
        Page 1 of 1 

Site contamination: Guidelines for the site contamination audit system (revised draft dated June 2015) 

 

Deadline for comments – 12 AUGUST 2015 

Please forwards your comments to EPAsitecontam@epa.sa.gov.au 

 

Submitter details (please complete): 

Company/Organisation: ACLCA SA                                                                                                             

Contact person: Jean-Paul Pearce and Marie Cunningham 

Contact details (phone or email): jppearce@envaud.com.au and sa@aclca.org.au 

 

Consultation feedback: 

Section No Section title Consultation feedback 

 Abbreviations AEA: Missing VSCAP and VSRPs 

 Summary  

Part 1 Legislative and policy 
framework 

 

1  Introduction AEA: Section 1.2. One of the objects of the Act is to promote the principals of ESD then why is nothing written in the rest of the document. 
Would expect some basic guidance provided. Perhaps state ESD principals and assessment of such during any investigation and 
remediation etc. Could also quote SURF as further reference 

2  Key audit components   

3 Audit process AEA: Section 3.2. Can it be mentioned that a consultant cannot commission an Audit if they are carrying out any assessment work? 

AEA: Section 3.3. Should EPA involvement in the process of transfer of liability not be mentioned (prescribed form etc.) 

                    Should mention that the nature and extent of contamination must be known so you know what you are transferring. 

AEA: Section 3.8: The paragraph below Table 1 is slightly confusing and would be assisted by an example.  

4 Audit determinations 
and outcomes 

AEA: Section 4.2 to 4.4. Some standardised examples would help. 

AEA: Section 4.6. It is clear that the residential land use descriptions (low, medium, and high density) are linked to potential exposure but as 
density of housing is mentioned can EPA provided further guidance on distinguishing these densities. For example other EPA jurisdictions 
provide information on densities that makes this clearer. Or ensure all land uses are consistent with NEPM. This would also avoid confusion 
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for council and developers. 

Part 2 Auditor role, responsibilities 
and accreditation  

 

5 Role and 
responsibilities of 
auditors  

AEA: Section 5.2: If an auditor is advising council on the need for an audit, is that audit or their company conflicted out of undertaking the 
audit?  

AEA: Section 5.3: This section will hopefully improve the efficiency in the assessment and audit process. However, it makes the Auditor 
responsible for commenting on over servicing by the consultant. Recommend that this section should be targeted at significant or gross over 
servicing (i.e. that which contradicts objectives of the Act) that the Auditor is made aware of.  

AEA: Section 5.3: Any risk based decisions by an Auditor need to be proved 

AEA: Section 5.5: We agree with the expectation of Auditors to demonstrate leadership whilst maintaining their independence. Could an 
example(s) be provided on how EPA expects this to be achieved?  

AEA: Section 5.7: Formal communications should include e-mails  

6 Auditor accreditation AEA: Will the SA EPA be implementing an exam as part of the accreditation process so it is consistent with other states? 

AEA: Section 6.8. Last bold box is incomplete with missing reference and sentence. Refers to regulation 57. 

AEA: Section 6.13: Is there an appeals process through the ERD court also? 

7 Renewal and 
maintenance of 
accreditation 

 

Part 3 Carrying out audits  

8 Audit authorisations 
and notifications 

AEA: Section 8.1: Please define what is considered an associate of the auditor. The SA contaminated land industry is small and most locally 
based auditors have an association with the assessing consultant.  

AEA: Section 8.1. Please define a significant period of time.  

AEA: Section 8.1. We also recommend that the exclusion should distinguish between data used to characterise the risks to human health vs 
time series data. For example, we do not believe it should be a conflict of interest if the auditor was involved in a GME that is only used for 
time series purposes and more recent groundwater data is available to assess the risks.  

9 Audit site, elements and 
scope  

AEA: Section 9.1 and 9.2: The inclusion of “air” will require auditors to consider risks from air pollution, such as smog, stack emissions, etc. 
We consider this outside the scope of an audit and beyond the technical abilities of practitioners in the site contamination industry. We 
recommend including “air” that has been impacted from known on and offsite site contamination. For example, ambient VOC concentrations 
in excavations, etc.  

AEA: Section 9.4: Is it possible to do a restricted scope audit on a residential development adjacent to a landfill? For example, restricting 
audit scope to risk from landfill gases? 
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AEA: MGR 10: The need for a restricted scope is based on an understanding of the CSM, appropriate person, client and community 
requirements, etc. This will take time to determine. An understanding of the restricted scope will typically not be known with the 2 week 
notification period. In addition the restricted scope should be negotiated with the EPA. We recommend including comment that if the 
restricted scope is not confirmed at the commencement of the audit, then the notification should note this.   

AEA: Section 9.6: Recommend including the requirement that the Auditor/representative must attend each significant stage of site 
assessment and remediation undertaken during the period of the audit. This will help Auditors justify attending each stage of investigation 
and reduce the overall risk to the community.  

AEA: Section 9.8.1: In the current market there is the risk that clients will shop around for different opinions from auditors. This presents a risk 
to the community if critical information is lost from one auditor to the next (i.e. important site observations). To minimise the risk to the 
community, we recommend including a statement requiring the sharing of information (review letters, site inspection notes and photographs) 
between incoming and outgoing auditors.   

10 Interim audit advice  

11 Audit conditions and 
recommendations 

AEA: Section 11.2: Recommend inclusion of an example on use of audit conditions to deal with uncertainty in information about the condition 
of the site.  

AEA: Section 11.4: Is it the place of the auditor to consult with council or to be provided evidence of the consultation. For example, 
contaminated soil is contained under a road with an EMP that council will be responsible for implementing. The client/consultant will need to 
provide a letter from council accepting the responsibility for implementing the EMP. Is it the place of the Auditor to undertake this consultation 
or the client/consultant to undertake the consultant and the auditor to review proof that sufficient consultation has been undertaken? 

AEA: Section 11.5: Recommend including details of different types of property titles/ownership which can have EMPs, etc.  

AEA: Section 11.9: The institutional controls could be used as a means of polluters avoiding remediation. If a resident wishes to install a 
basement, but they can’t due to institutional controls, then they are penalised for the actions of the polluter. We believe that the community 
will expect that the polluter will have made some effort at remediation or mitigation measures. For example, the primary source must have 
been removed and remediation of the secondary source at least attempted or proven to not be feasible. We also recommend that the EPA is 
the final approval authority for any institutional controls. There should be a time limit for the institutional controls based modelling, etc.  

12 Site contamination 
audit reports and audit 
statements 

AEA: Section 12.1: MGR 19, recommend that the document control only relates for the body of the SCAR/SCAS and does not apply to 
attachments or appendices.  

13 Assessment 
considerations in 
auditing 

AEA: Section 13: Recommend “air quality” is removed or further information is included on EPAs expectation of how air quality is assessed, 
as noted above in Section 9. 

AEA: Section 13.1: This section states that potential for groundwater contamination is “expected” to be considered. We recommend that this 
is changed to “must” be considered. We believe that audits, unless excluded by a restricted scope, must consider the risk site activities 
present to groundwater and risk groundwater contamination presents to site use. This assessment should be based on the results of reliable 
groundwater sampling. 

FMG: Section 13.5: This section completely ignores the risk-based approach to asbestos assessment which is based on inhalation 
exposures.  While pragmatic approaches are sensible they should be supported by suitable exposure data and assessment of inhalation risk 
in order to deal with the usual perceived risk issues that asbestos tends to generate within the community.  By not highlighting such 
approaches, risk management measure may be overly conservative with resultant unnecessary excessive expenditure for the client and 
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ultimately the community.   Furthermore without adequate monitoring which is implicit in risk-based practices there is also the potential for 
inadequate risk management measure to be used. 

Risk-based measures are endemic internationally and tend to be supported by new applied research enabling a reduction in conservatism.  
The new NEPM guidelines, for example, are based on the work of Swartjes and Tromp (2008) with some added conservatism include by WA 
Health.  In the US, behaviour-based inhalation exposures are considered as being more reflective of actual exposures and differing 
assessment approaches may be considered.  Site-specific asbestos risk assessments need to be incorporated into this Section, with an 
emphasis on exposure considerations as part of the management plan. 

AEA: Section 13.7: We recommend that this section is restricted to site contamination issues only and not other separation distance issues 
(odour, noise, etc) which are the realm of planning authorities and not Auditors. For example, the Auditor should consider the risk from landfill 
gas migration and therefore should take into consideration the 500 m separation distance. However, the Auditor should not be required to 
consider windblown litter, noise, odours, etc from the landfill.  

AEA: Section 13.9: ACLCA is planning on preparing a letter on distinguishing between acceptable and unacceptable inclusions in soil 
following our meeting on 24 August 2015. We recommend the EPA consider the content of this letter when revising this guideline.  

14 Remediation 
considerations in 
auditing  

AEA: Section 14.3: The requirement for consultation with the local community should only be required when there is an offsite risk. For 
example, the removal of a UST from a site should not require consultation with the local community.  

AEA: Section 14.5: The example provided includes management of contamination is achieved through the site being fully sealed and in this 
circumstance an SMP or EMP should be prepared. Does this mean that any HIL B development will require an SMP or EMP? 

15 Community 
engagement and risk 
communication 

AEA: The second paragraph states that auditor assistance in community engagement only occurs if approved by the client. Why is the 
auditors actions dictated by the client? If the Auditor considers there to be benefit assisting with the community engagement, then this should 
occur even if the client does not want this to occur.  

Senversa: We don’t think the auditor should be reviewing and approving community consultation / engagement plans – this should rest with 
the consultant and EPA, who will the groups responsible for this element. 

Part 4 EPA administration and 
information 

 

16 Administration of the 
audit system 

FMG: Section 16.2: While environmental assessments also consider ecological impacts, the main basis to environmental assessments is the 
protection of individuals, the local population or the greater population.  

It is important that this be brought out in this statement.  Public health protection is based on the establishment of suitable guidelines for 
contaminants in air, soil or water for the population as a whole enabling future reductions in potential disease incidence.  Site-specific 
evaluations focus on both potential on-site and off-site contaminant exposures and their mitigation at a more local level and with greater 
refinement as part of that process.  The implications of unwarranted public health exposure of consequence may be severe and this should 
be stressed. 

Taking this into account, the Public Health Act, 2011 is a primary piece of legislation that should be mentioned as it contains substantial 
penalties to enable public health protection.  Its administration by SA Health should be mentioned as the key agency to administer the Act 
and ensure public health risk is mitigated.  This would involve collaboration with the SA EPA and other agencies that may be affected by the 
issue at hand.  This addition to the document then places the public health risks in perspective for Auditors. 

AEA: Section 16.6: Please be aware that minor amendments to audit reports represent significant costs to clients. If the minor errors do not 
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impact the audit outcome or reliability, then they should not require amendments.  

AEA: Section 16.10: The Auditor is an independent reviewer who will often be required to make determinations that are not popular with their 
client (i.e. requirement to repeat sampling, undertake further remediation, determine their proposed development is not safe, etc). Client 
complaints of auditor’s determinations, requirements, etc are common, even if they are not formally lodged with the EPA. The EPA should be 
protective of their auditors, not implement investigations or disciplinary actions against Auditors for being independent and issuing unpopular 
determinations. We believe the EPA is protective of their auditors, but the wording in this section could better reflect these concerns.  

AEA: Section 16.11: The Auditors accreditation is their livelihood and the nature of the job results in unpopular determinations. Their 
accreditation should not be placed at risk from client complaints, minor issues with audit reports, or any other reason the EPA considers 
relevant. There should be an independent appeals process should accreditation be removed or not renewed. 

17 Audit information  

18 Glossary  

Appendix 1 Audit references and 
guidance 

AEA: Would recommend checking S.83A at the “commencement” of the Audit process rather than “prior to” completing the audit report.  
Would be in keeping with figure 3 and avoid any surprises at the end. 

Appendix 2 Penalties and fees  

Appendix 3 Audit report and audit 
statement format 

AEA: Clients are concerned with the cost of audits and a smaller audit report could reduce costs whilst still achieving the objective of the audit 
system. For example the assessment review could simply discuss the scope of work, pertinent results, why the data is reliable and limitations 
on data reliability. The rest of the required information could be covered in appendices or cross referencing. Similarly for the remediation 
review. There seems to be duplication of the DQOs and assessment of data quality. (assessment/remediation sections and DQ evaluation 
section) 

Senversa: The structure of the audit report remains somewhat repetitive and in places out of order. For example, the auditor’s assessment of 
the CSM comes before an assessment of the consultants investigation reports.  In our view, the audit report could be streamlined and 
simplified. 

Appendix 4 Electronic format of 
audit reports and audit 
statements 

 

Appendix 5 Mandatory guideline 
requirements 

AEA: MGR24 – states that a further audit or other verification of remediation must then be required to be undertaken to confirm that 
remediation has been appropriately addressed (based on a site condition from initial audit). Can EPA please provide further guidance on 
what would be acceptable to satisfy the “other verification of remediation” would entail? Letter report? 

 

General or other comments 
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