


CLEA model is used to derive SGVs for these contaminants very high, nonsensical screening values are
obtained.

v) The SGV calculation for lead seems overly conservative.

For lead contaminants only it is possible to amend the exposure within the CLEA spread sheet. Therefore,
generated a Soil Screening Value (SSV) for lead using an exposure frequency of 60 days. Please find
attached CLEA out put report using a 60 day exposure frequency.

It is considered that an exposure frequency of 60 days is a suitable exposure frequency for workers/staff using
the main avenue south area because the majority of this area is vacant and those locations that are used, are

only used infrequently.

For your information, | have changed the exposure scenario to 160 days and then calculated an SSV for lead.
The SSV generated using a 160 day exposure scenario is 1050mg/kg. The Upper Bound Value (UBV - 95"

‘centile concentration) calculated for lead in this area is 1030mg/kg. Therefore, even if the exposure
frequency is increased to 160 days, the UBV still does not exceed the SSV. Therefore, it is considered that
the lead concentrations in the soil in this area do not represent a significant risk to human heaith.

v) Additionally, ...

Although 6 out 170 samples exceeded the lead SSV of 2,850mg/kg, the Upper Bound Value (UBV) for lead
was 1,030mg/kg. As the UBV is significantly below the SSV it is considered that the soil does not representa
significant source of lead contamination. Remember that the UBV accounts for 95% of the expected
concentrations on site. Based on the source-pathway-receptor philosophy it-is considered that there is no
significant pollutant linkage because there is no significant contamination source and hence one of the three
items required for a significant pollutant linkage is missing.

vi) Table 5.33....

A typing error accounts for the differences between the SSTV for zinc given in Table 5.33 and section 5.6.4.
The concentration in table 5.33 should read 1.2 x10°mgfkg and not 4.6 x 10°mglkg.

Currently we are approaching Remediation Contractors to carry out the remediation works outlined in our
Report. We have now identified 4No. potential contractors and we are currently developing a detailed

_ ‘emediation Design and Tender document.

| hope the above answers your queries however, if you have any further concerns please do not hesitate to
contact.

Please to do not hesitate to call if you wish to discuss.

Yours faithfully
For WHITE YOUNG GREEN ENVIRONMENTAL LTD

Phil Studds
Associate ‘ »

Encl  3No. CLEA out put reports for Lead, Copper and Zinc
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. Contaminant : copper Simulation Date: 28/07/2004
Total Average Daily Exposure (mg/Kq bodyweight / day) Ratio of ADE/TDI! at 95th percentile :  1.007
. Ageclass Percentiies
b 99 th 95th 90 th 50 th
17 §.85E-1 5.03E-1 4.65E-1 3.75E-1

|

CONTAMINATED LAND EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT MODEL 2002
Prepa;red by the Centre for Research into the Built Environment, for the Environment Agency (1993 - 2002)

Summary of Results

Report Date: 28/07/2004
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) ~ CONTAMINATED LAND EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT MODEL 2002
:' Prepared by the Centre for Research into the Built Environment, for the Environment Agency (1993 - 2002)

Summary of Results User Name: Super User Report Date: 28/07/2004
Contaminant : Zinc Simulation Date: 2810712004
- Sofl Concentration (mg/Kg): 1228867 .477 Chemical Type : Inorganic / Threshold
Health Criteria Value: TDI Details: Spondon - zinc
(mg/Kg bw /day): 1
‘Background (mg/day): 22.833
Model Parameters Mean Daily Intakes:
Entry Route: Oral Oral: 22.833
Applied Dose Data To: All Routes Dermal N/A
No. of lterations: 5000 Inhalation: N/A
Scenario Type : Commercial / Industrial ,
Receptor Used : Female height / weight database Age Class: 17 To 17
. Averaging Method : Elapsed exposure time Soil Type : Sandy
i Dermal Uptake Routine : N/A Soil PH : 7
i Plant Uptake Routine : N/A Soil Organic Matter (%): 1
Building Type : N/A Molecular Weight (g ) : N/A
Fie  Type: NIA Air Diffusivity (m2 /s ) : N/A
Exposure Routes Analysis ’
Route 1 : Soil ingestion pathway
Route 2 :Ingestion of indoor dust
, Route § :OQutdoor exposure to soil through skin contact pathway
~ Route 6 :Indoor exposure to dust through skin contact pathway
. Route 7 :Outdoor inhalation of fugitive dust pathway
Route 8 : indoor inhalation of fugitive dust pathway
Route 9 : Outdoor inhalation of soil vapour pathway
Route 10 : Indoor inhalation of soil vapour pathway
. # ~rage Contribution of Each Exposure Route to ADE
=xposure route Contributions for each exposure route
Mean (%) Standard Dev (%) Minimum (%) Maximum (%)
1 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Ty s




’ . CONTAMINATED LAND EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT MODEL 2002
Prepared by the Centre for Research into the Built Environment, for the Environment Agency (1993 - 2002)

y

Contaminant Zinc Report Date: 2810712004
Oral Settings Simulation Date: 2810712004
Oral Setlings

' Tolerable Daily Intake (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1) 1

. Index Dose (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1) 0.3

- Adult Background Value (mg.day-1) 22.833
i

e

Inhalation Settings

l Tolerable Daily intake (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1) N/A
"’ Index Dose (mg kg-1.bw.day-1) N/A
Adult Background Value (mg.day-1) N/A

; Dermal Settings

Tolerable Daily intake (mg.kg-1.bw.day-~1) N/A
Index Dose (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1). N/A
! Aduit Background Value (mg.day-1) N/A

. M ellaneous Settings

* Skin Permeability (cm.hr-1) N/A

Air Diffusion Coefficient (m2.s-1) 1E-6

| Water Diffusion Coefficient (m2.s-1) 1E-10

= Water Solubility (mg.I-1) N/A
Experimental Organic Carbon Distribution Coefficient (Lkg-1) N/A
Expenimental Octanol-Water Partition Coefficient flog, dimensionless) NIA

; -Xelative Molecular Weight (g.mol-1) 65.39
Vapour Pressure at 20'C (Pa) N/A

o “enry’s Constant (Pa.m3.mol-1) N/A

,,' Jenry’s Constant (Dimensioniess) N/A

o

Experimental Soil Water Distribution Coefficient (1.kg-1) 200
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CONTAMINATED LAND EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT MODEL 2002
Prepared by the Centre for Research into the qult Environment, for the Environment Agency (1993 - 2002)

" "Contaminant {EAD

:Oral Settings

Tolerable Daily Intake (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1)
Index Dose (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1)
1 Adult Background Value (mg.day-1)

. Inhalation Seftings

J Tolerable Daily Intake (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1)
| Index Dose (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1)
L ' Adult Background Value (mg.day-1)

;Demal Settings

‘Tolerable Daily Intake (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1)

hm: Index Dose (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1)
Aduilt Background Value (mg.day-1)

JMh. .ellaneous Settings

" Skin Permeability (cm.hr-1)

-Air Diffusion Coefficient (m2.s-1)

Water Diftusion Coefficient (m2.s-1)
Water Solubility (mg.i-1)

Relative Molecular Weight (g.mol-1)
Vapour Pressure at 20°C (Pa)
Henry's Constant (Pa.m3.mol-1)
-Henry’'s Constant (Dimensionless)

Experimental Soil Water Distribution Coefficient (1L kg-1)

b

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
NIA
N/A

‘Experimental Organic Carbon Distribution Coefficient (Lkg-1)
L. Experimental Octanol-Water Partition Coefficient (log, dimensionless) NIA

Report Date: 18/03/2003
Simulation Date: 1810312003

4E-6
1E-6
1E-10
N/A
N/A

207.19
0

N/A
N/A
200




l}' - CONTAMINATED LAND EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT MODEL 2002
prepéred by the Centre for Research into the Built Environment, for the Environment Agency (1993 - 2002)

5
I
f
& e

i Contaminant LEAD Report Date: 28/07/2004
. jral Settings Simulation Date: 28107/2004
- Jral Setungs

'E Tolerable Daily Intake (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1) N/A
. ndex Dose (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1) NIA
I 1dult Background Value (mg.day-1) N/A

'nhalation Settings

' rolerable Daily Intake (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1) N/A
¥ Index Dose (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1) N/A
dult Background Value (mg.day-1) N/A

- Dermal Settings

~olerable Daily Intake (mg.kg-1.bw.day-1) N/A
ndex Dose (mg.kg- 1.bw.day-1) N/A
Adult Background Value (mg.day-1) N/A

IE ‘laneous Settings

* Skin Permeability (cm.hr-1) 4E-6
Air Diffusion Coefficient (m2.s-1) 1E-6
Vater Diffusion Coefficient (m2.s-1) 1E-10
Water Solubility (mg.1-1) N/A
Experimental Organic Carbon Distribution Coefficient (1. kg-1) N/A
xperimental Octanol-Water Partition Coefficient (log, dimensionless) NIA
| Xelative Molecular Weight (g.mol-1) 207.19
Vapour Pressure at 20°'C (Pa) 0
‘Jenry's Constant (Pa.m3.mol-1) N/A
fenry’s Constant (Dimensioniess) N/A
 Experimental Soil Water Distribution Coefficient (1.kg-1) 200

e

LT e




. Page 2 of 2
;:w;de ;5 <10ug/l, thus the concentration would still be significantly below the detection limit.

°

‘MNA is a reasonable solution for some areas of the site. For the areas where MNA is
sosed the EA would like a meeting to discuss locations of monitoring wells and proposed

:ing suite prior to commencement of the remedial works.

or areas where active remediation is proposed the EA would like a meeting to discuss the
11 remediation design prior to commencement of work.

"he EA would like to discuss monitor locations in the river and agree the
vime/intervals prior to active remediation commencing.
H

e -

ils addressing points 4, 5 and 6 will be given in the detailed remediation design to be submitted shortly.

\

3

The EA asked if we would look at biological indicators in the river up stream and down
:am of the site.

Sve spoken to Phil Harding of the EA and he agreed that biological surveys are very expensive and may not be-conclusive
use a variety of factors affect the presence of biological species not just the levels of contaminants. At this stage while
Jnti - to monitor the river water for contaminants, 1 do not think that we should carry out a biological survey of the fiver

| adjacent to the site.

g

Il phone later today to discuss the above points and arrange a convenient time for you to visit me in the Leeds office to
i how the RAM software generates the remedial target concentrations.

-_——

-ards

=7

T Studds

m'w
L

I 972004
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(a) contact details of the establishment or undertaking intending to carry out the redeposit of the
waste;
(b) a description of the waste to be deposited including its physical form and appropriate analysisof
the chemical properties of the waste and their concentrations;
(c) the quantity of waste to be deposited;
(d) a map clearly identifying the location of the activity and contact details of the landowner and a
six figure OS grid reference for the centre of the area or site;
(e) a map indicating the area of land on which the waste is to be deposxted and proposed storage
areas;
(f) a risk assessment demonstrating that the redeposit will not cause pollution of the environment,
harm to human health or serious detriment to amenities and is consistent with the need to attain the
relevant objectives listed in paragraph 4(1)(a) Schedule 4 of WMLR, (this risk assessment will
include the locations and details of potential environmental receptors)
(g) a statement detailing the proposed method of deposit, the proposed start and end dates of the
deposit and that the waste is suitable for the purposes of reclamation, restoration or improvement at
that site

Table 2

Codes Types of waste

191302 solid wastes from soil remediation other than those mentioned in 19 13 01
1913 04 Sludges from soil remediation other than those mentioned in 19 13 03
1903 05 Stabilised wastes other than those mentioned in 19 03 04

1903 07 Solidified wastes other than those mentioned in 19 03 06



ACCORDISARE/2

V) Additionally, it is noted that although 6 out of 170 samples are
above your calculated SGV for lead (see iv above), the report still
considers there to be no SPL (Section 5.6.4, based on current

conditions). Can this be explained?

vi) Table 5.33 lists the SSTV for zinc to be 4.6x10° mg/kg. However,
section 5.6.4 refers to a calculated value of 1.2 x10° mg/kg.
Although there are issues with the inherent value (see iii above), is

there a reason for this difference?

In summary, this is a very comprehensive and thorough report. The
conclusions drawn appear reasonable based on current scientific knowledge
of the site. It is assumed that this will continue to be updated as and when
new and relevant information comes to light, in order for the works to provide

the best solution for remediation.

| appreciate being kept up to date with developments concerning this site, and

hope to hear from you soon in regards to the above queries.

Thanks and regards,

Yours sincerely

Dave Fountain

Technical Officer (Contaminated Land)

Copy lan Lovatt

Environmental Agency
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DIST{COPY{ SIG.
Date 26 May 2004 _
Environment Agency ‘)S v S
Units 10 and 11

Greyfriars Business Park
Frank Foley Way
Stafford

Staffordshire

§T16 28T

For the attention of: 1an Lovatt

Dear Sirs

RE: Acordis Acetate Products L

td. - Spondon — Requirement for Waste Management Licence for
Proposed Remediation Strateqy

Further to our recent meeting please find below our comments on the requirement for a Waste Management
Licence for the remediation strategy proposed for the Spondon site.

Background

Inone area of the site (referenced as former Tar Pit area) there is impact to soil and perched groundwater by
hydrocarbpn contaminants. In the Tar Pit area heavy viscous tars were buried in pits however, the tar has
subsequently been removed, but residual contamination is present. Elevated benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene
and xylene (BTEX) compounds, were recorded in the soil and groundwater in this area.

The shallow soils comprise Made Ground and Alluvial silty clays. Due to the relatively impermeabie nature of
the shallow soils, it is considered that in situ

The siteacovers an approximate area of 112 hectares and the approximate volume of impacted soil is
60,000m”, -

Waste Management Licensing Regulations 1994

it is understood that under strict interpretation of the Waste Management Licensing Regulations 1994

(WMLR), any disposal of contaminated soil on site should be caried out under the control of a Waste

Management Licence or meet one of the exemptions from licensing.

The Decision Process

The Environment Agency guidance document titled, ‘Guidance on the Application of Waste Management

Licensing to Remediation’, V 2. Jan 2001 provides a decision framework as an aid to assess the appropriate
regulation of tand contamination remediation proposals

The following bullet points outline the key stages of the decision process:
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Our ref: IL/JVH

Date: 04 June 2004

Phil Studds

White Young and Green
Arndale Court

Otley Road

Headingly

Leeds

LS6 2UJ

Dear Sir,

RE: SITE AT SPONDON, DERBY.

ENVIRONMENT
AGENCY

P ame e e

I write with regards to the recently submitted report dated April 2004 and entitled;

Assessment of Environmental
Conditions and Outline Remedial

Strategy
Spondon

For
Acetate Products Limited
PO Box 5
Spondon
Derby.

I1am able to forward the following comments.

I can generally agree that the site investigation, conceptualisation and quantitative risk

assessment appear reasonable based upon the information presented within this report. It
would now appear best to move onto the decision making process with regards to the specific
remediation proposals rather than requiring further exammatlon of the available data.
However as discussed in our telephone conversation of the 4™ June 2003 I would still wish to
meet with you to further examine the details of the quantitative risk assessment as I do not
have access to the RAM software. This will hopefully add to my current understanding of all

input parameters you have used and illustrate how appropriate target values have been

derived.

Furthermore I believe any report of this nature should be viewed as a living document and be
continually reviewed when new information becomes available during remedial works and/or

monitoring €Xercises.

Environment Agency

Units 10 & 11 Greyfriars Businéss Park, Frank Foley Way, Stafford, ST16 2ST

Tel: 01785 782513

Fax: 01785 782501

g\bus_servibus_supportiword\june 2004\pstudds.iL.doc

WYGE 47 Jun 2004
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Our ref: CL 95/7
Your ref: :

ENVIRONMENT
AGENCY

Date: 20 November 2003

Phil Studds

White Young Green
Amndale Court
Headingley

Leeds

LS6 2UJ

Dear Phil .
Acordis Spondon Site

I am writing with regards to the Acordis site at Spondon. As we discussed on the telephone
this morning as a result of staff recruitment within the Environment Agency’s Groundwater

* & Contaminated Land Middle Trent Team Ian Lovatt will take the Agency’s lead role on the

remediation work which is being carried out at the Acordis site. Ian will be working on the
Middle Trent Team’s Contaminated Land (Part ITa) work and has experience of dealing with
groundwater remediation schemes.

Ian’s contact details are as follows:

Ian Lovatt

Units 10 & 11
Greyfriars Business Park
Frank Foley Way
Stafford

Staffordshire

ST16 2ST

01785 782520

I apologise for any inconvenience this may cause you, if you wish to discuss this change
further then feel free to call either Ian or the Middle Trent Team Leader Mohammed Asghar
on 01543 404846. [ have also written to Neil Burns of Acordis to let him know of the
changes.

Yours faithfully

f\D 6%&3 |WYGE 21 nov 2003

. X RO _ T Fdiociies  FAERER
Alistair Brodie 3 6)1%53 b1%2
Technical Officer . ; -

’ CT ]

Groundwater & Contaminated Land f(; S{etleadt f
Middle Trent INFD
Direct dial 01543 404879 it 427 RIS

y o~

Environment Agency
Sentinel House, Wellington Crescent, Fradley Park, Lichfield, Staffs, WS13 8RR
Tel: 01543 444141 Fax: 01543 444161





