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SITE OF AMBULANCE AND HIGHWAYS DEPOT, RUTHIN ROAD
Further to my memorandums dated 09 June 2016 and 15 July 2016 I have received the following information submitted with respect to the conditions 6 and 7 of planning permission P/2015/0533. 

· Letter Report, Ruthin Road Ambulance Station, by Brownfield Solutions Ltd, 14 July 2016 (Ref: LC/C2917/6247)

· Email from Lucy Crawford dated 27 July 2016 with the following documents attached:
· P20160395 Former Ambulance depot Ruthin Rd 15Jun16 MEMO RESPONSE

· RE: 0839NES Wrexham – email from Utility Connections, 20 July 2016

· Venting Detail, Drawing PAG Detail No. 3, 21 March 2015

· RXS ISO 15015 – Test Report for Monarflex Reflex Super Sand/Black, 15 December 2015

· PAGeotechnical 6 Geocomposite, Issue 6 – Jan 11
· Aldi Wrexham PAG6 vent layout

· Technical Data Sheet, Monarflex Reflex Sand/Black
· Drawing, Detail Sections – sheet 3 by The Harris Partnership
Having reviewed the above information I can provide the following comments. I trust that you will forward them to the appropriate person(s). I have detailed below if the response provided to Items 1 to 9 from my previous memorandum dated 15 July 2016 are satisfactory. Items a) to g) are specific to the letter report submitted (Ref: LC/C2917/6247).
1. A satisfactory response has been received.
2. If during the construction phase of the development unexpected contamination is identified then the Council should be informed. This should include details of how the unexpected contamination is going to be investigated. 
3. It has been confirmed in the email from Utility Connections that the new potable water supply pipe to serve the store should be in a barrier pipe material, confirmation that this has been carried out will be required within the validation report.
4. It is stated that this has been addressed within the validation report detailed within the letter report. Please refer to my comments in relation to the letter report discussed in Items a) to g) below.

5. Where material is to be imported to site it should be in accordance with the following document: ‘Requirements for the Chemical Testing of Imported Materials for Various End Uses and Validation of Cover Systems’, by the Welsh Land Contamination Working Group’. Please find attached a copy for your information. The information required within this document should be submitted to the Council for written approval and be included within the validation report.
6. I am satisfied that the chosen membrane (MONARFLEX® Reflex Sand/Black) and the plans provided meet the requirements of Characteristic Situation 2. Please note that the specific details within the plans will need to be approved by your chosen building surveyor. Please can you provide details of who is going to install the gas protection measures and details of the suitably qualified third party who is going to independently validate the installation?
7. It is understood that the material has yet to be removed from site and that the waste transfer notes will be sent once the material has been removed. A copy should be provided within the final validation report for the site. 
8. It is stated that this has been addressed within the validation report detailed within the letter report. Please refer to my comments in relation to the letter report discussed in Items a) to g) below.
9. No further action is required.
Please find below my comments regarding the validation of hydrocarbon contamination detailed within the following letter report:

· Letter Report, Ruthin Road Ambulance Station, by Brownfield Solutions Ltd, 14 July 2016 (Ref: LC/C2917/6247)
a) It is stated that the UST was exposed on the 20 June 2016 however further on it is stated that the tank was removed on the 13 June 2016 which is further confirmed by the waste consignment note provided in appendix C. The UST must have been exposed prior to it being removed from site therefore the date of 20 June 2016 must be incorrect. Please can you provide further clarification on these dates?
b) It is stated that the typical background PID readings for this type of area are below 10ppm, please can you reference where this information has been sourced from?

c) It is noted that the 4th paragraph on page 2 has been repeated.
d) Details of the type of strata surrounding all sides of the tank should be provided within the final validation report for the site. 
e) Chemical Testing – When comparing the results of chemical analysis to generic assessment criteria (GAC) it is expected that the GAC values are listed for each individual contaminant. It is acknowledged that they have been compared to the CIEH/LQM values however there are several versions therefore please can you list the exact values?
Furthermore it is stated that due to the sensitivity of the groundwater at the site that the results of the testing were screened against the respective CIEH/LQM values for residential end use. I am not in agreement that the risks to groundwater should be assessed based on GACS derived for human health risk assessment. This is not in accordance with best practice. Alternatively the samples should have been subjected to leachability tests and compared to appropriate controlled water GACs.
f) I am in agreement that there is no residual risk to human health for a commercial end use. 

g) It is acknowledged that the removal of the UST, the surrounding impacted material and perched groundwater has reduced the risk to controlled waters, however as discussed in my previous memorandum dated 15 July 2016 it has been found during the various site investigations that perched groundwater has been impacted with hydrocarbons. The remediation around the UST was localised to within 1m of the tank, however perched groundwater has been impacted with hydrocarbons in WS106, WS107 and WS04. The remediation undertaken does not cover these areas. Please can you provide further explanation to demonstrate that there is no residual risk to controlled waters?
I look forward to receiving a response to the above items in due course. Please note that until a satisfactory response has been received and approved in writing by the Contaminated Land Team I am unable to recommend that either of the contamination conditions (Nos. 6 and 7) can be discharged. Furthermore it should be noted that as remedial works are deemed necessary then Condition 7 cannot be discharged until the remediation works have been carried out and the validation/verification report has been submitted and approved in writing by the Council.

Should you have any queries regarding this memo please do not hesitate to contact me on Ext 7435.
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Stacey Inglis
Contaminated Land Officer
MEMORANDUM











