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VICTORIA’S AUDIT SYSTEM

An environmental audit system has operated in
Victoria since 1989. The Environment Protection Act
1970 (the Act) provides for the appointment by the
Environment Protection Authority (EPA Victoria) of
environmental auditors and the conduct of
independent, high quality and rigorous environmental
audits.

An environmental audit is an assessment of the
condition of the environment, or the nature and extent
of harm (or risk of harm) posed by an industrial
process or activity, waste, substance or noise.
Environmental audit reports are prepared by EPA-
appointed environmental auditors who are highly
gualified and skilled individuals.

Under the Act, the function of an environmental
auditor is to conduct environmental audits and
prepare environmental audit reports. Where an
environmental audit is conducted to determine the
condition of a site or its suitability for certain uses, an
environmental auditor may issue either a certificate or
statement of environmental audit.

A certificate indicates that the auditor is of the opinion
that the site is suitable for any beneficial use defined
in the Act, whilst a statement indicates that there is
some restriction on the use of the site.

Any individual or organisation may engage appointed
environmental auditors, who generally operate within
the environmental consulting sector, to undertake
environmental audits. The EPA administers the
environmental audit system and ensures its ongoing
integrity by assessing auditor applications and
ensuring audits are independent and conducted with
regard to guidelines issued by EPA.

AUDIT FILES STRUCTURE

Environmental audit reports are stored digitally by
EPA in three parts: the audit report (part A), report
appendices (part B) and, where applicable, the
certificate or statement of environmental audit and an
executive summary (part C). A report may be in colour
and black-and-white formats. Generally, only black-
and-white documents are text searchable.

Report executive summaries, findings and
recommendations should be read and relied upon only
in the context of the document as a whole, including
any appendices and, where applicable, any certificate
or statement of environmental audit.
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AUDIT REPORT CURRENCY

Audit reports are based on the conditions encountered
and information reviewed at the time of preparation
and do not represent any changes that may have
occurred since the date of completion. As it is not
possible for an audit to present all data that could be
of interest to all readers, consideration should be
made to any appendices or referenced documentation
for further information.

When information regarding the condition of a site
changes from that at the time an audit report is
issued, or where an administrative or computation
error is identified, environmental audit reports,
certificates and statements may be withdrawn or
amended by an environmental auditor. Users are
advised to check EPA’s website to ensure the currency
of the audit document.

PDF SEARCHABILITY AND PRINTING

EPA Victoria can only certify the accuracy and
correctness of the audit report and appendices as
presented in the hardcopy format. EPA is not
responsible for any issues that arise due to problems
with PDF files or printing.

Except where PDF normal format is specified, PDF files
are scanned and optical character recognised by
machine only. Accordingly, while the images are
consistent with the scanned original, the searchable
hidden text may contain uncorrected recognition
errors that can reduce search reliability. Therefore,
keyword searches undertaken within the document
may not retrieve all references to the queried text.

This PDF has been created using the Adobe-approved
method for generating Print Optimised Output. To
assure proper results, proofs must be printed, rather
than viewed on the screen.

This PDF is compatible with Adobe Acrobat Reader
Version 4.0 or any later version which is downloadable
free from Adobe's Website, www.adobe.com.

FURTHER INFORMATION

For more information on Victoria's environmental
audit system, visit EPA's website or contact EPA's
Environmental Audit Unit.

Web: www.epa.vic.gov.au/envaudit

Email: environmental.audit@epa.vic.gov.au
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Melbourne
222 Kings Way
Narlock Pty Ltd South Melbourne VIC 3205
Telephone 03 9690 0522
C/- Mr Nathan Kuperholz Facsimile 03 9690 0585
Level 2, 280 Queen Street
Sydney
MELBOURNE VIC 3000 3/538 Gardeners Road
(Postal: PO Box 6029)
Alexandria NSW 2015
Telephone 02 8338 1655
Dear Mr Kuperholz, Facsimile 02 8338 1755

Re: Environmental Audit of the Risk of any Possible Harm or Detriment to Land and
Groundwater Pursuant to Part IXD (Section 53V) of the Environment Protection Act 1970

I 'am pleased to submit this environmental audit report for the environmental audit of the risk of any
possible harm or detriment to land and groundwater at 101 Ordish Road, Dandenong South, Victoria.
The environmental audit was performed in response to your request of 12 July 2006.

As requested under Section 15.4 of the Environment Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) Environmental
Auditor Guidelines for the Preparation of Environmental Audit Reports on the Risk to the Environment,
June 2004 (EPA Publication 952), a paper copy and electronic copies on two CDs of the
environmental audit report have been transmitted to the EPA Head Office. A paper copy and an
electronic copy on CD have also been provided to the EPA South Metropolitan Region Office.

An Executive Summary of our key findings and our conclusions are included in the report.

Should you wish to discuss any matters concerning this report please do not hesitate to contact me on
03 9690 0522.

Yours sincerely

[owesiay

Peter J Ramsay

EPA Appointed Environmental Auditor - Contaminated Land and Industrial Facilitie

Peter | Ramsay
& Associates Pty Ltd
ABN 23 005 842 393

www.pjra.com.au
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USE OF REPORT

The preparation of this report has been undertaken in accordance with Part IXD (Section 53V) of
the Environment Protection Act 1970 for the purpose of providing an environmental audit of the
risk of any possible harm or detriment to land and groundwater at 101 Ordish Road, Dandenong
South, Victoria, and it is not intended that this report should be used for any other purpose.

LIMITATIONS

Peter J Ramsay & Associates and the Auditor have conducted this audit in accordance with
Environment Protection Authority and National guidelines. The nature of an audit is influenced
by factors such as professional judgement, selective testing of representative samples from the
site and the reliability of the information relating to the site which was obtained by the
methodology described in this report. Reasonable care has been taken to verify the accuracy of

the data and information available to Peter J Ramsay & Associates and the Auditor.

Our findings presented in the audit report are based on the information available to us during
this audit, and some of those findings could vary if the information upon which they are based is
determined to be false, inaccurate, or incomplete. Peter J Ramsay & Associates and the Auditor
disclaim all liability to any person for events taking place after the time during which the audit

was conducted.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An environmental audit of the risk of any possible harm or detriment to land and groundwater was
performed at 101 Ordish Road, Dandenong South, Victoria for Narlock Pty Ltd. The audit was
required by the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) prior to any future tenancy of the
premises. The audit was in accordance with Part IXD (Section 53V) of the Environment Protection
Act 1970.

The land subject to the environmental audit has an area of approximately 2 776 m% Land
surrounding the site is occupied by commercial and industrial premises. The site was vacant and
used as grazing land between the late 1800s and 1987. In 1987 the site was developed for the
facility licensed by EPA to store and treat prescribed industrial wastes, including polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) and pesticides. The former occupant of the site abandoned the facility in mid
November 2001. The EPA subsequently assumed control of the premises and arranged for the
removal of the wastes from the site.

A large building comprising of an office and factory occupies the site. A bunded storage area is
located in the north-eastern portion of the factory. Two small blind sumps are located in the central
portion of the factory. No underground facilities or evidence of former underground facilities were
observed at the site. Cracks were observed along the joint between the concrete slabs and at the
base of the bund wall inside the factory. It was noted that the epoxy resin coating on the floor of
the factory was in poor condition. There was no visible evidence that a major spill had occurred at
the site.

The analytical results for the soil samples retrieved from the site were low and well below
guideline levels considered acceptable for a commercial/industrial land use. Whilst the analyte
concentrations in soil samples from external areas were within background levels, low level PCB
concentrations were measured in the near surface soil immediately beneath the concrete floor at
the factory. In addition, a very low dieldrin concentration was measured at a shallow depth at one
of the sampling locations within the factory. The low level contamination was identified in the
vicinity of the crack between concrete slabs. It is considered that the low level contamination is
limited in extent and is confined to the near surface soil in the vicinity of the crack along the joint
between the concrete slabs. The potential for groundwater on the site to be contaminated is
considered to be very low as the analyte concentrations in the natural high plasticity clayey soil
that underlies the fill were at background levels.

Should a similar Schedule four facility be proposed for the site in its present configuration, it is
recommended that a number of improvements should be undertaken to prevent further leakages
of wastes. This should include the sealing of cracks and joins in the bund and concrete slabs
inside the factory, application of a new epoxy resin coating within the bund and on the concrete
floor, and repairs and strengthening to the lower sections of the interior walls of the factory. Should
the two blind sumps not be needed, they should be decommissioned. Also, regular operational
reporting procedures should be implemented and monitored. The site would need to be
reassessed at the conclusion of any further occupancy as a Schedule four premises to determine
if the site occupier had caused any site contamination. Should the site be redeveloped for another
industrial use, appropriate occupational health and safety measures should be implemented
during construction.

On the basis of my evaluation of the results of the assessment for the audit, | am of the opinion
that the risk of any possible harm or detriment to the land and groundwater environment resulting
from the waste storage, handling and treatment activities conducted at 101 Ordish Road,
Dandenong South, Victoria since 1987 is considered to be very low. Therefore, the site is
considered suitable for an ongoing industrial land use.
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ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT: SUMMARY INFORMATION

Environmental Auditor (Contaminated Land and Industrial Facilities):
Mr Peter J Ramsay

Peter J Ramsay & Associates Pty Ltd

222 Kings Way

SOUTH MELBOURNE VIC 3205

Environmental Auditor’s Support Team:

For this audit only staff of Peter J Ramsay & Associates have been used. All relevant support has
been drawn from the team approved by EPA. The support team for this audit was
Mr Mark Van Schoten — Geology and hydrogeology, and geotechnology.

Date Appointed as Auditor Under Environment Protection Act 1970:
14 December 1993 (Contaminated Land) and 1 December 1991 (Industrial Facilities).

Section 53V Environmental Audit Requested on 12 July 2006 by:
Narlock Pty Ltd

C/-Mr Nathan Kuperholz

Level 2, 280 Queen Street

MELBOURNE VIC 3000

EPA Notification: The EPA was notified on 14 July 2006 that Mr Peter Ramsay had received a
request to conduct an environmental audit of the risk of any possible harm or detriment to the land
and groundwater at 101 Ordish Road, Dandenong South, Victoria.

Address of Site Subject to the Environmental Audit:

101 Ordish Road, Dandenong South, Victoria. A locality map including the site is shown in
Figure 1. The land is described as Lot 1 on Title Plan 124185F, and defined on Volume 09711,
Folio 417. Certificate of Title documentation for the land subject to the environmental audit is
presented in Appendix A.

EPA Regional Office:  EPA South Metro Region (Dandenong)

Current Use: Vacant

MGA Coordinates: E 341 410 N 5 789 821
Area: 2776 m?

Site Owner: Narlock Pty Ltd

Outcome of Environmental Audit:

There is a very low risk of any possible harm or detriment to the land and groundwater
environment resulting from the waste storage, handling and treatment activities previously
conducted at the site. Hence, the site is suitable for an ongoing industrial land use.

Completion Date of Environmental Audit:
4 September 2006
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

AGST Above Ground Storage Tank

ANZECC  Australian and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council
ARMCANZ Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australian and New Zealand
AS Australian Standard

AWQG Australian Water Quality Guidelines

BCD Base Catalysed Decompsition

BTEX Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and Xylene
CcoC Chain of Custody

CPS Cathodic Protection System

DEC Department of Environment and Conservation
DNRE Department of Natural Resources and Environment
DQO Data Quality Objective

DSE Department of Sustainability and Environment
EIL Ecological Investigation Level

EPA Victorian Environment Protection Authority
ESV EnergySafe Victoria

GMP Groundwater Management Plan

HIL Health Investigation Level

LNAPL Light Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid

MAH Monocyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon

mg/kg milligrams per kilogram

mg/L milligrams per litre

NATA National Association of Testing Authorities

NEHF National Environmental Health Forum

NEPC Nation Environment Protection Council

NEPM Nationél Environment Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure 1999

NHMRC National Health and Medical Research Council
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PAH
PID
ppm
QA
QC
RHSV
RPD
SEPP
SIL
SPLP
SQAP
SWL
TPH
UPSS
USEPA

VOC

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon
Photoionisation Detector

parts per million

Quality Assurance

Quality Control

Royal Historical Society of Victoria
Relative Percent Difference

State Environment Protection Policy

Soil Investigation Level

Synthetic Precipitate Leaching Procedure
Sampling Quality Assurance Plan
Standing Water Level

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon
Underground Petroleum Storage System
United States Environmental Protection Agency

Volatile Organic Compound

WorkCover Victorian WorkCover Authority
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INTRODUCTION

On 12 July 2006, | was engaged by Mr Nathan Kuperholz, Solicitor on behalf of Narlock Pty Ltd
(Narlock) to perform an environmental audit of the risk of harm any possible or detriment to the
land and groundwater pursuant to Part IXD (Section 53V) of the Environment Protection Act
1970. The land subject to the audit (referred to in this report as ‘the site’) is located at
101 Ordish Road, Dandenong South, Victoria. The site has an area of approximately
0.28 hectares (2 776 mz) and is owned by Narlock. A plan of the site is shown in Figure 2.

Following Narlock’s request of 12 July 2006, | subsequently informed the Environment.
Protection Authority (EPA) on 14 July 2006 of the request to conduct an environmental audit of
the risk of any possible harm or detriment to the land, and groundwater at 101 Ordish Road,
Dandenong South, Victoria. A copy of my letter of notification to the EPA of 14 July 2006 is
presented in Appendix B. We received verbal confirmation from Ms Diana Richards of the EPA
on 16 August 2006 that our letter of notification of 14 July 2006 had been received. Written
confirmation from the EPA was received electronically on 17 August 2008.

The site was developed for an industrial use in 1987. Between 1987 and November 2001 the
site was used for the treatment, storage and disposal of prescribed industrial wastes in
accordance with EPA Waste Treatment Licence No. EI12. A copy of Waste Treatment Licence
No. EI12 (the Licence) is presented in Appendix C. The Licence was issued on
23 December 1987 to Jancassco Pty Ltd (Jancassco). This company traded as
Haz-Waste Services. The Licence was last amended on 31 July 2000. Jancassco was issued
with @ number of EPA infringement notices. In addition, the site was damaged by fire on two
occasions, in 1992 and 1995. Jancassco had stored variable quantities of wastes at the
premises. This had not exceeded 597 tonnes.

In 2001, the EPA identified that the quantity of prescribed industrial waste was accumulating at
the site at levels that contravened the Licence. In a statement issued by the EPA on
2 June 2006 it was stated that “The operators of this facility deliberately misled EPA, concealed
and illegally stored and transported these wastes”. The EPA immediately sought to ensure that
stockpiles of hazardous waste were removed, treated and disposed of off site. At this time,
Jancassco abandoned the premises, leaving stockpiles of prescribed waste at the site. The
EPA subsequently engaged Hatlar Environmental to secure and manifest the wastes and
dispose of the wastes that posed the highest risk to human health and the environment.
Disposal options and associated cost for the remaining prescribed industrial waste were also
evaluated.

e PETER ] RAMSAY
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Over the last 12 months, Hatlar Environmental have progressively sampled all waste remaining
on the site and identified appropriate storage and disposal options. The waste was then
removed to licensed storage or disposal facilities. During our site inspection on 20 July 20086, it
was observed that all the wastes that had been previously stored at the site had been removed
and Hatler Environmental was concluding its waste removal activities. This included
dry-sweeping and steam cleaning of hardstand areas that had been used to handle and store

wastes.

Given that the site had been used to store and treat prescribed industrial waste, the EPA
required that prior to any future occupation of the site an assessment of the risk of any possible
harm or detriment to the land and groundwater be undertaken. A determination on the suitability
of the site for an on-going industrial use was also required by the EPA. These activities were to

be undertaken pursuant to Section 53V of the Environment Protection Act 1920.
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AUDIT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the environmental audit of the risk of any possible harm or detriment to land
and groundwater water at 101 Ordish Road, Dandenong South, Victoria are to, in accordance
with EPA’s statement of 2 June 2006:

* Indicate if the prescribed waste treatment, storage and handling activities conducted at the
premises have caused a risk of any possible harm or detriment to the land and
groundwater environment;

e Where a risk of any possible harm or detriment to a segment of the environment has been
determined, recommend any measures necessary to reduce the risk to any acceptable.
level; and

e Indicate whether the condition of the premises is suitable for its continued use for industrial
purposes.

The objectives of the audit will be met by reviewing information provided by Narlock and the
EPA, reviewing site history information, performing a preliminary soil sampling and analytical
program as well as undertaking an inspection of the site.

PETER ] RAMSAY
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SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT

The scope of the environmental audit comprises:

e The industrial activity previously undertaken at the site which included the treatment, storage
and disposal of prescribed industrial waste, including polychlorinated biphenyls and
scheduled pesticides as referred to in EPA Waste Treatment Licence No. EI12.

e The component of the industrial activity which is the subject of the environmental audit is
the storage of prescribed industrial waste at the site.

e  Consideration of the segment of the environment at and in the vicinity of the site located at
101 Ordish Road, Dandenong South, Victoria.

e  Consideration of the land and groundwater elements of the environment in the vicinity of
101 Ordish Road, Dandenong South, as these elements could be potentially impacted by
the industrial activities previously undertaken at the site.

* Identification of the relevant beneficial uses of the land and groundwater at the site. The
relevant beneficial uses are discussed in Section 4 of this report.

e  Appraisal of the risk to the beneficial uses of the land and groundwater in the vicinity of the
site that could potentially arise from the storage of prescribed industrial waste at the site.

e The period over which the audit was undertaken was between 12 July 2006 and
18 August 2006.

e lIdentification of the audit criteria against which the risk of any possible harm or detriment to
land and groundwater will be assessed. The audit criteria are presented in Section 5 of this
report.

e The scope of this audit is limited to the assessment of the risk of any possible harm or
detriment to land and groundwater as a result of the storage of prescribed industrial waste
at the site. Potential impacts on other elements of the environment, such as surface
waters, the atmosphere, vegetation, climate, sound, odour, aesthetics, fish and wildlife are
not considered in the audit.
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BENEFICIAL USES TO BE PROTECTED

Land

According to the State Environment Protection Policy (SEPP) (Prevention and Management of
Contamination of Land) the beneficial uses of industrial land that are to be protected are:

e Maintenance of highly modified ecosystems;

e Human health; and

e Buildings and structures.

The relevant beneficial uses of the land at the site include maintenance of highly modified

ecosystems, human health and buildings and structures.

Groundwater

The protected beneficial uses of groundwater to be protected in Victoria for segments of the
environment based on salinity are outlined in the SEPP (Groundwaters of Victoria) 1997. Based
on the salinity of the groundwater measured in hydrogeological assessments
Peter J Ramsay & Associates has undertaken in the vicinity of the site, the groundwater
beneath the site would be classified as Segment C groundwater. Segment C groundwater has a
number of protected beneficial uses. These are:

e Maintenance of ecosystems;

e Stock watering;

e Industrial water use;

e Primary contact recreation; and

e Protection of buildings and structures.

PETER ] RAMSAY
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AUDIT CRITERIA

The following legislation, legislative requirements and guidelines were referred to for this

environmental audit:

Victorian Legislation

e  Environment Protection Act 1970;
e State Environment Protection Policy (Groundwaters of Victoria) 1997; and

e SEPP (Prevention and Management of Contamination of Land) 2002;

Victorian EPA Notices, Licences and Approved Plans

e Waste Treatment Licence No. El12, dated 23 December 1987 and last amended on
31 July 2000.

Victorian EPA Guidelines

e Acid Sulfate Soil and Rock, Publication 655, EPA, August 1999;

e A Guide to the Sampling and Analysis of Waters, Wastewaters, Soils and Wastes,
Publication 441, 7"" edition, March 2000, EPA:

e Environmental Auditing of Contaminated Land, Publication 860, July 2002, EPA;

e Environmental Auditor Guidelines for Appointment and Conduct, Publication 865.4,
April 2006, EPA, Melbourne;

e Environmental Auditor Guidelines for Conducting Environmental Audits, Publication 953.1,
April 2006; and

*  Environmental Auditor Guidelines for the Preparation of Environmental Audit Reports on
Risk to the Environment, Publication 952.1, April 2006.

Other Guidelines

e Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for the Assessment and Management of
Contaminated Sites, (ANZECC Guidelines), published by the Australian and New Zealand
Environment and Conservation Council/National Health and Medical Research Council
(ANZECC/NHMRC), January 1992;

*  Australian Water Quality Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Waters, ANZECC 1992;

o NSW EPA Contaminated Sites: Guidelines for Assessing Service Station Sites,
December 1994 (NSW Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) guidelines);

e  Guidelines for the Laboratory Analysis of Contaminated Soils, ANZECC 1996;

e PETER ] RAMSAY
& ASSOCIATES



e Australian Standard AS 4482.1 - 2005, Guide to the Sampling and Investigation of
Potentially Contaminated Soil, Part 1: Non-Volatile and Semi-Volatile Compoundes,
2 November 2005, Standards Australia;

e Australian Standard AS 4482.2 - 1999, Guide to the Sampling and Investigation of
Potentially Contaminated Soil, Part 2: Volatile Substances, 5 September 1999, Standards
Australia;

e National Environment Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure, (NEPM),
National Environment Protection Council (NEPC), 1999; and

e Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality, ANZECC and
Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand (ARMCANZ)
October 2000.

Environmental Quality Criteria

In accordance with EPA guidelines the environmental soil quality criteria used for this audit are
the NEPM Soil Investigation Levels (SILs), contained in the NSW DEC (formerly the NSW EPA)
guidelines. In the absence of these criteria the US EPA Region 9 criteria for preliminary

remedial goals for an industrial land use were used.

The NEPM SiILs are comprised of the Health Investigation Levels (HILs) and Ecological
Investigation Levels (EILs). The HIL criteria relevant to a residential land use are those
contained in Column F of Table 5-A in Schedule B(1) of the NEPM. The Column F criteria are
for commercial/industrial use. The environmental quality criteria used for this audit are provided
in Table 1.

The HiLs were developed for frequently occurring toxicologically important parameters using a
risk assessment approach based on worst-case exposure scenarios. The HILs were proposed
by the National Environmental Health Forum (NEHF), now known as the enHealth Council, and
are reported in Langley et al 1996 and 1998, Contaminated Sites Monograph Series: The
Health Risk Assessment and Management of Contaminated Sites. HILs have been derived for
important contaminants for a number of land uses\. Where significant contamination is present in
soil samples the HILs are used as guideline values which are indicative of the potential for
human health risks to occur.

The NEPM was made by the NEPC on 10 December 1999. The NEPM contains a set of the

most recently reviewed and developed Australian public health-based and ecological
investigation levels for soil and graundwater.
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Table 1 Environmental Quality Criteria

Analyte Background EIL ANZECC B NSW DEC Service Station HIL for Commercial/
Ranges Investigation Guideline Threshold Industrial Land Use

Level® Concentration

Antimony 4-44° 20

Arsenic 1-50 20 500

Barium 100-3 000 300

Beryllium 100

Cadmium 1 3 100

Chromium (total) 5-1 000 50

Chromium (I1I) 400 60%

Chromium (VI) 1 500

Cobalt 1-40 500

Copper 2-100 100 5000

Lead 2-200 600 300 1500

Manganese 850 500 7 500

Mercury (total) 0.001-0.1° 1

Mercury (methyl) 50

Mercury (inorganic) 0.03 1 75

Nickel 5-500 60 3000

Tin 1-25° 50

Vanadium 20-500 50

Zinc 10-300 200 35,000

Benzene 0.05-1° 1

Ethylbenzene 3.1

Toluene 0.01-1° 1.4

Xylenes (total) 14

TPH (Ce-Co) 65

TPH (C10-Css) 1000

TPH (C46-C35) Aromatics 450

TPH (C16-Css) Aliphatics 28,000

TPH (>Css) Aliphatics 280,000

Benzo(a)pyrene 1 5

Total PAH 0.95-5 20 100

Total PCBs 0.02-0.1° 1 50

Aldrin <0.001-<0.05°

Dieldrin <0.005-<0.05" 0.2

Aldrin & Dieldrin 50

Chlordane 250

DDT, DDD & DDE 1000

DDT y <0.001-0.97

Heptachlor 50

Total Phenols 0.03-0.5 42,500

Cyanide (complexed) 2 500

Cyanide (free) 1250

Sulphate 35-1 000° 2 000°

Sulphur 600

Phosphorous 2 000

pH 6-8°

Note: Al criteria expressed as mg/kg dry weight except where indicated otherwise.
*The ANZECC B Investigation Level is shown when no EIL is available.

*ANZECC background ranges were used where no NEPM ranges available.
°For protection of built structures.
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National Interim ElLs have been developed for some contaminants based on considerations of
phytotoxicity, and soil survey data from urban areas. More pertinent regional ElLs will be
developed by EPA. For many organic contaminants no EILS have been developed, therefore
the ANZECC environmental investigation threshold (B) levels and the threshold concentrations
for sensitive land uses contained in the NSW DEC'’s guidelines have been used. However, for
the industrial site subject to this audit where there is no habitat value for fauna, the ElLs are not
appropriate assessment criteria for soil although they have been used in this audit as guideline

values for the potential for groundwater contamination to occur.

When a site assessment indicates soil contaminants are present at concentrations above the
HILs for an industrial land use, then a site-specific risk assessment may be conducted to
address relevant human health and ecological concerns. The level to which such assessments
are conducted will depend on site-specific conditions. In cases of a minor exceedence of
investigation levels or exceedences related to contaminants, which have low human toxicity and
limited mobility, a qualitative risk assessment may be sufficient. The risk assessment process
may lead to the development of site-specific response levels and agreed in consultation

between the professionals assessing the site and the regulatory authorities.
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METHODOLOGY

The audit methodology included:

Liaison and correspondence with the EPA including statutory notification;

Meeting with EPA,;

Review of relevant documentation on the site held by Narlock and the EPA including the
EPA Waste Treatment Licence No. El12;

Site inspections. This included an inspection of the site during the final stages of site
clean-up;

Enquiries to the EPA, the Royal Historical Society of Victoria (RHSV), the Greater:
Dandenong City Council, Energy Safe Victoria (ESV), the Victorian WorkCover Authority
(WorkCover) and local Council for information on the previous land uses and developments;
Examination of aerial photographs of the site and its surrounds to assist in identifying
historical land uses;

Preparation of a Work Plan for the site assessment for the audit;

Soil vapour survey for volatile organic compounds (VOCs);

Soil sampling at 10 locations on the site for screening of potential contaminants:
Assessment of the potential for surrounding land uses to cause site contamination:
Identification of the likelihood of underground and above ground facilities being present on
the site, which may have caused soil or groundwater contamination based on available
information and the site inspection;

Appraisal of hydrogeology, geology and soil chemistry at the site as recommended by EPA;
Laboratory analysis of soil samples for potential contaminants;

Assessment of analytical data and quality assurance (QA);

Liaison and correspondence with Narlock on the results of the assessment;

Evaluation of contaminant characteristics, fate and transport, potential harm to human
health and the environment, off-site impacts and exposure pathways;

Determination of the potential for groundwater at the site to be contaminated;

Appraisal of the magnitude and extent of soil contamination identified at the site based on
the results of the assessment;

Recommendations for the property in accordance with guidelines for the assessment and
management of site contamination and EPA requirements; and

Préparation of an environmental audit report in accordance with the provisions of the
Environment Protection Act 1970 and EPA’s Environmental Auditor Guidelines for the

Preparation of Environmental Audit Reports on Risk to the Environment (April 2006).
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7.2

SITE DESCRIPTION

11

The land subject to this audit is located in the south-eastern Melbourne suburb of Dandenong

South. Key features of the site and adjacent land uses are presented in Figure 2 and are

described in the sections below.

Property Details

Address:
Occupier:

Current Use:
Owner:

Area:

Certificate of Title:

Zoning:
Local Government
Administration:

Adjacent Land Uses:

Site Features

101 Ordish Road, Dandenong South, Victoria

Vacant (Formerly occupied by Jancassco)

Unoccupied

Narlock Pty Ltd

2776 m?

The land described as Lot1 on Title Plan 124185F, Volume 09711,
Folio 417.

Industrial 2 Zone (IN2Z)

Greater Dandenong City Council

North: Commercial/ Industrial
East: Industrial

South: Commercial/ Industrial
West: Commercial/ Industrial

The site was inspected by Peter J Ramsay & Associates on 20 July, 1 and 2 August 2006.

Photographs of the site taken during the site inspection of 20 July 2006 are presented in

Appendix D. The findings of the inspections and information obtained in relation to the land are:

Topography:
Buildings:

The site and surrounding land are essentially flat.

A building comprising internal offices and a factory occupies the site.
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Surface Conditions: The building footprint and driveway are sealed with concrete and
occupy a majority of the site. The remaining areas of the site are
surfaced with grass, except for a strip along the northern and eastern
boundaries of the site which are bare ground. A crack was observed
along a joint between the concrete slabs inside the factory. It was
located near the centre of the factory and was orientated north-south. In
addition, a broken brick was located in the southern wall immediately
above the slab.

Surface Drainage: Surface drainage was observed to be satisfactory at the time of the
assessment for the audit. ‘

Storage Areas: A bunded storage area was present in the north-eastern corner of the
factory. It area appeared that the area within the bund had been coated
with an epoxy resin however, this coating was in poor condition. A gap
between the factory wall and the bund wall was present. Additionally,
water contained within the bund was observed to be leaking under the
bund wall to the surrounding concrete slab along the southern portion of
the bund. This is indicative of a crack between the bund and the
concrete slab. During the inspection a number of drums were stored
along the eastern internal wall of the factory, which were believed to be
associated with clean up works that were had been undertaken at the
site. In addition, evidence of former storage areas was observed inside
the factory. Staining was observed on the concrete slab in this area.

Vegetation: A large portion of the site surrounding the building was surfaced with
grass. At the time of the assessment for the audit the grass was
observed to be in a healthy condition.

Above Ground Storage

Tanks: No above ground storage tanks (AGSTs) were observed at the site
during the assessment for the audit (refer Section 7.3).

Underground Petroleum

Storage Systems: No underground petroleum storage systems (UPSSs) or evidence of
former UPSSs were observed at the site during the assessment for the
audit (refer Section 7.4).

Underground Facilities: No underground facilities were observed on the site during the
assessment for the audit.

Other installations: Two blind sumps were located in approximately the centre of the site in
the unbunded area. The sumps were empty and shallow

(approximately 0.3 m depth). No cracks were observed in the walls and
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7.3 Above Ground Storage Tanks

No evidence of AGSTs was observed on the site during the assessment for the audit.
7.4 Underground Petroleum Storage Systems

No evidence of UPSSs was observed on the site during the assessment for the audit.
7.5 Geology and Hydrogeology

The Geological Survey of Victoria: 1:63,360 Cranbourne Map indicates that the site is located

on Quaternary Aged peaty clay and clay. This formation consists mainly of swamp deposits.

As discussed in Section 4, the groundwater beneath the site is expected to be classified as
Segment C water. Segment C groundwater has a number of beneficial uses to be protected
These are; mainance of ecosystems, stock watering, industrial water use, primary contact
recreation, and the protection of buildings and structures.

7.5.1  Victorian Groundwater Database

A search was performed of the Department of Sustainability and Environment's (DSE’s)
Groundwater Database to identify wells in the vicinity of the site. The search results identified
16 registered groundwater wells within a 2.0 km radius of the site. Of the 16 registered wells,
12 were used for groundwater investigation, two for industrial use, one for irrigation and one for
domestic use. Information regarding the aquifer lithology was available for four of the wells. Two
of the wells were screened in sand, one in clay and one in basalt. The total depth of the 16 wells
varied between 5 m and 50 m below the ground surface. Standing water levels (SWLs) between

1.10 m and 13 m were provided for five wells. The wells were installed between 1982 and 1998.

A groundwater salinity of 4 685 mg/L was provided for one well. This is within the range of
3501 mg/L to 13,000 mg/L for a Segment C water. Data extracted from the database are
provided in Table 1.
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Table 2 Groundwater Database Information
Approximate .
Well ID F;instanfze Directiv_:m J:;‘;I] ﬁct':r"f;: {\quifer sa SWL
from Site  from Site Lithology (m)
(km) (m) (m)
111626 0.2 WSW 5.5 0.0-0.0 I\ 0.00
111627 0.2 WSW 55 0.0-0.0 v 0.00
111628 0.2 WSW 5.5 0.0-0.0 \Y 0.00
119552 0.2 SSW 7.4 4.5-0.0 v 1.10
115896 0.3 SW 5.0 0.0-0.0 v 0.00
125768 0.3 SSW 6.0 3.5-4.0 CLAY I\ 0.00
142719 0.3 WSW 6.0 0.0-0.0 v 0.00
115894 04 WSW 5.0 0.0-0.0 [\ 0.00
115895 0.4 SW 5.0 0.0-0.0 \Y 0.00
142716 05 W 6.0 0.0-0.0 v 0.00
142718 0.6 WSW 6.0 0.0-0.0 v 0.00
119553 0.8 WSW 7.4 0.0-0.0 IV 0.00
119839 0.9 SE 50.0 47.0-50.0 GRAN IN 12.00
121441 0.9 SE 50.0 47.5-47.6 IN 13.00
63101 1.6 ESE 46.0 36.0-42.0 SAND IR 10.00
63096 2.0 SSwW 24.4 21.5-24.4 SAND DM 3.30
Note: IN = Industrial

IV = Groundwater investigation

IR = Irrigation

DM = Domestic

GRAN = Granite

Based on the database information and our understanding of the hydrogeology in the local area,

the depth to the regional groundwater at the site is expected to be less than 5 m below ground

level. The direction of regional groundwater flow is expected to be to the west towards

Dandenong Creek.

7.6  Acid Sulfate Soil Potential

The EPA Publication 655 Acid Sulfate Soil and Rock (August 1999) states that “Acid sulfate soils
generally occur in soil formations that:

contain elevated concentrations of metal sulfides:

were originally deposited in marine or estuarine settings, often as soft, dark grey to dark

greenish-grey muds; and

are below or above high tide level, but generally not more than 5 metres above high tide

level.”
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The Publication advises that most acid sulfate soils were deposited during the last 10,000 years
(Holocene geological age) but may be as old as a million years ago (Tertiary age). Examples
are the Coode lIsland Silt and the Brighton Group formations respectively. Acid sulfate
properties may also exist in present day estuarine and marine sediments. Concentrations of
metal sulfides in rocks also pose an environmental risk, and in Victoria these are usually
associated with gold-bearing sediments and most coal deposits (other than those in the
Latrobe Valley). Sulfides have also been noted in siltstones (Silurian age), which underlie the
Melbourne-Ringwood-Kilmore area.

The site is not located in a geomorphic environment conducive to the formation of acid sulphate
soils. In addition, the geology beneath the site does not consist of sulfidic ores. Field indicators
for potential acid sulfate conditions as described in EPA Information Bulletin Publication 655
Acid Sulfate Soil and Rock (August 1999) were not encountered during the assessment.

Therefore, the potential for acid sulphate soils to be present on the site is low.
Flora and Fauna

According to the SEPP (Prevention and Management of Contaminated Land), Maintenance of
ecosystems is a protected beneficial use. However, as the land is proposed to be used for a
continued industrial land use, and is located within an industrial setting, the relevant ecosystem
that must be protected in Highly Modlified Ecosystems.

It is considered that the conservation value of the vegetation at the site is low as introduced

grasses have been established in unsealed areas of the site since it was developed in 1987.

Fauna was not observed at the site during out site inspections of 20 July and
1and 2 August 2006. Also, it is noted that there are no potential habitats for fauna. A
quantitative flora and fauna study was not considered necessary for this audit.
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SITE HISTORY
Information Sources

The site history of the land subject to the audit was reviewed in order to identify the potential for

contaminated soil to be present on the site resulting from historical activities including landfilling.

The site history has been compiled from information obtained from the following sources:
e Documentation provided by Narlock; '

e Aerial photographs of the site and surrounds held by the DSE;

e RHSV;

e Greater Dandenong City Council;

e Maps Section, State Library of Victoria;

° ESV;
e WorkCover; and
e EPA.

Information obtained from these sources was used to determine uses of the land since the late
1800s.

We requested that Narlock provide copies of the following information relating to the

contamination assessment for the audit which may be available:

 Certificates of Land Title and historical Land Title Certificates for the audit site;

e List of current and previous tenants:

e Trade Waste Agreements held for the site;

e Current and historical site plans;

» Environmental reports relating to site contamination:

e Asbestos audits and asbestos register;

e Statutory Notices or EPA Declarations issued under environmental legislation;

o Certificate or Statements of Environmental Audit, and Audit Report;

e Geotechnical reports which may have been prepared for planning/foundation design
purposes;

e Any information available on the history of the land and any other environmental issues; and

o Site plans of the property clearly showing existing site features and including any
underground facilities.

PETER ] RAMSAY
& ASSOCIATES



17g

Narlock subsequently provided copies of the following documents:
e The current Land Title Certificate for the property; and

e Details of previous occupants of the site.
8.2 EPA Verification

The EPA compiles information including databases and documents related to contaminated sites
or other sites known to the EPA. In particular, the two key sources of information relating to
potentially contaminated land are the EPA Priority Sites Register database and listings of
properties for which a Certificate or Statement of Environmental Audit has been issued.

8.2.1  EPA Priority Sites Register

Our search of the EPA Priority Sites Register on 17 July 2006 indfcates that the site is not listed
on the Priority Sites Register, nor is it in the vicinity of a site listed on the register. A copy of the
verification provided by ANSTAT (dated 17 July 2006) for the Priority Sites Register is provided
in Appendix E.

8.2.2 EPA List of Certificates and Statements

Our search of EPA’s listing of properties of 10 July 2006 for which a Certificate or Statement of
Environmental Audit has been issued, identified one property within a 500 m radius of the site
where a Certificate of Environmental Audit has been issued. The property is situated

approximately 300 m to the east of the site. The result for this audit is summarised below.

Environmental Audit of 32 Cahill Street, Dandenong

Golder Associates Pty Ltd completed an environmental audit of the land at 32 Cahill Street,

Dandenong in July 1998. This property is located approximately 300 m east of the site.
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The assessment of the land at 32 Cahill Street identified that two UPSSs were removed from
approximately the centre of the property. One was a 5000 L UPSS used to store petroleum
spirit and the second a 15,000 L UPSS used for the storage of white spirit. Soil sampling during
the assessment identified soil contaminated with benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylene
(BTEX) and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPHSs) in the vicinity of the UPSSs. The UPSSs and
surrounding contaminated soil was subsequently removed. Of the soil samples retrieved from
the remaining portion of the site, one sample was found to contain arsenic at a concentration of
31 mg/kg. In addition, TPH C¢—Cq concentrations of up to 482 mg/kg were measured in samples
retrieved from the site. The elevated TPH concentrations were generally measured in samples
retrieved from a depth greater than 2.5 m below the ground surface.

Due to the potential for groundwater contamination to have occurred at the property from the
UPSSs, nine groundwater monitoring wells were installed. Monitoring of the groundwater
monitoring wells identified that the groundwater flowed in a southerly direction. The standing
water level in the nine wells ranged from 3.3 m to 3.8 m below ground level. The aquifer was
unconfined and the groundwater flow was found to be very slow (in the order of 0.5 m/year).

Groundwater monitoring at the property identified Light Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (LNAPLs)
in two of the groundwater wells down-gradient of the former UPSSs. A TPH Ce—Casg
concentration of 25,472 mg/L was measured in one of the down-gradient wells. In addition, low
level 1,1 dichloroethane was measured in one groundwater sample. As a result the groundwater
assessment at the property, recommendations were made for remediation and ongoing
monitoring of the groundwater. This was undertaken in accordance with a Groundwater
Management Plan (GMP). As a result a Statement of Environmental Audit was issued for the
land.

. The Statement of Environmental Audit confirmed that the site was suitable for an ongoing
industrial land use subject to three conditions. These conditions included that the GMP was
adhered to and that groundwater was not extracted from the site other than for the purposes of
groundwater remediation. In addition, a copy of the audit report and the Statement of

Environmental Audit must be provided to the relevant planning authority in its entirety.

Previous Land Use

The previous land use has been determined from aerial photographs and site history
information reviewed by Peter J Ramsay & Associates.
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8.3.1  Aerial Photographs

Aerial photographs of the site and surrounds were taken in 1956, 1963, 1977 and 1991 held by
the DSE were examined to identify previous land uses, as well as any potential landfilling
activities on the site that may have involved contaminated soil or wastes. Copies of these aerial

photographs are shown in Appendix F.

The 1956 aerial photograph shows the site and surrounding land to be vacant grazing land. The
1963 aerial photograph shows that the site and surrounding land use has remained essentially

unchanged.

In the 1977 aerial photograph it appears that clearing of the land has occurred at the site and
north of the site in preparation for construction. The land to the south, east and west of the site
has essentially remained unchanged from what was shown in the 1956 and 1963 aerial

photographs.

The 1991 aerial photograph shows that a large building covering the majority of the site has
been constructed. Land to the north-west and south of the site appears to have been developed
for industrial purposes. Land to the east of the site is vacant.

8.3.2 Site History Review

RHSV, Greater Dandenong City Council, State Library of Victoria and ESV

The RHSV advised that there was no information regarding the site history in the Sands and
McDougall Directories, the last edition of which was published in 1974.

The Greater Dandenong City Council (the Council) was contacted and the Council advised that
a permit was issued for the construction of a building at the site in 1988. No other information

relating to the site was available.

Historical plans held in the maps section of the State Library of Victoria were also reviewed. The
Parishes of Dandenong and Eumemmerring in the Counties of Bourke and Mornington Map
of 1887 shows the site and surrounding land as being divided into lots. A 1959 map of the
Dandenong area was also reviewed. This map had no title. The 1959 map showed a Sanitary
Depot to the north of the site and land shown as occupied by the Gas and Fuel Corporation to
the north-east of the site.
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ESV maintains a register of cathodic protection systems (CPSs), which are installed to protect

UPSSs. ESV found no record of a CPS installed or having been installed at the site.

WorkCover

WorkCover was requested to search their Dangerous Goods Licence database to identify if the
property is, or had been licensed due to the storage of dangerous goods. WorkCover provided a
copy of an amended EPA Licence No. EI12 that was issued by EPA to Jancassco Pty Ltd
(Jancassco) on 23 November 1996. The Licence permitted the acceptance of prescribed
industrial waste for treatment, storage and disposal. The prescribed industrial wastes included
asbestos, hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) containing waste (including oil and'
contaminated equipment) and pesticides. The treatment of waste on-site was limited to PCBs
and waste material contaminated with PCBs using the Base Cataysed Decomposition (BCD)

process.

WorkCover also provided a copy of a risk assessment that was prepared by Frank B Hall of
Risk Science International Division (RSID) for submission to Jancassco. The report was
prepared to assess the risk for the proposed BCD process. The assessment prepared by RSID
considered the risks associated with Jancassco’s proposal to house a small laboratory within a
portable garden shed which was to be located adjacent to the bunded area in the factory at the
site for the BCD process.

In the RSID assessment it stated that the concrete floor of the factory was graded to provide
containment in the event of any leakage of chemicals associated with the BCD process. In
addition, RSID highlighted the possibility of the building being underlain by an impermeable
plastic liner. The RSID assessment confirmed that there were no UPSSs at the site, however, it
was noted that two below ground blind sumps that are surfaced with a barrier coating were
located in the floor of the factory.

The RSID assessment considered the proposed use of materials including PCB contaminated
waste such as araclor 1260, sodium hydroxide, activated carbon and trichlorethylene. The
proposal for four 5000L AGSTs and two 1500L AGSTs to be stored at the site was
considered in the assessment. All AGSTs were to be located within the building. Process
wastes expected to be generated from the BCD process included filter cakes, reaction water,
non-aqueous condensate, trichlorobenzene, empty 200 L drums, purging and cleaning
materials and spent activated carbon from scrubbers. Hazardous waste was to be tested and
disposed of off-site to a suitable treatment or disposal facility.
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The RSID assessment determined that in the event of a spill within the factory at the site it
would be adequately contained within the bunded area or captured in the blind sumps located in
the factory floor. The risk of permeability of liquids through the floor of the building was

considered low as all surfaces were to be treated with resistant coatings.

The RSID assessment found that water was not the appropriate medium for fighting fires at the
site, and in the event of a significant fire the bunding is inadequate to contain inadvertent fire
fighting water. The assessment also determined that the risk of significant non-sudden off-site
environmental impairment as a result of operation of the BCD process was rated at low-to-
moderate. The sudden risk of serious off-site impairment from the BCD process was considered.
moderate based on the information provided to them about the process.

Narlock

Narlock advised that they acquired the site from Dansu Constructions Pty Ltd (Dansu) in 1987.
At that time the site was being developed by Dansu for a prospective tenant, Jancassco. The
site was occupied by Jancassco from 1987 to approximately mid November 2001. During this
period Jancassco held a Licence issued by the EPA to treat and store of prescribed waste at
the site. The EPA assumed control of the site in mid November 2001.

EPA

Information regarding the EPA’s involvement with the management of the site was provided by
Mr George Tsivoulidis, Manager of the South Metropoliten Region of the EPA. This information
included a copy of the most recent amended Licence issued to the site, a chronology of events
associated with the site and a site layout showing the former locations for hazardous materials
storage onsite, background information on the clean-up of the site and photographs showing
materials that were stored at the site.

According EPAs records the site was issued with an EPA Licence No. EI12 on
23 December 1987 (the site was a Schedule four premises). The Licence permitted the
acceptance of prescribed industrial waste for treatment and storage. The treatment process was
limited to PCBs and waste materials contaminated with PCBs using the BCD process. This
Licence was amended eight times, in August 1988, October 1989, February 1994, July 1994,
October 1994, February 1996, November 1996 and July 2000. A copy of the Licence as
amended in July 2000 is presented in Appendix C.
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The chronology of events provided by EPA indicate that the EPA issued a Clean Up Notice in
August 1988. The Clean Up Notice required Jancassco to remove PCB containing transformers
stored at an un-licensed premises at Lot 1 Ordish Road. Jancassco was also served with two
penalty infringement notices by the EPA in August 1989 for not maintaining the epoxy coating in

bunds of the factory, and for insufficient sampling of waste material stored at the site.

Between January and September 1992 the EPA granted Research, Development and
Demonstration approval and extensions to the Approval for the operation of the PCB treatment
plant using a BCD process. Later that year a fire damaged the heating elements of the PCB
treatment plant. In May 1995 an explosion and fire damaged the PCB treatment plant and the
plant was rebuilt without an EPA Works Approval. Jancassco was issued with a penalty notice
by the EPA in May 1995 for a breach of the Licence condition that prohibited the discharge of
waste to air and water.

Penalty infringement notices were also issued by the EPA in February 1996 and April 2000 for
rebuilding the PCB treatment plant without EPA approval and from not reducing waste stored at
the site by a rate of 100 tonnes per year respectively. Also in March 2000, an inspection of the
site by EPA revealed a number of non-compliances in relation to the Licence issued to the site.
This included providing insufficient evidence of written agreements with waste generators
regarding waste ownership, also hazardous materials were stored past the allowable timeframe
and there was a slow reduction of waste stock at the site. It was determined that between 1987

to 2001 a maximum volume of 597 tonnes of waste was stored at the site at any one time.

In discussions held with Mr Tsivoulidis, Peter J Ramsay & Associates was advised that when
EPA assumed control of the premises, hazardous materials stored at the site were found to be
poorly labelled and in some cases not labelled at all. Also, Mr Tsivoulidis advised that EPA had
no documented evidence that indicated that hazardous materials were stored outside the
building at the site.

EPA engaged Hatler Environmental Pty Ltd (Hatler) to remove all wastes from the site and to
clean the floor of the factory at the site. Prior to these clean up works Hatler observed pools of
oil that had leaked from their containers into the bund at the factory. After cleaning the factory
floor, Hatler observed water leaking from the bund. This was also observed by Peter J Ramsay
& Associates during inspection of the site on 20 July 2006.
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The site history information is summarised in Table 3.

Table 3 Summary of Site History

Period Allotment/Occupant or Land Use

Circa 1887-1987 The site was undeveloped and may have been used as grazing land.
1987-mid November 2001  The site was purchased by Narlock and occupied by Jancassco.
December 1987 Jancassco issued with EPA Licence No. EI12.

August 1988 Jancassco are issued with a Clean Up Notice from the EPA requiring the
removal of PCB containing transformers stored at a non-licensed
premises at Lot 1 Ordish Road.

August 1989 EPA served Jancassco with 2 penalty notices for not maintaining the
integrity of the epoxy coating in bunded areas and for not sufficiently
sampling waste.

January-September 1992 EPA granted research and development approval and extensions to the

approval for operation of PCB treatment plant using BCD process.

November 1992 A fire at the plant caused damage to the heating elements of the BCD
process.
May 1995 PCB treatment plant damaged by explosion and fire. A penalty

infringement notice was issued to Jancassco for breaching the licence
condition prohibiting discharge of wastes to air and water.
Mid November 2001- Jancassco vacated the site. EPA assumed control of the site. And
present managed the removal of remaining wastes and clean up works in waste

storage and handling areas.

In view of the site history it was considered that there was a high potential for soil contamination
to have occurred as a result of past uses of the site. The potential for contamination of the site
is discussed in Section 10.
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9. PREVIOUS ASSESSMENTS OF THE SITE

No previous environmental assessments have been known to have been undertaken on the
site.
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10. POTENTIAL FOR CONTAMINATION

The results of the site history and site inspections show that the site was vacant and used as
farmland between the late 1800s and 1987. In 1987 the site was developed as a facility to store
and treat prescribed industrial wastes including PCBs and scheduled pesticides. The former
occupant of the site abandoned the facility in mid November 2001. The EPA subsequently
assumed control of the premises and managed the removal of the wastes from the site. A report
provided by WorkCover stated that it was understood the building was underlain by an
impermeable plastic liner. During our soil sampling activities of 1 and 2 August 2006 a plastic
barrier was observed beneath the concrete. However, it was not possible to determine if this was
a purpose designed impermeable layer or a standard construction material. '

The potential for the site to be contaminated from on-site sources, off-site sources and the
potential for off-site migration of contamination was considered prior to Peter J Ramsay &
Associates undertaking the soil sampling and analytical program for the assessment for the audit.
A discussion of the potential for contamination at the site is provided in the following sections.

10.1 Potential Contamination from On-Site Sources

Soil

There was a high potential for contamination to have occurred from on-site sources. Site history
investigations and our site inspections found no evidence of UPSSs located at or having been
previously located at the site.

There was the potential for soil contamination due to the hazardous wastes that were stored
and handled at the site. The wastes included a range of materials containing PCBs, OCPs,
OPPs, heavy metals, mercury, VOCs and BTEX. In addition, the site was licenced to receive
asbestos containing material. There was also the potential for soil contamination due to fill,
which may have been imported onto the site.

Groundwater

As hazardous materials (including liquids) have been stored and handled at the site, there was

the potential that the groundwater may have been im pacted.

Should any contaminated fill have been imported onto the site, there was the potential that

contaminated fill may have impacted upon the groundwater.
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10.2 Potential for Contamination from Off-Site Sources

Land surrounding the site has been used predominantly for agricultural, commercial and
industrial purposes. The Dandenong Sanitary Depot was formerly located to the north of the

site. The land surrounding the site is currently used for commercial and industrial purposes.

In addition, one property located approximately 300 m from the site has been issued a
Statement of Environmental Audit. Two UPSSs were identified and removed from the property.
Due to the potential for groundwater contamination to have occurred nine groundwater wells
were installed. LNAPLs were identified in two of the groundwater wells in the vicinity of the.
former UPSS location. As a result a Groundwater Management Plan was implemented. The
audit stated that the LNAPL did not migrate off site. It was determined that the groundwater
flowed to the south and that the groundwater flow was slow (approximately 0.5 m/year). This
property is located cross-gradient from the site. In addition, low level Arsenic and localised TPH
Cs— Cg was identified at the property.

In view of the previous land uses of the surrounding properties there is a potential for

contamination to have resulted from off-site sources.

Soil

No surface evidence of potential contamination resulting from leachates or wastes entering the
site from adjacent properties was identified during the site inspections. However, fill that may
have been imported onto the site had the potential to be contaminated.

Groundwater

Potential off-site sources of groundwater contamination include the surrounding industrial
facilities. No other potential off-site sources of groundwater contamination were identified in the
vicinity of the site.

10.3  Potential for Off-site Migration of Contamination

Soil

The potential for off-site migration of soil contamination to have occurred was considered low,
as the storage and handling of wastes were reportedly only undertaken inside the factory on

concrete slabs and within bunded areas and as the site has a relatively level topography.
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Groundwater

In view of the potential for the groundwater at the site to be contaminated there is the potential

for off-site migration of contamination (if present) in the groundwater.

No sensitive ecosystems are present on adjacent land. The closest sensitive ecosystem to the
site is Dandenong Creek approximately 600 m to the west of the site. Groundwater leaving the

site would be expected to flow toward the west to south-west and ultimately to Port Phillip Bay.

The risk of groundwater contamination and its off-site migration is addressed further in
Section 17 of this report.

10.4 Potential Contaminants of Concern

From the review of the site history information and site inspections, the potential contaminants in

the soil and groundwater which may have originated from the previous activities undertaken on or

in the vicinity of the site were:

* A range of inorganic and organic contaminants and asbestos in fill that may have been
imported onto the site; and

e A range of inorganic and organic contaminants potentially associated with the storage and
handling of hazardous wastes.

@ PETER ] RAMSAY
& ASSOCIATES



28

DATA QUALITY OBJECTIVES

The NEPM and Australian Standard (AS) 4482.1-2005 recommend that data quality objectives
(DQOs) be implemented during the investigation of potentially contaminated sites.

DQOs regarding the amount, nature and quality of data have been established for this soil
sampling program. The DQOs have been chosen to ensure that the data obtained during the
program are sufficient to adequately characterise the contamination on the site so that an
appropriate assessment of health and environmental risks resulting from any contamination
present on the site can be made for its current or proposed land use.

The DQO process described in AS 4482.1-2005 outlines seven distinct steps. These are
designed to ensure an investigation is performed in a structured and efficient manner. The steps
include stating the problem, identifying the decisions necessary to address the problem,
identifying the inputs required to make the decision, defining the boundaries of the study,
developing a decision rule, specifying the acceptable limits on decision errors and optimising
the design for obtaining data.

DQOs established for this assessment for the audit were designed to address the seven steps

involved in the DQO process and comprised:

1. Collecting soil samples from 10 boreholes in accordance with AS 4482.1-2005 in order to
assess the extent and magnitude of soil contaminant concentrations at the site.

2. Consideration of the data with regard to the sampling program performed at the site and the
acceptable guideline values, to determine the current extent of contamination.

3. Analysis of samples for all potential contaminants in the soil as indicated by our review of
previous reports, and EPA and NEPM guidelines.

4. Undertake the investigation within the geographic boundaries of the site, located at
101 Ordish Road, Dandenong South.

5. Comparison of analytical results to the relevant guideline values in accordance with the
SEPP (Prevention and Management of Contamination of Land) and EPA and NEPM
guidelines.

6. Consideration of the possible errors involved in the decision process and acceptable error
limits.

7. The spacing of sample locations and sampling grid to assess the subsurface profile and
distribution of contaminants in the soil at the site.
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12.  QUALITY ASSURANCE

Quality assurance of data was a key component of the assessment for the audit, in order to
appraise the representativeness and integrity of samples and accuracy and reliability of the
analytical results. This is in accordance with the NEPM and AS 4482.1-2005.

The QA procedures, actions, checks and decisions implemented during this soil sampling

program included:

e The utilisation of appropriate sampling methods in accordance with the EPA, NEPM
guidelines, and Peter J Ramsay & Associates’ Sampling Quality Assurance Plan (SQAP).
(Appendix G);

e Calibration of field instruments;

e Use of standardised field forms including a site inspection proforma, soil profile logs and
Chain of Custody (COC) documentation;

e Appropriate sample handling and transportation;

e Comparison of laboratory analytical results against field observations and instrument
measurements;

e The collection of quality control (QC) samples;

e Implementation of internal laboratory QC analyses; and

e The use of National Association of Testing Authorities (NATA) registered laboratories
(primary and secondary) and methods.

12.1 Peter J Ramsay & Associates Quality Control Program

Inaccuracies in sampling and analytical programs can result from many causes, including
collection of unrepresentative samples, cross contamination between samples, unanticipated
interferences between elements during laboratory analyses, equipment malfunctions and
operator error (USEPA 1986). Inappropriate sampling, preservation, handling, storage and

analytical techniques can also reduce the precision and accuracy of results.

In order to address these potential data quality issues, a QC program was undertaken to
monitor and measure the effectiveness of the QA procedures by comparison with acceptance
criteria. The NEPM has documented procedures for QC for sampling and analysis to ensure
that the required degree of accuracy and precision is obtained. The NEPM and the EPA

recommend the use of two laboratories for the implementation of a QC program for the

analyses in addition to the QC procedures followed by the laboratories.
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The accuracy of an analysis is a measure of the variation between the concentration of an
analyte obtained by the method and the true concentration in the sample. This is determined by
comparing the analytical results from field duplicate samples analysed at two laboratories, and
by the laboratory’s internal QC programs. The precision of a result is a measure of the
reproducibility of the result. This is, in effect, a measure of the natural spread of data about the
mean result.

According to the NEPM a split of a minimum of 10% of the samples as field duplicate samples
(5% split and 5% blind replicate) as well as blanks is required. Where less than 20 samples are
to be analysed, a minimum of two field duplicate samples (one split and one blind replicate) and
a blank is considered sufficient.

Split Samples

Split samples are used as a check on the accuracy of the field sampling and the analytical
procedures. Samples are selected at random and split in the field to form primary and split
samples. The primary samples are sent to the primary laboratory and split samples are sent to
the secondary laboratory. The results of the analyses for the split samples (analysed by the
secondary laboratory) are compared with the results from the primary laboratory to determine
the accuracy of the sampling and analytical procedures.

Blind Replicate Samples

Blind replicate samples are used to determine the precision of the field sampling procedures
and laboratory analyses. Samples are selected at random and split in the field to form primary
and blind replicate samples. The blind replicate samples are labelled with sample identification
numbers different to their primary sample numbers in order to conceal their identity. The blind
replicate samples are analysed by the primary laboratory. The results for the analyses of the
blind replicate samples are used to determine the precision of the sampling and analytical

procedures.

Blank Samples (Rinsate Blanks and Trip Blanks)

Up to 5% of the total number of primary samples are blanks collected in the field. Blanks are
comprised of trip blanks and rinsate blanks. A trip blank is a sample of deionised water
prepared prior to sampling. The trip blank is carried through the sampling program, transported
with the samples to the laboratory and stored with the samples. They are used to identify

laboratory errors or to identify sources of contamination due to sample storage and handling.
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Rinsate blanks are samples of deionised water collected from the field equipment after
decontamination. They are used to determine the effectiveness of the decontamination
procedures. A rinsate blank and trip blank are collected in the field for each day during the
sampling program. The rinsate blank and trip blank samples are analysed by the primary

laboratory.
12.2 Laboratory Quality Control Program

The laboratories perform internal QC programs in accordance with their NATA registration to
ensure that the analytical procedures are followed correctly and with the required degree of.
accuracy. This involves the laboratories preparing and analysing their own duplicate samples,

blanks and analytical standards.

The results from the laboratories internal duplicate samples are compared with the results from
the primary (field) samples, in order to determine the precision of the analyses. The duplicate
samples are subjected to the same preparation and analytical procedures as the primary
samples.

Reagent blank analyses and instrument calibrations using chemical standards are routinely
conducted by the laboratories.

The laboratories also determine the accuracy of the analytical procedures used as part of their
internal QC procedures. This is determined using either control samples (where the

concentration of the species to be determined is known) or matrix spikes.

The laboratories are required to analyse matrix spikes or control samples at a minimum
frequency of 5% of the total number of primary samples. This is consistent with the approach
recommended by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).

The results of analyses of method blanks, duplicates and control samples were compared by
the laboratory to established quality assurance criteria for precision and accuracy. If the results
did not meet the criteria, the analyses were repeated. These criteria are:

e Method blanks should not return any positives on analysis;

* Duplicate soil samples should not vary by more than 35% from the mean result; and

e Control samples should generally give a recovery of 75-125%.
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SITE ASSESSMENT FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT

The field activities for the contamination assessment of land at the site for the audit were
undertaken by Peter J Ramsay & Associates on 1 and 2 August 2006. The assessment for the
audit was performed according to:

e EPA guidelines;

e Guidelines issued under Schedule B of the NEPM:

e Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for the Assessment and Management of
Contaminated Sites published by the ANZECC/NHMRC, January 1992 (ANZECC
Guidelines); and

e Australian Standard 4482.1-2005: Guide to the Investigation and Sampling of Sites with
Potentially Contaminated Soil — Part 1: Non-volatile and Semi-volatile Compounds,
2 November 2005, Standards Australia.

The site assessment activities followed the procedures described in the SQAP presented in

Appendix G. The soil sampling program was a judgemental sampling program.

The sampling program was designed to provide an assessment of the site for potential soil
contamination. This is in accordance with EPA guidelines and specifically the NEPM. The program

was appropriate to assess for environmental exposures for an industrial land use.

Field activities comprised:
e Avisual assessment for indicators of potential contamination;
e Soil vapour survey for VOCs; and

e Sampling of near surface and subsurface soil including fill and natural soil for analysis for
potential contaminants.

Sample locations were investigated by visual inspection. Indicators used to determine the
presence of potential contamination included:

e lonisable vapour detected by a Photoionisation Detector (PID);

e Odour;

e Discolouration or oily soil;

e Free product or oily sheen; and

e Industrial wastes in fill.
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13.1 Soil Vapour Survey

During the sampling program the concentrations of total ionisable compounds released from the
matrix of soil samples were measured. Total ionisable compounds were measured by taking
headspace readings of the soil samples. This provides an initial qualitative screening of the
degree of contamination of the soil with VOCs. The methodology for the headspace soil vapour

survey is presented in the SQAP.

The concentration of ionisable vapours was determined by a 10.6 eV MiniRae 2000 PID
calibrated to read "isobutylene equivalent v/v (ppm)". The PID readings obtained during the soil.
vapour survey are presented on the Soil Profile Logs in Appendix H.

The concentration of ionisable vapours measured in the headspace above soil samples were
low and ranged from 0.0 ppm to 26.5 ppm (v/v isobutylene equivalent). The maximum level of
26.5 ppm was measured in a sample of natural soil retrieved from a depth of approximately
0.5 m in a borehole drilled near the centre of the factory. No odour was encountered in seven of
the 10 boreholes drilled at the site. A slight pungent odour was encountered in the borehole
drilled adjacent to the southern boundary of the factory, while a strong pungent odour was
encountered in two boreholes drilled in the centre and northern portions of the factory. The
odour diminished with depth. It is noted that the odorous soil was encountered in the vicinity of a
crack between the concrete slabs.

13.2 Soil Sampling

Locations for soil sampling were identified based on the results of the site history, the site
inspection and assessment of the geology of the site. Sample locations were referenced to the
site boundary and positioned subject to on-site services, subsurface conditions and other
constraints, which were encountered during fieldwork activities.

Soil samples were recovered from 10 boreholes drilled across the site (numbered 1 to 10). The

sample locations are shown on the site plan in Figure 3.

Qualified and experienced environmental engineers and hydrogeologists  from
Peter J Ramsay & Associates performed the on-site activities. This involved logging of sample
locations and retrieval of soil samples. Boreholes were backfilled following soil sampling
activities. Logs of soil condition, sample depth details and the soil profile in the 10 boreholes
were recorded in the field on standard Soil Profile Log sheets (Appendix H).
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Soil samples were retrieved from various depths (0 m to 2.1 m) at each sample location. The
soil sampling activities followed procedures described in the SQAP presented in Appendix G.
For each soil sample, one 125 mL glass jar sealed with a Teflon lined lid was used. The jars
were entirely filled with soil so that no headspace was present in each jar above the soil sample.

This method of sampling ensures that the loss of volatiles during sample storage is minimised.

Each sample container was labelled with the following information:
e A sample number (which consists of the site identifier, sample location number and sample
depth); and

e Date of sample collection.

A labelling system identifies the origin of each soil sample collected, e.g. 4941/1A. The
number 4941 identifies the site, the number 1 refers to the sample location number and the letter
A refers to the depth at which the sample was taken. The letters generally used to indicate sample
depths are:

e A Near surface sample (0.0 m — 0.3 m). Nominal ~ 0.1 m.

° Subsurface sample (0.3 m — 0.7 m). Nominal ~ 0.5 m.
o

Subsurface sample (0.7 m — 1.3 m). Nominal ~ 1.0 m.

° Subsurface sample (1.3 m — 1.7 m). Nominal ~ 1.5 m.

m O O @

e Subsurface sample (1.7 m — 2.3 m). Nominal ~ 2.0 m.

Additional samples were also taken between these sample depths at some borehole locations.
These additional samples were labelled according to the above sample depths, however, an
additional number was added to the sample number. For example, sample number 4941/3A2
indicates that a second sample was retrieved between the near surface and 0.5 m, which was
below the 4941/3A sample.

Please note that the above sample numbering convention is not followed where it is necessary
to conceal the identity of duplicate samples (see Section 12). In such cases, a fictitious sample
location number is used. Identification of the soil samples together with soil sample depths are
given on the COC documentation in Appendix | and in the Tables of Results.

Twenty-two primary soil samples were analysed individually. No composite soil samples were
formed for analysis during the assessment for the audit.
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Sampling equipment in contact with samples was decontaminated prior to sampling in
accordance with the SQAP. Samples were stored in chilled and insulated containers whilst on-
site, prior to delivery to the laboratories. COC documentation (Appendix |) detailing the required
analyses and detection limits (where non-standard) accompanied the samples to the laboratory.
The environmental engineer signed the appropriate section of the COC form before providing

the samples to the laboratories.

13.3 Analytical Program

The analytical program involved sending the primary soil samples to a laboratory designated as
the primary laboratory. In addition, blind replicate and blank samples were dispatched to the
primary laboratory. Field duplicate (split) samples were also sent to a second laboratory for
quality assurance purposes.

The selection of analytes was based on our review of the site history, our observations during

the site inspection and EPA site assessment guidelines. The analytes for the soil samples

comprised:
Inorganic species: Heavy metals (arsenic, cadmium, chromium (total), cobalt, copper,
lead, molybdenum, mercury, nickel, selenium, tin and zinc);
Fluoride; and
Cyanide;
Organic species: PAHs;
TPHs;

Monocyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (MAHSs);
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs);
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs);
Semi-volatile chlorinated hydrocarbons:
Organophosphorous pesticides (OPPs);
Organochloride pesticides (OCPs); and

Total phenolic compounds.
The analytical program for the soil samples is outlined in the COC documentation. The samples

were selected for analysis based on the results of the assessment for indicators of potential

contamination, the soil vapour survey and the audit objectives.
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Ecowise Environmental Pty Ltd (Ecowise) was selected as the primary laboratory.
LabMark Pty Ltd (LabMark) was used as the secondary, or control laboratory, for
implementation of Peter J Ramsay & Associates’ quality assurance program. The laboratories
were approved by the NATA, and the analyses were performed in accordance with the
laboratories’ NATA registration. Final laboratory reports bear the NATA stamp. Test methods
used were recognised USEPA and EPA procedures. Analytical detection limits were specified
by Peter J Ramsay & Associates.

13.4 Quality Assurance

As outlined in Section 12, QA procedures, actions, checks and decisions were implemented by
Peter J Ramsay & Associates during the assessment for the audit to ensure the
representativeness and integrity of samples and the accuracy and reliability of analyses. This
included the collection of QC samples during the field activities for the investigation. The results

of the QC program are discussed in Section 16.

During the assessment for the audit, two split samples and two blind replicate samples were
taken. One split sample and one blind replicate sample were analysed. In addition, two rinsate
blanks and two trip blanks were taken. The rinsate blanks were analysed by the primary
laboratory. The trip blanks were retained by the laboratory for analysis if required. That is, at
least 10% of the samples were QC samples as well as blank samples. The laboratories also
performed internal QC programs in accordance with their NATA registration.

@ PETER ] RAMSAY
& ASSOCIATES



37

GEOLOGY AND HYDROGEOLOGY ENCOUNTERED DURING THIS AUDIT

Fill was encountered in five of the 10 boreholes drilled at the site. The depth of fill in the five
boreholes was approximately 0.3 m. The fill consisted of various materials including concrete,
sand and silty clay. Minor quartz and gravel was present in the silty clay. There were no wastes
(including materials that may potentially contain asbestos) observed in the fill. Odorous soil was
encountered during the soil sampling activities in three of the 10 boreholes. At these locations a

slight to strong pungent odour was detected.

Natural soil was encountered in all 10 boreholes. The natural soil encountered was.
predominantly light brown to brown clay, interspersed in parts with silty clay and sandy clay,

with minor orange mottling.
Groundwater was encountered at a depth of approximately 1.9 m below ground level in one

borehole drilled at the site. The regional groundwater flow direction is expected to be toward the
west to south-west.
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15.  ANALYTICAL RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION

The analytical results for the soil samples from the contamination assessment of land for the
audit are presented in the NATA endorsed laboratory results included in Appendix J and are
summarised in the Tables of Results. These data are presented according to their location in

numerical order of sample numbers.
15.1 Results

The analytical results for the soil samples are summarised in Table R1 of this report. The-
organic and inorganic contaminant concentrations in the soil samples have been compared with
background ranges, NEPM Ecological Investigation Levels (EILs) and the Health Investigation
Levels (HILs) for commercial/industrial land use. Also, the ANZECC environmental investigation
(B) levels and the threshold concentrations for sensitive land use contained in the NEW DEC
Guidelines for Assessing Service Station Sites (NSW DEC’s threshold concentrations) are used
where no EIL exists. The results above the criteria are highlighted in the tables accordingly. The

detection limits for the analytes were set below background levels for Australian soil.

15.2 Interpretation

The analytical results for the soil samples retrieved from the site show that the concentrations of
the organics and inorganics analysed for apart from OCPs and PCBs were within background
and are well below the EILs/ANZECC B levels/NSW DEC threshold concentrations /USEPA
Region 9 and HILs for a commercial/industrial land use.

Total PCB concentrations were detected in some samples retrieved from the site. In addition,
dieldrin was detected in one sample. The contamination was confined to the near surface soil

on the site.
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OCPs

A dieldrin concentration of 0.33 mg/kg was measured to be marginally above the ANZECC B
level of 0.2 mg/kg for this analyte in sample 4941/8A. This sample was retrieved from the near
surface immediately beneath the concrete slab in borehole 8. Borehole 8 was drilled in the
northern-central portion of the factory and adjacent to the western wall of the bund. There is no
HIL for dieldrin for a commercial/industrial land use. However, the concentration of dieldrin
measured in sample 4941/8A was well below the HIL of 50 mg/kg for dieldrin and aldrin for a
commercial/industrial land use.

Low level DDT/ DDD/ DDE (0.12 mg/kg) was also measured in sample 4941/8A. This was well
below the HIL of 1000 mg/kg for this group of OCPs. Low level dieldrin (0.15 mg/kg) was
measured in sample 494/5A which was retrieved from the near surface fill in borehole 5.

PCBs

PCB concentrations comprising of aroclor 1254 and aroclor 1260 of between 1.5 mg/kg and
27 mg/kg were measured above the ANZECC B level of 1 mg/kg for total PCBs in near surface
samples 4941/3A, 4941/4A, 4941/5A and 4941/8A. Apart from sample 4941/4A, these samples
were retrieved from fill immediately beneath the concrete slab inside the factory. However,
these concentrations were well below the HIL criterion of 50 mg/kg for total PCBs for a
commercial/industrial land use. Low Level PCBs below the ANZECC B level for total PCBs were
measured in four additional samples retrieved from the near surface soil.

Other Analytes

A 1,4 dichlorobenzene concentration of 0.7 mg/kg was measured in near surface sample
4941/3A2 retrieved from natural soil in borehole 3. Also, chlorobenzene concentrations of
4.9 mg/kg and 21 mg/kg were measured in two near surface samples of natural soil retrieved
from boreholes 3 and 4. There are no ElLs or HILs that have been published for these analytes.
However, these values are well below the US EPA Region 9 criteria for 1,4 dichlorobenzene
and chlorobenzene of 7.9 mg/kg and 530 mg/kg respectively. These analytes were not detected
in any other samples retrieved from the site.

All other analyte concentrations in fill and natural soil samples were below their respective ElLs,
ANZECC B levels, NSW DEC threshold concentrations, and HILs for a commercial/industrial
land use.
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15.3 Outcomes of the Assessment for the Audit

The results of the assessment for the audit show that the contaminant concentrations measured
in the soil retrieved from the site were well below the HILs for a commercial/industrial land use.
Low level OCP and PCB contamination was associated predominantly with fill from four
locations at the site. Low level 1, 4 dichlorobenzene and chlorobenzene was also detected at
two of these sample locations. The contaminant concentrations in the soil across the remainder
of the site were very low, within the background range for typical Australian soils, and well
below the EILs/ANZECC B levels.

The PCBs and dieldrin contamination was present in the vicinity of an open crack in the
concrete slab through the centre of the factory. In view of our site observations and the results
of the assessment, it was considered that the contamination was limited to the proximity of the
crack in the concrete slab.
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16. EVALUATION OF QUALITY ASSURANCE
16.1 Results of the Quality Control Program

The analytical results for the QC samples have been compared by calculating the Relative
Percent Difference (RPD) between the primary and control sample results. The RPD is a

measure of the difference between the results of the duplicate analyses. The RPD is calculated
by:

Sample (4) - Sample (B)

RPD = x
Mean of Samples (4) + (B)

According to the USEPA methodology (USEPA 1986), the criteria for valid results for laboratory
duplicates are that the RPDs are required to be <20% for waters and <35% for soil. Where the
duplicate results are lower than five times the detection limit, the USEPA methodology indicates
that the results are valid if the difference between the results for the duplicate soil sample is
equal to or less than twice the detection limit.

For samples split in the field, the NEPM refers to AS 4482.1-2005 which provides a guide to the
validity of the data obtained from duplicate samples. According to AS 4482.1-2005 an RPD of
up to 50% is the acceptance criterion. RPDs of up to 50% are considered to demonstrate good
correlation between duplicate analytical results. AS 4482.1-2005 also states that the variation
can be expected to be higher for organic analytes than for inorganics, and for low
concentrations of analytes. Based on Peter J Ramsay & Associates Pty Ltd experience RPDs
up to 70% are considered to be acceptable for organic species. RPDs of 100% or more

generally considered to demonstrate poor correlation.

16.1.1 Split Samples

The results of the split samples analyses by the secondary laboratory are presented in Table R2
with the corresponding primary laboratory’s results and the RPDs.
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The results show that four of the 18 RPDs for the OCP analysis are above the criterion of 70%.
For PCBs, the analytical results show a high correlation for the analysis as five of the six RPDs
are less than the acceptance criterion of 70% for organic analytes. The RPD exceedences for
g-BHC (Lindane) (193%), chlordane (185%), dieldrin (132%) and DDD (135%) are not expected
to affect the outcome of the investigation as both sets of results are well below the HIL F criteria
for a commercial/industrial land use. The RPD exceedence for aroclor 1260 (166%) is not
expected to affect the outcome of the investigation as the more conservative value (higher
concentration) was used in the interpretation of the results and the concentration is well below
the HIL F criterion for total PCBs for a commercial and industrial land use. Therefore, the results
indicate that a very good level of accuracy was achieved in the sampling and analytical .

program.

16.1.2 Blind Replicate Samples

The results for the blind replicate samples are also presented in Table R2 with the
corresponding laboratory’s results and the RPDs.

The results show a high correlation for the analysis as 21 of the 24 (approximately 87%) RPDs
for the analyses are less than the acceptance criterion of 70% for organics. The RPD
exceedences for dieldrin (75%), aroclor 1254 (105%) and aroclor 1260 (109%) are not expect to
affect the outcome of the investigation as all of the results were well below the HIL criterion for
PCBs for a commercial/industrial land use. Therefore, the results indicate that a high level of

precision was achieved in the sampling and analytical program.

16.1.3 Quality Control Blank Samples

Two rinsate blanks were analysed for OCPs and PCBs for QC purposes. The analytical results
for the rinsate blanks are presented in Table R3.

The results of the blank analyses indicate that cross contamination between samples and
sample locations is unlikely to have occurred, as the analytes were below laboratory detection
limits in the blank samples.
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16.1.4 Laboratory Quality Control

The QC procedures of the laboratories used for this investigation have been reviewed to ensure
that the sample data is reliable and complete. COC documentation and/or sample receipts were
signed and dated by the laboratories to confirm that samples were received in good condition
within acceptable time limits. The analytical methods used for the laboratories’ internal QC
program are NATA accredited and details of the methods are provided in the laboratory reports
in Appendix J. The laboratories QC programs include analysis of internal duplicate samples,
spike recoveries, surrogate standards and laboratory blanks.

A review of the results of the internal QC has shown that these were all within the Iaboratories"
recommended range for acceptable reproducibility. Therefore, Peter J Ramsay & Associates
considers the laboratory data obtained in this audit to be of acceptable precision, accuracy and
reliability and representative of the site conditions encountered.

16.2 Appraisal of Quality Assurance

The QA of data during this soil sampling program has been acceptable, as demonstrated
throughout the report. Documentation was maintained and complete, and the soil was sampled
and analysed in accordance with EPA requirements and National guidelines. The results of
Peter J Ramsay & Associates’ QC program and the laboratory QC program demonstrate that a
high level of precision and accuracy have been achieved during this audit.
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17. POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON BENEFICIAL USES
17.1 Beneficial Uses of Land
The SEPP (Prevention and Management of Contamination of Land) 2002 stipulates three
beneficial uses of land are to be protected for an industrial land use in Victoria. These beneficial

uses are discussed below with regard to the condition of the Dandenong South site.

Maintenance of Ecosystems

Dieldrin and PCB concentrations above the ANZECC B levels were identified predominantly in
fill beneath the concrete slabs for the factory on the site. The ANZECC B levels are threshold
generic values that indicate a potential environmental effect to plants and animals within an
urban context.

As the low level contamination in the soil on the site is to remain sealed beneath the concrete
slab, and in view of the very low levels of contaminants in the soil surrounding the building on
the site, the beneficial use of maintenance of ecosystems — highly modified, is not expected to

be adversely impacted for an ongoing industrial land use.

Human Health

The analytical results for the soil samples retrieved from the site were all well below the HILs for
a commercial/industrial land use. The HILs were developed to protect the most sensitive
receptor to contaminants, namely young children, and are guideline values. As the results are
well below the HILs for commercial/industrial land use, the site conditions determined by the

audit do not preclude the beneficial use of human health.

Buildings and Structures

Contaminant concentrations in the soil on the site were low and generally within the background
range for typical Australian soils. Therefore, the site conditions determined by the audit indicate

that the site conditions do not preclude the beneficial use of buildings and structures.

Summary

The site conditions determined by the audit indicate that the current condition of the land is not

detrimental to the beneficial uses of the land for a commercial/industrial land use.
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17.2 Beneficial Uses of Groundwater

17.3

Groundwater at the site was not sampled during this audit. However, in view of:

the site history and features on the property;

the contaminants were essentially confined to the near surface fill layer on the site;

soil vapour measured in the soil samples taken from the site were low;

the very low background analyte concentrations in the samples of natural soil taken from
beneath the fill;

the expected low permeability of the natural clay underlying the site;

the expected limited extent of the low level contamination that was identified beneath the-

concrete slab;

it is considered that there is a very low potential for groundwater contamination to have

occurred at the site, or to occur in the future. In addition, it is considered that the relevant

beneficial uses of the groundwater at the site are not precluded.

Risk of Off-Site Exposure

The concentrations of chemical contaminants in the soil on the site are well below the HILs for a

commercial/industrial land use. Low level dieldrin and PCB contamination above the ANZECC B

levels for these analytes is present beneath the concrete slab of the factory. The concentrations

of contaminants in soil surrounding the building were all below the EILs/ANZECC B levels and

within the background range for typical Australian soil. Therefore, there is considered to be no

risk of off-site exposure.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of the environmental audit at 101 Ordisch Road, Dandenong South, the

following conclusions and recommendations are made:

Conclusions

The site is approximately 2 776 m? and is essentially flat. Currently no operations are

undertaken at the site. The site is not registered with the EPA as contaminated land.

 Site history information indicates that the site was vacant and used as grazing land between
the late 1880s and 1987. In 1987 when the site was developed as a facility to store and
treat prescribed industrial wastes including PCBs and pesticides. The former occupant of
the site abandoned the facility in mid November 2001. The EPA subsequently assumed

control of the premises and managed the removal and disposal of the wastes from the site.

e A large building comprising of an office and factory occupies the site. A bunded storage
area was located in the north-eastern portion of the factory. Two small and shallow blind
sumps were located near the central portion of the factory. No underground facilities or
evidence of former underground facilities were observed at the site. Cracks were observed
along the joint between the concrete slabs and at the base of the wall of the bund inside the
factory. The epoxy resin coating on the floor of the factory was observed to be in poor
condition.

» There was no visible evidence that a major spill had occurred at the site.

e Fill is present over the site to a depth of approximately 0.3 m. There were no wastes
including potentially asbestos containing materials in the fill. Natural soil was encountered at
all sample locations and comprised a high plasticity clay.

e Analytical results for the soil samples collected from the unsealed portions of the site were
within background levels.
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e The analytical results for the soil samples retrieved from within the factory on the site were
well below guideline levels considered acceptable for a commercial/industrial use. Some
low level PCB and deldrin concentrations were identified in the near surface soil beneath
the concrete slabs inside the factory. Some odours were associated with this contaminated
soil. The contamination is predominantly confined to the fill, and is expected to be limited in
extent along crack between the concrete slabs inside the factory. It is evident that the crack

had provided a pathway for the migration of wastes that were previously stored at the site.

e ltis considered that there is negligible potential for off-site human health and environmental
risks to occur. Also, the potential for groundwater on the site to have become contaminated.
is considered to be very low in view of the very low analyte concentrations measured in the

natural high plasticity clayey soil that underlies the fill.

e It is considered that the risk of any possible harm or detriment to land and groundwater
resulting from the waste storage, handling and treatment activities conducted at the

premises since 1987 is considered to be very low.
e The site is considered to be suitable for an ongoing industrial land use.

Recommendations

e Should a similar facility be proposed for the site in its present configuration it is
recommended that a number of improvements be undertaken to prevent further leakages of
wastes. This should include the sealing of the cracks and joins in the bund and concrete
slabs inside the factory, installation of a new epoxy resin coating within the bund and on the
concrete floor and repairs and strengthening to the lower sections of the interior walls of the
factory. Also, it is recommended that regular operational reporting procedures are
implemented and monitored and the site should be reassessed at the conclusion of an
occupancy to determine if the site occupier had caused any site contamination. Should the
two blind sumps not be needed then they should be decommissioned.

e Should the site be redeveloped for an ongoing industrial use appropriate occupational
health and safety protocols should be implemented.
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e It is recommended that if soil is needed to be taken off-site during redevelopment for an
industrial land use, it should be classified and disposed of in accordance with EPA
requirements. If contaminant levels are above EPA Publication 448.1, May 2004 limits for
Fill Material, this off-site disposal of soil would incur disposal costs in addition to the cost of

transport.

e It is also recommended that only soil that meets EPA criteria for Fill Material should be
accepted as fill on the site. Verification sampling in accordance with EPA guidelines should
be performed to confirm that any fill that is proposed to be imported onto the site is

uncontaminated.
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Table R1 Summary of Analytical Results for Individual Soil Samples
Sample Number 4941/ Ecological Investigation hiealifyinyestiaation
Background Ranges Level (EIL) Level (HIL) (Commercial/
Analyte B 2A 3A 3A2 3B A 4B 5A 58 6A ) 6E A 7B BA 8B 8C 9A 9B 9c 10A 108 Industrial)
Metals
Arsenic <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 1-50 20
Cadmium <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 1 3 100
Chromium 9 7 11 12 12 8 13 14 5-1000 400 (b) 60% (c)
Cobalt <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 1-40 500
Copper 5 <5 <5 8 39 <5 15 60 2-100 100 5000
Lead 9 9 8 12 18 7 9 13 2-200 600 1500
Mercury <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 0.48 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 0.001-0.1 1.(d) 75 (d)
Molybdenum <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <1-20 (a)
Nickel 8 <5 8 10 9 <5 14 10 5-500 60 3000
Selenium <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
Tin <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 1-25 (a) 50 (b)
Zinc 9 17 7 49 120 6 18 86 10-300 200 35000
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPHs)
Ce-Cy <20 <20 65 (e)
Ci0-Cia <20 <20 1000 (e)
Ci5Cag <50 <50 1000 (e)
C0-Cs <50 <50 1000 (e)
Total C;,-C3¢ above detection limits ND ND 1000 (e) 28000 (f)
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)
Total PAHs above detection limits ND ND 0.95-5 (a) 20 (e) 100
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)
1,4 Dichlorobenzene 0.7 <0.5 <0.5 7.9
Benzene <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.05-1 (a) 1(e)
Chlorobenzene 4.9 21 <0.5 530
Ethylbenzene <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 3.1 (e)
Toluene <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.1-1 (a) 1.4 (e)
Xylenes <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 14 (e)
Total VOCs above detection limits 5.6 21 ND
Organochlorine Pesticides (OCPs)
Dieldrin <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 0.15 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 0.33 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.005-<0.05 (a) 0.2 (b)
DDT + DDD + DDE ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.12 ND ND ND ND ND 1000
Total OCPs above detection limits ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.15 ND ND ND ND ND 0.45 ND ND ND ND ND
Organophosphorous Pesticides (OPPs)
Total OPPs above detection limits ND ND ND ND
Phenols
Total Phenols 0.2 <0.1 0.03-0.5 (a) 42500
Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCBs)
Aroclor 1254 <0.1 <0.1 11 0.6 27 0.1 1.4 0.7 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 1.6 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Aroclor 1260 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.4 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.2 <0.1 2.7 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Total PCBs above detection limits ND ND 1 0.6 27 0.1 1.5 0.7 ND ND 0.2 ND 43 ND ND ND ND ND 0.02-0.1 (a) 1 (b) 50
Cyanide <5 <5 2500 (g)

Note :  Results expressed as mg/kg dry weight unless indicated otherwise.

ND = No individual species was detected above the laboratory detection limits.
Results that have been shaded in green are above the ElLs for soil.
Results that have been shaded in red are above the HILs for soil for a commercialfindustrial land use.
Results that have been shaded in blue are above the US EPA Region 9 criteria for an industrial land use.

(a) ANZECC background ranges (used where no NEPM ranges available).

(b) ANZECC B level criteria (used where no EIL available).
(c) Criterion for chromium (Ill).
(d) Criterion for inorganic mercury.

(e) NSW DEC (1994) threshold concentration
(f) NEPM criterion for TPH (C5-C3s) aliphatics.

(g) Criterion for complexed cyanide.
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Table R2  Results of Quality Assurance and Quality Control - Duplicate Samples

Sample Number 4941/8A

nalyle Primary Split RPD Primary Blind RPD
Sample Sample* (%) Sample Replicate® (%)
Organochlorine Pesticides (OCP)
a-BHC <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
Hexachlorobenzene <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
b-BHC <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
g-BHC (Lindane) <0.05 1.5 193 <0.05 <0.05 <70
d-BHC <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
Heptachlor <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
Aldrine <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
Heptachlor epoxide <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
chlordane <0.05 0.64 185 <0.05 <0.05 <70
Endosulfan | <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
Dieldrin 0.33 1.6 132 0.33 0.15 75
DDE <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
Endrin <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
Endosulfan Il <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
DDD 0.12 0.62 135 0.12 <0.05 <70
Endosulfan sulphate <0.05 <0.05 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
DDT <0.05 0.3 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
Methoxychlor <0.05 <0.2 <70 <0.05 <0.05 <70
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB)

Arochlor 1016 <0.1 <0.5 <70 <0.1 <0.1 <70
Arochlor 1232 <0.1 <0.5 <70 <0.1 <0.1 <70
Arochlor 1242 <0.1 <0.5 <70 <0.1 <0.1 <70
Arochlor 1248 <0.1 <0.5 <70 <0.1 <0.1 <70
Arochlor 1254 1.6 1.7 6 1.6 0.5 105
Arochlor 1260 2.7 <0.5 166 27 0.8 109

Note: Results expressed as mg/kg dry weight.
* Sample labelled in the field identically to the primary sample and subsequently analysed by the secondary laboratory.

# Labelled 4941/61A in the field and subsequently analysed by the primary laboratory.
RPDs that have been shaded are above the acceptance criteria.
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Table R3  Results of Quality Control - Blank Samples
Sample Number 4941/

Analyte RB1 RB2

Organochlorine Pesticides (OCP)
a-BHC <0.001 <0.001
Hexachlorobenzene <0.001 <0.001
b-BHC <0.001 <0.001
g-BHC (Lindane) <0.001 <0.001
d-BHC <0.001 <0.001
Heptachlor <0.001 <0.001
Aldrine <0.001 <0.001
Heptachlor epoxide <0.001 <0.001
chlordane <0.001 <0.001
Endosulfan | <0.001 <0.001
Dieldrin <0.001 <0.001
DDE <0.001 <0.001
Endrin <0.001 <0.001
Endosulfan I <0.001 <0.001
DDD <0.001 <0.001
Endosulfan sulphate <0.001 <0.001
DDT <0.001 <0.001
Methoxychlor <0.001 <0.001

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB)
Arochlor 1016 <0.001 <0.001
Arochlor 1221 <0.001 <0.001
Arochlor 1232 <0.001 <0.001
Arochlor 1242 <0.001 <0.001
Arochlor 1248 <0.001 <0.001
Arochlor 1254 <0.001 <0.001
Arochlor 1260 <0.001 <0.001

Note:

Results expressed as mg/L.
RB = Rinsate Blank.

Results that have been shaded are above the acceptance criteria.
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