
within these are also based on minimal risk. It is recognised that these criteria have not recently been
updated, and in particular, do not incorporate the slightly higher inhalation rates that have been used
within the S4UL However, given that they incorporate additional pathways, they are considered
suitable for an initial screen. The EIC{ AGS[ CLAIRE[ GAC are also based on a sandy loam soil and the
1% SOM criteria have been used in the first instance,

There is neither an S4UL nor a EIC/ AGS/ CLAIRE/ GAC available for lead. In the absence of a GAC
based on minimal risk, the C45L for lead has been used. It is recognised that this is based on a “low
level of toxicological concern” rather than on a minimal risk level. However, it is considered
appropriate for use under planning, especially for a site where there will effectively be no pathways
for inorganic metals following redevelopment.

All the GAC are based on a sandy loam soil. This is considered appropriate for use for initial screening.
Although it is apparent from the laboratory soil descriptions, that the Made Ground, by its very nature
is heterogeneous, and often has a significant sand/gravel component, especially at shallow depths,
it is noted that many of the soil descriptions have a significant clay component at increasing depth.

All the GAC assume unsaturated soils. However, the use of the GAC are considered to be conservative,
because they assurme a certain air-filled porosity and watar-filled porosity.

! Nathanail et al. {EDIE} The LQM}’GIEH S4ULs for Hurnan Health Risk Assessment. Land Quality Press,

2015, Copyright Land Quality Management Limited reproduced with permission; Publication Numbaear
S4UL3495

2 CLAIRE (2010) The EIC/AGS/CLAIRE Generic Assessment Criteria for Human Health Risk Assessment
- In -
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The GAC also assume that no free phase product is present and are not intended for use in this
instance. No free product was cbserved within soils during the site investigation.

Soil Testing Results & Screening

All of the soil contamination laboratory analytical results are presented within Appendix B and
presented below:

Metals?
Determinant Min Max GAC Number of
exceedances
Arsenic 13 17 ar 0
Cadmium 02 15 n* 0
Chromium (1) 60 69 g10* 0
Chromium (V1) <1 <] 5* 0
Copper 20 29 2400* 0
Lead 37 8B 200+ 0
Mercury <05 <05 40 0
Nickel 20 30 180+ 0
Selenium 11 1.6 250* 0
Zinc 76 105 3700* 0
Total Phenols <05 <05  420* 0
Total Cyanide <] <] 140* 0

There are no exceedances in metals or metalloids identified in any of the tested samples.

Lo CIEH GAC for Residentiol with homegrown produce lond use scenano bosed on o sandy loom soil ond 1% 500, Based on the inorganic mencury GAC os the conceptual site
madal doas not sugEast that ather fomrs of mancury ore lkely to be prasant on sita. LOM issuad on updata 1o tha nickal S4ULs in August 2015 and this has bean token inho aocount
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Organics
Determinant Min Max GAC Number of

exceedances

Naphthalene <002 <002 23 0
Acenaphthylene <002 0.05 17a= 0
Acenaphthene <002 019 210" 0
Fluorene «0,02 008 170 0
Phenanthrene 006 1O a5* 0
Anthracene «0.02 033 2400° 0
Fluoranthene 009 356 280* 0
Pyrene 00% 338 g20* 0
Benzo(a)anthracene 006 216 7.2* 0
Chrysene 008 182 15 0
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 009 246 2.6* 0
Benzo(k)flucranthene 0.04 088 77 0
Benzo(a)pyrene 005 197 2.2* 0
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 006 1.68 a7 0
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene <0.02 024 0.24* o
Benzo(ghi)perylene 009 130 320* 0

There were no exceedances for PAH congeners, within any of the tested samples.
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Determinant Min Max GAC* Number of
exceedances
Aliphatic >C5 - C6 < 0.01 < 0.01 42+ 0
Aliphatic >C6 - C8 < 0.01 < 0.01 100* 0
Aliphatic *C8 - C10 < 0.01 < 0.01 7+ 0
Aliphatic >C10 - C12 < 4 <4 130* 0
Aliphatic *C12 - C16 <4 | noo* 0
Aliphatic *C16 — C35 <4 51 65000* 0
Aromatic >C5 - C7 < 0.01 < 0.01 70* 0
Aromatic >C7-C8 < 0.01 < 0.01 130* 0
Aromatic >C8 - C10 < 0.01 <0.00 34* 0
Aromatic >C10 - C12 <1 <] 74* 0
Aromatic *C12 - C16 <1 <1 140* 0
Aromatic >C16 - C21 <1 g9 260* 0
Aromatic >C21-C35 <1 35 1noo* 0

There are no exceedances noted from the screening undertaken on the respective TPH CWG bands.

Determinant Min Max GAC Number of
exceedances
Benzene <0.01 < 0.01 0.087 o}
Toluene <0.0 < 0.0 130 o
Ethylbenzene <0.01 < 0.0 47 a
p & m-xylene <0.02 < 0.02 56 4]
o-Xylene <0.01 < 0.01 60 a
MTBE <0.02 < 0.02 49 u]

There were no exceedances for BTEX/MTBE congeners, all of which were below the level of detection
(LoD).

Others

The asbestos screening returned a negative result for the presence of fibrous material from all
samples analysed.

The soil contamination laboratory certificates can be reviewed in Appendix B

* LMICEH Gas Residential with Homegrawn Produce kond we ssenano based on o sondy leam sol and LTS S0, 1L is noted that the LG8ACIEH SALL guidance resormmends an
additve opprooch for the TFH froction, so that a hozord index approach is used. Eased on o prefminory conservotive comparison of moimum conoentrotions to S4U0s, no forward
rradaling is necassany be prova that this wauld stil resul in no axcasdonces at tha site
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Site Investigation Findings

Risks to Human Health

With the exception of the limited depth of Made Ground identified, no visual and/or olfactory evidence
of potential contomination was noted within any soils encountered during the Sl works undertaken.

Overall, there were no exceedances identified tested material. Therefore, it would be reasonable to
conclude that there is no risk to human health receptors.

Risks to Plants and Wildlife

A negligible risk has been attributed given the concentrations of phytotoxic contaminants below
elevated concentrations often below the limit of detection returned.

Risks to Site Workers

Despite the absence of returned elevated concentrations of determinants precautions should be
taken to minimise exposure of site workers during ground works through the implementation of site
safety procedures and the use of suitable personal protective equipment (PPE). Such precautions
should include, but not be limited to:

« Personal hygiene, washing and changing procedures;

« Availability of site welfare;

+  Provision of PPE appropriate to the task; and

* Daily safety briefings and tool box talks.

» Al site works will be undertaken in accordance with the guidelines prepared by the Health
and Safety Executive (1991) and all work will be carried out in accordance with the Principal
Contractor's Health and Safety Flan.

b4 (L4
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Updated Conceptual Site Model and Risk Assessment

The Conceptual Site Model has been re-formuloted based upon the results from the Slin accordance with BS10175:2015.

On Site
Source Pathways Receptor Severity Probability  Risk Justification
Made Ground Ingestion, Future end Mild Unlikely Very Low A very low risk has been assessed due to the absence of
possibly dermal usars and site any exceadances within tested soil.
containing contact, visitors e
metals, TPH, inhalation of .
PAH, VOC'sand  dusts and Construction Mild Low Low A low risk has been assessed due to the absence of any
Waorkers likelihood exceadonces within tested soil. Construction workers
sVOC's Vapours . ) , ) ) ) )
are likely to come into direct contact with soils during
groundworks. Safe  working  practices should  be
implemented and appropriate personal  protective
equipment (PPE) should be used to mitigate any
potential risk fromm contoct with soils  and
shallow/perched groundwater.
Leaching Controlled Mild Unlikely Very Low A very low risk has been assessed due to the absence of
through soils  Waters v any exceedances within tested soil.
and
migration via
groundwater
or soil pore
moisture

Y A0 NPDO 1246
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Asbestos
at/near ground
surface in Made
Ground

Permeation
of water

pipes

Uptake

Inhalation of
fibres in
airborne
dust

Construction
materials,
future end
users and site
visitors

Plant and
Wildlife

Future end
users and site
visitors

Construction
Workers

Mediurm

Minor

Mediurm

Medium

Unlikely

Low
Likelihood

Unlikely

Unlikely

Low

Very Low
L1

Low

hd4h
AN %
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Hydrocarbons, especially aromatics are known to
permeate plastic pipes. Provision of water supply pipes
and connectors formed from proprietary “barrier pipe”
materials (eg polyethylene-aluminium-polyethylene)
may be required by the water supply company.

A low risk has been assessed due to the absence of any
contaminative past land uses identified on site. However,
a pathway is present through garden areas.

A low risk hos been assessed due to the absence of any
exceedances within tested soil.

A low risk has been assessed due to the absence of any
exceedances within tested soil. Construction workers
are likely to come into direct contact with soils during
groundworks. Safe working practices should be
implemented and appropriate personal protective
equipment (PPE) should be used to mitigate any
potential risk from contact with soils and
shallow/perched groundwater.

Y A0 PO 1Z246E:
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Recommendations

There were no detected exceedances in any of the tested soils when compared to the screening value
for a residential end use with homegrown produce. As such there is considered to be no risk from soils
and Your Environment do not make any recommendations for remedial works.

Watching Brief and Discovery Strategy

A watching brief should be maintained by the Main Contractor at all times during the groundworks
stage. Should any unforeseen contamination, such as oils or soils/groundwater with an unusual
colour or odour, be encountered during groundworks then the following procedure should be
implemented:

Work to cease in that area to prevent exposure to ground workers and potential contarminants being
spread around;

Motify o Geo-Environmental Consultant, to attend site and sample material;

Motify the Environmental Health Department | Contaminated Land Officer(s) of the Local Planning
Authority,

If the nature and extent of the contamination is unmanageable under the procedure set out above,
then a suitable management, mitigation or remediation procedure will be agreed with the CLO.
However, this is considered unlikely at this particular site.

Asbestos

Although screening has revealed no asbestos to be present within the samples analysed from
exploratory holes undertaken, it cannot be guaranteed that asbestos is not present within the soils
across the remainder of the site. Consequently, we would recommend that a watching brief be
adopted with regards to the site for the potential of finding any Asbestos Containing Materials (ACMs).
If any ACMs are identified these need to be dealt with accordingly in relation to the Hazardous Waste
Regulations 2005.

Services

If new services will be installed as part of the redevelopment of the site, we would recommend the
local water board be contacted to determine their specification for the type of pipework which should
be used on this site,

All services and in particular potable water supply pipework should comprise of material that is
resistant to attack and degradation to chemical attack.

-17 =
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Report Submission

This report should be submitted to the Local Planning Authority at the earliest opportunity to seek their
acceptance of the findings of this report.

y§ [ ADVEEERS W
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Notes and Limitations

¥E have prepared this report with all reasonable skill, care and diligence. The work undertaken to
provide the basis of this report comprised a study of available documented information from a variety
of sources.

The opinions given in this report have been dictated by the finite data on which are they based and
are relevant only to the purpose for which the report was commissionead.

Information reviewed should not be considered exhaustive and has accepted in good faith as
providing true and representative data with respect to site conditions. Should additional information
become available which may influence the opinion expressed in this report, YE reserves the right to
review such information and, if warranted, to alter the opinions accordingly.

It should be noted that any risks identified in this report are perceived risks based on the information
reviewed.

The recommendations contained in this report represent our professional opinions. Thase opinions
were arrived at in accordance with currently accepted industry practices at this time and as such is
not a guarantee that the study site is free of hazardous conditions.

This report has been preparad solely for the use of the named client, and may not be relied upon by
other parties without written consent from YE. YE disclaims any responsibility to the client and others
in respect of any matters outside the agreed scope of the work.

The information contained in this report is intended for the use of our client. Should any part of this
report be relied on by a third party, that party does so wholly at its own risk and YE disclaims any
liability to such parties. Should the purposes for which the report is used, or the proposed use of the
site change, this report may no longer be valid and further use of, or reliance upon the report in those
circumstances shall be at the client's scle and own risk. Your Environment should be contacted to
amend the report should the proposed development change in any way.

b4 (L4
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MWICERTYS environmental

ANALYTICAL TEST REPORT

Contract no: 97865

Contract name: Maltings Lane
Client reference:  YEX1928
Clients name: YourEnvironment

Clients address: Unit 2 Woodhorn Business Centre
Chichester
West Sussex
POZ0 2BX

Samples received: 28 June 2021
Analysis started: 29 June 2021
Analysis completed; 06 July 2021

Report issued: 06 July 2021

MNotes: Opinions and interpretations expressed herein are outside the UKAS accreditation scope.
Unless otherwise stated, Chemtech Environmental Ltd was not responsible for sampling.
All testing carried out at Unit & Parkhead, Stanley, DH9 7YB, except for subcontracted testing.
Methods, procedures and performance data are available on request.
Results reported herein relate only to the material supplied to the laboratory.
This report shall not be reproduced except in full, without prior written approval.
Samples will be disposed of & weeks from initial receipt unless otherwise instructed.

BTEX compounds are identified by retention time only and may include interference from
co-2luting compounds.

Key: U UKAS accredited test
M MCERTS & UKAS accredited test
§ Test carried out by an approved subcontractor
I/S Insufficient sample to carry out test
N/S Sample not suitable for testing
MAD Mo Asbestos Detected

Approved by: 2 M

Rachael Burton
Customer Support Squad Leader

Unit & Parkhead, Greencroft Industrial Park, Stanley, County Durham, DHY 7¥B
Tel 01207 528578 Email customerservicesi@chemtech-env.co.uk
Vabt Reg No. 772 5703 18 Registered in England number 4284013

Page 1 of 7 Pages

CETDA Test Report 1ssue 14 June 20019



Chemtech Environmental Limited
SAMPLE INFORMATION

MCERTS (Soils):

Soil descriptions are only intended to provide a log of sample matrices with respect to MCERTS validation. They are not intended
as full geclogical descriptions. MCERTS accreditation applies for sand, clay and loam/topsoll, or combinations of these whether
these are derived from naturally ccourring soils or from made ground, as long as these materials constitute the major part of the
sample. Other materials such as concrete, gravel and brick are not accredited If they comprise the major part of the sample.

All results are reported on a dry basis. Samples dried at no more than 30°C in a drying cabinet.
Analytical results are inclusive of stones,

Lab ref Sample id Depth (m) |Sample description Material removed %% Removed | % Moisture
97865-1 TRO1 0.70-0,80 [Sandy Clayey Loam with Gravel & Roots - - 18.4
9TBES-2 TROZ 0.10-0,20  |Sandy Clayey Loam with Gravel & Roots - - 16,9
97865-3 TPO3 0.10-0.20 [Sandy Clayey Loam with Gravel & Roots - - 19.6
S7865-4 TR0 0.10-0,20 [Sandy Clayey Loam with Gravel & Roots - - 18.0
97BES-5 TROS 0.50-0,60  |Sandy Clayey Loam with Gravel & Rools - - 18.9
97865-6 TPOA 0.50-0.60 [Sandy Clayey Loam with Gravel & Roots - - 20.1
a7865
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Chemtech Environmental Limited

SOILS

Lab number 97865-1 97865-2 97865-3 G7865-4 97865-5 G97B65-6
Sample id TPOL TPOZ TPOZ TPO4 TPOS TPO&
Depth {m) 0.70-0.80 0.10-0.20 0.10-0.20 0.10-0.20 0.50-0.60 0.50-0.60
Date sampled 23/06/2021 | 23/06/2021 | 2F/06/2021 | 23/06/2021 | 23/06/2021 | 23/06/20Z1
Test Method Units

Arsenic (total) CE127 ™ mag/kg As 13 15 14 17 13 14
Cadmium (total) CE127 ™ migkg Cd 0.4 =0.2 0.2 1.5 0.3 0.2
Chromium (total) CE127 ™ ma/kg Cr 64 [ [1:3 [ &0 63
Chromium (V1) CE146 ma/kg Cril =1 =1 =1 =1 =1 =1
Copper (total) CE127 "™ mg/kg Cu 29 23 22 26 20 22
Lead {total) CcEL27 ™ mg/kg P 68 76 46 a8 37 46
Mercury (total) CE127 ™ ma/kg Hg =0.5 =0.5 =0.5 =0.5 =0.5 =0.5
Mickel (total) CE127 " mg/kg Ni 20 21 30 22 26 25
Selenium (botal) CE127 " mig/ kg Se 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.3 1.3
Zinc (tatal) CE127 " mg/ka Zn Fi-] B8 a4 105 7 B8
pH CEOD4 units 8.2 8.5 8.1 8.1 8.4 8.1
Sulphate (2:1 water soluble) CEORL ™ gyl S0, 5 68 56 24 45 59
Cyanide (total) CEQT? mag/kg TN =1 =1 =1 =1 =1 =1
Phenols (total) CED78B mgikg FhOH <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Tolal Organic Carbon (TOC) CE187 %o wifw C 2.2 2.0 2.3 2.3 2.1 3.7
Estimate of OMC (calculated from TOC) CE1497 B owifw ER:} 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.6 6.4
PAH

Naphthalens CEOR7 ™ mg kg =0,02 =0,02 <0,02 <0,02 <0,02 <0,02
Acenaphthylena CEQg7? ™ mg/kg =0.02 0.03 =0.02 0.05 =0.02 =0.02
Acenaphthene CEQE7 " mg/ka <002 0.19 <002 0.04 =0,02 =0,02
Flugrane CEOaT mg kg =0.,02 0.08 <0,02 0.04 <0,02 <0,02
Phenanthrens CEQg7? ™ mag/kg 0.06 0.56 0.03 1.01 0.06 0.17
Anthracene CEpE7 Y mgSka <002 0.21 <002 0.33 =0,02 .04
Flugranthens CEoR7 ™ mg kg 016 2.80 0.02 3.56 0,13 0.65
Pyrens CEDa? ™ mg, kg 0.15 2.82 0.09 3.38 0.12 0.54
Benzola)anthracens CEQaT mg kg 011 1.50 0.06 2.16 0.09 0.42
Chrysene CEDaT " mg/ kg 0.09 1.62 0.05 2.28 0.08 0.35
Benzo(b)fluoranthene CEQa7 ™ mgfkg 015 1.72 0.02 2.46 0.10 0.59
Benzolk)fluoranthene CEQg? ™ mg, kg 0.06 0.70 0.04 0.858 0.04 0.20
Benzola)pyrena CEng7 mig/kg 0.10 1.36 0.05 1.87 0.07 0.35
Indeno{123cd)pyrene CEQR7 ™ migkg 0.11 1.21 0.04G 1.68 0.07 0.39
Dibenz{ah)anthracene CEOa7 M mg/kg <0.02 0.22 <0.02 0.24 <0.02 0.05
Benzo({ghi}perylens CEDa7 " mg/kg 0.09 0.91 0.05 1.30 0.05 0.33
PA&H (total of USERA 16) CEQ87 mg kg 1.09 16.0 0.60 21.3 0.81 4.09
BTEX & TPH

MTBE CE1m2 Y mg, kg =0.02 =0.02 <0.02 <0.02 <0.02 <0.02
Benzana CE192 " migkg =0,01 =0,01 =0,01 =0,01 =0,01 =0,01
Toluene CE192 mgkg =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01
Ethylbenzene CE1gz“ mig/kg =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01
m B p-Xylene CE13z " mgSkg =0.02 =0.02 =0,02 =0,02 =0,02 =0,02
o-Nylene CE1g2 " mg kg =0,01 =0,01 =0,01 =0,01 =0,01 =0,01
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Chemtech Environmental Limited

SOILS

Lab number 97865-1 97865-2 97865-3 G7865-4 97865-5 G97B65-6
Sample id TPOL TPOZ TPOZ TPO4 TPOS TPOG
Depth {m) 0.70-0.80 0.10-0.20 0.10-0.20 0.10-0.20 0.50-0.60 0.50-0.60
Date sampled 23/06/2021 | 23/06/2021 | 2F/06/2021 | 23/06/2021 | 23/06/2021 | 23/06/20Z1
Test Method Units

WPH Aromatic {(=ECS-ECT) CEQBT mg/kg =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01 =0.01
WPH Aromatic (~ECT-ECH) CEDG? mgSka =0.01 =0.01 =<0.01 =<0.01 =0,01 =0,01
VPH Aromatic (>~ECE-EC10) CEDGT mg kg =0.01 =0.01 =0,01 =0,01 =0,01 =0,01
EPH Aromatic (=EC10-EC12) CEQOBR mg/kg =1 =1 =1 =1 =1 =1
EPH Aromatic (=EC12-EC16) CEOGE mgSka <1 <] <1 <] <] <]
EPH Aromatic (=EC16-EC21) CEDGE mg kg <1 ] <1 ] <1 2
EPH Aromatic (=EC21-EC35) CEQBR mg/kg =1 Q =1 13 =1 3
EPH Aromatic (>=EC35-EC44) CEOGE mgSka <1 <1 <1 2 <] <]
WPH Aliphatic {=C5-C6) CEQBT mg/kg ={.1 =0.1 =0.1 =0.1 =0.1 =0.1
VPH Aliphatic {=C6-CB) CEQGY mgSka =0.1 =0.1 =0.1 =0.1 =0.1 =0.1
VPH Aliphatic {>CB-C10) CEORT mg/ kg <.l <i.1 <i.1 <i.1 0.1 0.1
EPH Aliphatic (»C10-C12) CEDGE mg, kg =g =g =g =g = g
EPH Aliphatic (>C12-C16) CEDGE mgSkg <4 <4 <4 <4 <4 <4
EPH Aliphatic {>C16-C35) CEORR mg/ kg <d 51 19 18 <d 20
EPH Aliphatic {»C35-C44) CEOGR mg/ka =10 <10 <10 <10 =10 =10
Subcontracted analysis

Ashestos (qualitative) |$ - MaD MaD MaD MaD MaD MaD

G97865
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Chemtech Environmental Limited

METHOD DETAILS

METHOD (SOILS METHOD SUMMARY SAMPLE | STATUS LoD UNITS
CE127 Arsenic (total) Aqua regia digest, ICP-M5 oy M 1 mag/kg As
CE127 Cadmium [total) Aqua regia digest, ICP-M5 Dy M 0.2 mg/kg Cd
CE1Z7 Chramium [total) Aqua regia digest, ICP-M5 Dry M 1 mgikg Cr
CEl46 Chromium [WI) Acid extraction, Colorimetry oy 1 ma/kg Crvl
CE127 Copper (total) Agqua regia digest, ICP-M5 Dy M 1 mg/kg Cu
CE1Z7 Lead (total) Aqua regia digest, ICP-M5 Dry M 1 mg/kg Pb
CE127 Mercury (botal) Aqua regia digest, [CP-M5 oy M 0.5 mafkg Ha
CE127 Mickel (total) Agqua regia digest, ICP-M5 Dy M 1 mig/kg Wi
CE1Z7 Selenium (total) Aqua regia digest, ICP-M5 Dry M 0.3 mig/kg Se
CE127 Zinc (total) Aqua regia digest, [CP-M5 oy M 5 ma/ka Zn
CEOD4 pH Based on BS 1377, pH Meter As received M - units
CEDG1 Sulphate [2:1 water soluble) Agueous extraction, ICR-0ES Dry M 10 mag/l 50,
CEOD??  |Cyanide (total) Exltraction, Continuous Flow Colorimetry  [As received 1 mg/fkg CN
CEOTS Phenols (total} Extraction, Continuous Flow Colorimetry  |As received 0.5 mg/kg PhOH
CE197 Total Organic Carbaon (TOC) Carbon Analyser Dy 0.1 %o wifw C
CE197 Estimate of OMC (calculated from TOC) Calculation from Total Organic Carbon oy 0.1 U W
CEOBT Maphthalena Solvent extraction, GC-MS As received M 0.02 ma/kg
CEDBT Acenaphthylane Solvent extraction, GC-M5 A racaived M 0.02 malkg
CEOET Acenaphthens Solvent extraction, GC-M3 ns recelved M 0.02 ma/fkg
CEOBT Flugrene Solvent extraction, GC-MS As received u 0.02 ma/kg
CEOBY Phenanthrens Solvent extraction, GC-M5 As received M 0.02 maky
CEOET Anthracens Solvent extraction, GC-M3 ns recelved ] 0.02 ma/fkg
CEOBT Flugranthens Solvent extraction, GC-MS As received M 0.02 ma/kg
CEDBT Pyrene Solvent extraction, GC-M5 As racaived M 0.02 malkg
CEOET Benzol(a)anthracens Solvent extraction, GC-M3 ns received ] 0.02 ma/fkg
CEOBT Chrysene Solvent extraction, GC-MS As received M 0.03 ma/kg
CEDBT Benzolb)fluoranthenes Solvent extraction, GC-M5 As racaived M 0.02 malkg
CEODBT Benzolk)fluoranthens Solvent extraction, GC-MS s received M 0.03 ma/kg
CEOBT Benzola)pyrense Solvent extraction, GC-MS As received u 0.02 ma/kg
CEDBT Indenofl23cd)pyrang Solvent extraction, GC-M5 As racaived M 0.02 malkg
CEODBT Dienz{ahjanthracens Solvent extraction, GC-MS s received M 002 ma/kg
CEOBT Benzo(ghi)perylena Solvent extraction, GC-MS As received M 0.02 ma/kg
CEDBT PaH (kotal of USERA 16) Solvent extraction, GC-M5 As recaived 0.34 mglkg
CE192 MTEE Headspace GC-FID A5 received u 0.02 mafkg
CE192 Benzene Headspace GC-FID As received u 0.01 ma/kg
CE192 Toluane Headspace GC-FID As recaived u 0.01 mglkg
CE192 Ethylbenzens Headspace GC-FID A5 received u 0.01 mafkg
CE192 m & p-¥ylene Headspace GC-FID As received u 0.02 ma/kg
CE192 o-Xylana Headspace GC-FID As recaived u 0.01 mglkg
CEDGT VPH Aromatic (=EC5-ECT) Headspace GC-FID A5 received 0.01 mgfkg
CEDGT WPH Aromatic (=ECT-ECE) Headspace GC-FID As received 0.01 mig/ka
CEDGT WPH Aromiatic (=EC8-EC10) Headspace GC-FID As recaived 0.01 migSkg
CEDGE EPH Aromatic (=ECI0-EC12) Solvent extraction, GC-FID A5 received 1 mgkg
CEDGS EPH Aromatic (=EC12-ECLE) Solvent extraction, GC-FID As received 1 mig/fkg
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Chemtech Environmental Limited
METHOD DETAILS

METHOD (SOILS METHOD SUMMARY SAMPLE | STATUS LoD UNITS
CEDGE EPH Aromatic (=ECI6-EC21) Solvent extraction, GC-FID s recelved 1 mg/kg
CEDGE EPH Aromatic (=EC21-EC35) Solvent extraction, GC-FID As received 1 migSka
CEDGE EPH Aromatic [=EC35-EC44) Solvent extraction, GC-FID A received 1 migSkg
CEO&7  |VPH aliphatic {>C5-06) Headspace GC-FID As recelved .1 mg/kg
CEDGT WPH Aliphatic {=Ch-CB) Headspace GC-FID As received 0.1 mig/ka
CEDGT VPH Aliphatic {=CB-C10) Headspace GC-FID As received 0.1 migSkg
CEDRE EPH Aliphatic (=C10-C12) Solvent extraction, GC-FID Az received 4 mg/kqg
CEDGSE EPH Aliphatic (»C12-C16) Solvent extraction, GC-FID As received 4 mig/ka
CEDGE EPH Aliphatic (=C16-C35) Solvent extraction, GC-FID A raceived 4 migSkg
CEDRE EPH Aliphatic {=C35-C44) Solvent extraction, GC-FID Az received 10 mg/kqg
4 Asbestos [gualitative) HSG 248, Microscopy Dy u
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Chemtech Environmental Limited
DEVIATING SAMPLE INFORMATION

Comments

Sample deviation is determined in accordance with the UKAS note "Guidance on Deviating Samples” and
bhased on reference standards and laboratory trials.

For samples identified as deviating, test result{s) may be compromised and may not be representative of
the sample at the time of sampling.
Chemtech Environmental Ltd cannot be held responsible for the integrity of sample(s) received if Chemtech
Environmental Ltd did not undertake the sampling. Such samples may be deviating.

Key

M Mo (not deviating sample)

¥ Yes (deviating sample)

NSO Sampling date not provided

MST Sampling time not provided (waters only)

EHT Sample exceeded holding time(s)

1C Sample not received in appropriate containers

HF Headspace present in sample container

MCF Sample not chemically fixed (where appropriate)

OR Other (specify)

Lab ref Sample id Depth (m) Deviating |Tests (Reason for deviation)
97865-1 TRO1 0.70-0.80 L]

S7865-2 TROZ 0.10-0.20 N

S7BE5-3 TRO3 0.10-0.20 M

978654 TED4 0.10-0.20 L]

S7865-5 TROS 0.50-0.50 N

S7BE5-6 TROG 0.50-0.60 M

97865
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TrialPit Mo

r 4 Trial Pit Log TPO1
Sheet 1 of 1
i FProject Mo. Co-ords: - Date
Project 3, Malting Lane !
Mama WEX1928 Level: 23/06/2021
P : . Dimensions Scale
Location: Donington, Spalding PE11 4XJ (mj: 1.25
Client:  JJ & J Hartley Architectural & Surveyors oeen Logged
B Samples & In Siu Testing Degpth Level »
E % Degth Tyoe Rosute imi im} Legend Stratum Descriplion
Brown slightly clayey SAMD with rootiats. 4
1 -
1.20 .| Soft to firm brown grey silty GLAY. ]
1.70 Erd of Pit &t 1.70m E
2
3
4
5 —
Remarks:
1

Stability:




TrialPit No
r 4 Trial Pit Log TPO2
Sheet 1 of 1
i FProject Mo. (Co-ords: - Date
Project 3, Malting Lane !
MName WEX1928 Level: 23/06/2021
P— : . Dimenslons Scale
Location: Donington, Spalding PE11 4XJ (mj: 1.25
Client:  JJ & J Hartley Architectural & Surveyors oeen Logged
B Samples & In Siu Testing Degpth Level »
E % Degth Tyoe Rosute imi im} Legend Stratum Descriplion
MADE GROUND. Brown gravelly SAND. Gravel is fine, 4
subangular to subrounded of flint and rare brick and 1
0.20 macadam. i
Brown slightly clayey SAMD with rootiats. E
-
130 o Saft bo iem brown gray silly CLAY, ]
1.70 Erd of Pit &t 1.70m E
2
3
4
5 —
Remarks:
1

Stability:




TrialPit Mo

r 4 Trial Pit Log TPO3
Sheet 1 of 1
i FProject Mo. Co-ords: - Date
Project 3, Malting Lane !
Mama WEX1928 Level: 23/06/2021
P : " Dimensions Scale
Location: Donington, Spalding PE11 4XJ (mj: 1.25
Client:  JJ & J Hartley Architectural & Surveyors oeen Logged
B Samples & In Siu Testing Degpth Level »
E % Degth Tyoe Rosute imi im} Legend Stratum Descriplion
Brown slightly clayey SAMD with rootiats. 4
1.00 Saft ta firm brown grey sity CLAY, 17
1.70 Erd of Pit &t 1.70m E
2
3
4
5 —
Remarks:
1

Stability:




TrialPit Mo

r 4 Trial Pit Log TPO4
Sheet 1 of 1
i FProject Mo. Co-ords: - Date
Project 3, Malting Lane !
Mama WEX1928 Level: 23/06/2021
P : " Dimensions Scale
Location: Donington, Spalding PE11 4XJ (mj: 1.25
Client:  JJ & J Hartley Architectural & Surveyors oeen Logged
B Samples & In Siu Testing Degpth Level »
E % Degth Tyoe Rosute imi im} Legend Stratum Descriplion
Brown slightly clayey SAMD with rootiats. 4
1.00 Saft ta firm brown grey sity CLAY, 17
1.70 Erd of Pit &t 1.70m E
2
3
4
5 —
Remarks:
1

Stability:




TrialPit Mo

r 4 Trial Pit Log TPOS
Sheet 1 of 1
i FProject Mo. Co-ords: - Date
Project 3, Malting Lane !
Mama WEX1928 Level: 23/06/2021
P : " Dimensions Scale
Location: Donington, Spalding PE11 4XJ (mj: 1.25
Client:  JJ & J Hartley Architectural & Surveyors oeen Logged
B Samples & In Siu Testing Degpth Level »
E % Degth Tyoe Rosute imi im} Legend Stratum Descriplion
Brown slightly clayey SAMD with rootiats. 4
1 -
140 Saft ta fiem brown grey silty CLAY, i
1.70 Erd of Pit &t 1.70m E
2
3
4
5 —
Remarks:
1

Stability:




TrialPit Mo

r 4 Trial Pit Log TPO6
Sheet 1 of 1
i FProject Mo. Co-ords: - Date
Project 3, Malting Lane !
MName WEX1928 Level: 23/06/2021
P— : . Dimenslons Scale
Location: Donington, Spalding PE11 4XJ (mj: 1.25
Client:  JJ & J Hartley Architectural & Surveyors oeen Logged
B Samples & In Siu Testing Degpth Level »
E % Degth Tyoe Rosute imi im} Legend Stratum Descriplion
Brown slightly clayey SAMD with rootiats. 4
=
1.10 oo - |
ron brown grey silty CLAY, 4
1.70 Erd of Pit &t 1.70m E
2
3
4
5 —
Remarks:
1

Stability:




