West of England HHSRS Group Local Worked Example: 20th June 2014

LEAD

27 Pipe Lane, Watersford

Vulnerable age Persons aged 3 years & under Multiple locations No -

Related hazard(s) None Secondary hazards - -

Company principal Property boundary
stopcock

s Supply pipe: Householder's responsibility

I Communication pipe: Our responsibility
B Water main: Our responsibility

Dwelling: Pre 1920  2-storey, mid-terrace, house of  non HMO

traditional construction
DESCRIPTION OF HAZARDS

Background:

This dwelling is a 2-storey, mid terrace, house of traditional construction with gas central heating, double-glazed
windows and a modern electrical installation. It comprises of two reception rooms and a kitchen on the ground floor
and two bedrooms and a bathroom on the first floor. The house is in a good repair and decorative condition. Within
the last six months the water supply undertaker has replaced its lead communication pipe network in the area (the
pipe from the public main to the water supply undertaker's stopcock). This stopcock marking the boundary between
the communication pipe and the private supply pipe is located on the public footpath just outside the curtilage of the
dwelling. The water supply pipe from the main stopcock to the internal stopcock located under the kitchen sink is of
lead. From this point onwards within the house all water distribution pipework is copper. Following the work carried
out by the water supply undertaker some water quality sampling was carried out of the drinking water at the kitchen
sink and the undertaker has now notified the local authority under the provisions of The Water Supply (Water
Quality) Regulations 2000 that a sample result of 23ug/I of lead in the drinking water at the kitchen sink has been
obtained for this dwelling. This compares with a PCV (pescribed concentration and value) maximum guideline value
of 10ug/I.

Background information: 1) The Chartered Institution of Water and Environmental Management (CIWEM)
estimates that around 40% of UK properties have water supplied via a lead pipe. 2) The World Health Organisation
(WHO) Drinking Water Quality Guidelines 4th edition (2011) indicates a guideline value of 10ug/l. This is a non-health-
based guideline value. 3) The 1st edition (1984) had a guideline concentration for lead in water of 0.05mg/I (50ug/l)
with the value indicated in the 2nd (1993) and 3rd (2008) editions being 0.01mg/l (10ug/l). 4) The 2011 WHO
guidance indicates that concentrations of lead in drinking water are generally less than 5ug/l and that the strongest
evidence of ill-health/harm is for neurodevelopmental effects in young children and, for adults, an increase in systolic
blood pressure. Systolic blood pressure is the force exerted on the arteries as a result of the heart beating. High
systolic blood pressure is more commonly and simply known as high blood pressure. 5) The 2011 WHO guidance
indicates that dose-response analysis does not provide any indication of a threshold for the key ill-effects of lead.
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HEALTH AND SAFETY RATING SYSTEM SCORES Non HMO Pre 1920

LIKELIHOOD Low — High lin 56

Average: 39060

Justification:

The lead in water content of the drinking water supply exceeds the current (non-health) guidance figure but is less
than the 1984 figure. The figure in place at the time of the statistical evidence behind the Operating Guidance (1997-
1999) would have been the current level. In this particular dwelling the amount of lead in the drinking water is over
twice the guidance value and nearly five times that of the normal lead concentration found (5ug/l). This justifies an
increase in the likelihood of a harmful occurrence above the national average as the majority of dwellings of this
age (60% and hence "typical") do not have lead water supply pipes and lead concentrations are more typically
much less. In addition to this it is likely that general public perception is such that any occupier is likely to have
some level of concern with some resulting negative impact upon mental well-being. Whilst this is unlikely to be an
effect upon a member of the vulnerable group it is likely to exist for any parent. However, there is no threshold for
the ill-effects of lead and it must be recognised that the guidance value indicated in a non-health based one such
that there can be no firm certainty as to the chance of a harmful occurrence even if the guidance value has been
exceeded.

OUTCOMES %
Average: 0
Class | :. 0
Av: 1
Class Il I] 1
Av: 9
Class llI I] 10
Av: 90
Class VI .] 89

Justification:

There is nothing to suggest a departure from the national average spread of likely harm outcomes.

Average: 0

RATING - Score: 87

RATING SCORES AFTER IMPROVEMENT
IMPROVE Likelihood to 1lin 5600 Outcomes to 0 I 1 I 10 I 89 %

Justification:

Replacing the lead water supply pipe with new in accordance with Building Regulations requirements and local
water bye-laws etc. would reduce the likelihood of a harmful occurrence to at least the national average.

Average: 0
NEW RATING .:I Score: 1
Av: Nos Average likelihood, outcomes and HHSRS score for hazards from LEAD for all Persons aged 3 years & under in a

Pre 1920 non HMO




