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Site contamination: Guidelines for the assessment and remediation of site contamination 
 
Deadline for comments – 22 AUGUST 2015 
Please forwards your comments to EPAsitecontam@sa.gov.au 
 
Submitter details (please complete) 
Company/Organisation: ACLCA SA 
Contact person: Jarrod Bishop - President 
Contact details (phone or 
email): jarrod.bishop@lbewep.com.au  0438 810 398 

 
Consultation feedback 

Part/ 
Section 

No 
Section title Main issues Related current guideline  

(where relevant) 
Consultation feedback 

 Abbreviations Summary of abbreviations used throughout 
document  - 

 Summary Overall summary of guideline structure and 
content  If discussing human health risk assessment references should 

incorporate the enHealth (2012a,b) guidance as this is the 
primary national documentation. 
In terms of risk communication and the community provision 
should be included for independent peer review of reports 
generated by auditors, consultants and the EPA. This could 
take the form of an independent expert group including 
members who are not auditors, consultants or EPA officers, e.g. 
CSIRO, university experts 
Is there any reason why the EP Act is referred to as such but 
the EP Regulations are just referred to as “Regulations”? 
The use of acronyms throughout should be consistent – once 
an acronym has been introduced, it should be used rather than 
reverting back to the original word/phrase – the document 
jumps around a lot between acronyms and full words/phrases. 
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Part/ 
Section 

No 
Section title Main issues Related current guideline  

(where relevant) 
Consultation feedback 

Part 1 Roles and responsibilities 
1 Introduction Statement of guidance purpose, framework 

and application and currency of guideline  Section 1.5: The errata should also be mentioned as included 
on the website (just to make sure they are taken into account by 
site assessors) 

2 Triggers for 
assessment, 
remediation and 
auditing 

Identification of likely triggers for the 
assessment, remediation and auditing of site 
contamination including regulatory and 
guideline triggers, planning and development 
and off-site contamination. 

 What is site contamination? 
 

Background concentrations - If these exceed those at which 
impact occurs what are the implications? 
The NEPM does not provide sufficient detail in the sampling 
theory for determination of background concentrations – the 
GAR could be supplemented to provide more detail to 
practitioners on what is acceptable to EPA. 
Triggers – should also include community concerns and public 
reporting processes. 
Section 2.3: typo in last dot point where “9” should be 
superscript 

 
 

Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

3 EPA regulation 
and 
administration 
of site 
contamination 

Overview of the role of the EPA including the 
audit system and EPA assessment areas. 

- Section 3.2.1 - the reference to Section 3.4 appears to be 
incorrect 
Section 3.2.2 - the reference to Section 5.1 appears to be 
incorrect 
Section 3.3 - nd of last sentence – refer to Section 20.1 
What is the limit of Assessment – does a site history report 
trigger advising the EPA or does it mean sample collection? 
Then would stockpile sampling fall outside of this? 
Section 3.4 (and elsewhere throughout document) - Guidelines 
for the site contamination audit system are incorrectly 
referenced as 2014 

4 Auditors, 
consultants and Roles of auditors, consultants and other key 

persons including owners and occupiers, 
Responsibility for assessment and Section 4.1 - The statement in first box regarding sign-off for 

suitability of land for sensitive use appears to exclude sites 
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Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

other persons developers and planning authorities in 
assessment and remediation processes 
including. 
 
 
 

remediation of  site contamination 
Guidelines for the assessment and 
remediation of groundwater 
 
 

where clean-up of contamination has occurred (i.e. too specific 
– shouldn’t it just state that auditors are the only ones who EPA 
consider able to pronounce on site suitability for sensitive land 
use?) 
Suspicion of contamination is described in the glossary to mean 
that a PCA has taken place there. “Has” is a definitive term, but 
often PCAs are inferred to have taken place based on 
professional judgement, conservatism or anecdotal reports, 
none of which are definitive. If it can’t be proven that a PCA has 
occurred, does this mean that someone other than an auditor 
can provide opinion on suitability of land for sensitive land use. 
What if a PCA has taken place, but clean-up has occurred, or 
assessment has demonstrated no evidence of site 
contamination? Do these circumstances provide a pathway for 
no site contamination audit given the proposed wording? 
Section 4.2 - The SCP accreditation scheme is operational and 
it seems appropriate to acknowledge the scheme as a means of 
recognising consultant competency. However, inclusion of the 
EPA’s proposal for reporting by certified practitioners is 
premature and inappropriate language for use in the GAR given 
that EPA is currently consulting on its policy position on this 
matter. 

Part 2 Legislative and policy framework 
5 Site 

contamination 
and the 
legislative 
framework 

Guidance on key definitions and concepts 
including chemical substances, background 
concentrations, activities, prescribed 
potentially contaminating activities, site and 
land use, sensitive use, water and 
environmental values. 
 

What is site contamination  
 

Discussion of the new Public Health Act and the administrative 
role of the SA Department of Health should be incorporated. 
The definition of what constitutes ‘harm’ to humans (and the 
sub-definitions in the legislation) requires some objective 
measures to be considered and clearly articulated. 
Section 5.1: end of last sentence – refer to Section 5.3 

 
Part/ 

Section No 
Section title Main issues Related current guideline  

(where relevant) 
Consultation feedback 

6 Site 
contamination 
determination 

Guidance on chemical substances and 
background concentrations. Guidance on 
determining if actual or potential harm to 
water that is not trivial exists. Guidance on 

What is site contamination? 
Determination of background 
concentrations 

Section 6.3 – PCAs and suspicion of site contamination are 
categorically linked to the prescribed PCAs in the Environment 
Protection Regulations 2009. Does this mean that EPA expects 
that Planning Advisory Notice 20 (PAN20) will no longer be 



 

        Page 4 of 18 

Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

framework determining if actual or potential harm to the 
health or safety of human beings and the 
environment exists taking into account land 
uses. 

How to determine actual or potential 
harm to water that is not trivial 
resulting from site contamination. 
Guidelines for the assessment and 
remediation of groundwater. 

used to identify PCAs. If yes, this should be made clear in the 
GAR to avoid inappropriate use of PAN20 within the site 
contamination industry, including by planners. 
Several common sources of contamination, such as historical 
application of organochlorine pesticides for termite treatment, 
are not prescribed PCAs but may pose a potentially significant 
risk to human health. How does the GAR address matters like 
this? 
If nitrates are found in groundwater but no PCA is evident on 
site, it is likely impossible to state the source of those nitrates as 
you have 3 possibilities listed. If historic source not likely to be 
determined, other than isotope testing (not done in Australia), 
how is this stated within reports (e.g. DSIs). 
Concern that septic tanks etc. that could be responsible for 
causing nutrient impacts are not considered to be associated 
with site contamination – the presence of, for example, elevated 
nitrate concentrations in groundwater used for drinking 
purposes can have associated health risks. In addition, how 
would one determine that historical fertiliser used had been 
undertaken in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications? 
Within the second last box, the link to SARIG incorrectly links to 
the information sheet entitled “Site Contamination Consultant”. 
The availability of background water quality data is relatively 
limited (e.g. with the exception of existing audit reports for 
example) but the GAR makes it sound like this information is 
quite easy to get. 
Section 6.4.2: there is a reference to Section 6.4...not sure what 
it is meant to be 
Section 6.4.3 – What is the status of the EPA’s proposed 
searchable database for public register groundwater 
information?  The database would save time and costs in off-
site wells and would also help for more thorough consideration 
of whether a section83A notification is required.  
Need to be aware that it is often not possible to find any 
background groundwater quality data during desktop research. 
Section 6.6.3 – EPA’s position on harm to water poses some 
philosophical and technical challenges. Which LOR applies for 
the test of whether a manufactured chemical substance has 
caused harm to water? LORs vary between laboratories and 
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Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

between test methods and may change over time, potentially 
even in response to market conditions within the analytical 
testing industry. It is conceivable that if the consulting industry 
on mass began ordering only the highest LOR tests, a lab could 
remove the lowest LOR tests from it service offering due to lack 
of demand from the market, thereby setting the highest LOR as 
the benchmark for determination of harm to water. How does 
the variability of LORs allow for consistent, equitable regulation 
across the industry? If EPA demands the lowest possible LOR, 
the costs of assessment to confirm absence of harm to water 
would escalate substantially, providing undesirable flow-on 
effects to cost of client business. 
Based on the EPA’s definition of harm to water in the GAR, it 
appears that all water is considered to have intrinsic value that 
can be harmed, regardless of whether there is any human or 
ecological derived value from that water. How is a water body 
harmed by added chemical substances if in its natural state it 
provides no current or realistic future value to our society or 
environment? This approach appears to be at odds with the 
ASC NEPM, which states that “groundwater is considered to be 
contaminated when its quality is such that it is not suitable for 
the current or realistic future use or presents the likelihood of 
causing unacceptable environmental or human health impact in 
the discharge environment”. In the ASC NEPM context it follows 
that if contamination has not occurred, there is no impairment of 
value which can be equated to no harm. Given that the ASC 
NEPM is a federal regulatory instrument amended in 2013 and 
is an automatic environment protection policy under the 
Environment Protection Act 1993, why does the GAR appear to 
be adopting the older and more conservative view of the 
National Water Quality Management Strategy definition in the 
Guidelines for groundwater protection in Australia from 1995 
(ARMCANZ & ANZECC)? Wasn’t this position superseded by 
the ASC NEPM?  
 
Section 6.6.4 – how does an activity such as uncontrolled fill 
impact potential harm if this was not a commercial activity? 
Section 6.6.5 – harm to groundwater that is trivial may be 
represented in part by no further assessment or remediation 
required. No further assessment relative to what point in time 
and extent of assessment information? The circumstances of 
the first dot may well exist, but simply were not able to be 
demonstrated by the first stage of groundwater assessment at a 
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Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

site. The guidance proposed could see two equivalent sites 
dealt with very differently based on the authorised scope of 
work for the first stage of assessment. Outcomes around 
determination of triviality should be determined based on an 
appropriate level of investigation to establish the facts, not by 
the amount of money a party spends or the timeframe required 
to establish the facts. 
Harm to water that is not trivial at top of page 26 – What 
constitutes detection of NAPL? Is it sheen, measurable 
thickness of NAPL on groundwater, concentrations of TRH > 
solubility limit? Is any amount of NAPL non-trivial? Does this 
approach provide for consistent regulation with say boating 
activities where fuel as NAPL may be added to aquatic 
ecosystems? 
The approach to NAPL is contradictory to sections 11.5 and 
12.6 of the GAR, which state respectively, “the approach to the 
assessment of site contamination in SA is risk based” and 
“NAPL should be treated the same as any other chemical 
substance”. Whereas a risk-based approach is allowed for other 
chemical substances to determine whether harm to 
groundwater is trivial, section 6.6.5 doesn’t allow it for NAPL. 
The second bullet point presents a circular argument (i.e. the 
EPA considers harm is not trivial if… “this harm is not trivial”. 
 
Section 6.6 - a flow chart that details each step to be taken in 
determining whether site contamination (with respect to 
groundwater) is present and when a S83A notification is 
required, would add value. 
Section 6.7 – The first sentence should be worded to reflect that 
determination should be based on PSI and/or DSI and/or site-
specific investigations. Current wording may be interpreted that 
all stages are required. 

7 Notification 
requirements Includes section 83A mandatory notification 

requirements and notification of potentially 
hazardous circumstances. 

- Section 7.1 – Unclear now of what to base a decision to notify 
on – if concentrations of anthropogenic substances exceed 
LOR or only if it is “not trivial” (i.e. which seems to be either 
NAPL or isolated occurrence with no current/future exposure 
risk)? 
Section 7.2.2 – Are there site contamination circumstances not 
related to hazardous ground gases that EPA considers would 



 

        Page 7 of 18 

Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

require notification? 
8 Liability for site 

contamination Liability for site contamination and 
appropriate persons, including causing site 
contamination, refusal of entry onto land and 
transfer of liability 

Responsibility for assessment and 
remediation of site contamination  

Section 8.1 – First paragraph, isn’t it necessary for other 
stakeholders to also consider who has liability? The timeliness 
of a determination from the EPA on who has the liability is often 
critical to effective progress on site contamination matters by 
clients. ACLCA would like to see some guidance around the 
timeframe for determination by the EPA. 
Second last paragraph, it needs to be made clear that this 
refers to someone who is not the original polluter. 
Footnote 42 appears to refer to the wrong section. 
Section 8.6 - Note 3 for Figure 4 appears to refer to the wrong 
section. The scenario of non-sensitive use and delineated 
onsite – no audit refers to notes 4 and 5, which appears to be 
incorrect. 

9 Legislative 
reporting 
provisions and 
other 
information 

Guidance on reports by auditors and 
consultants, false or misleading information 
and reports. 

Honesty in reporting Section 9.1 – Section 6.5 is referred to for land use descriptions 
but does not include the actual descriptions. 
Both Appendices 3 and 4 should be referred to for reporting 
requirements. 
The second box again qualifies when consultants should not 
make determinations re land suitability for sensitive use. Does 
this mean there are circumstances when EPA considers 
consultants can provide such opinion or that no opinion is 
required from any party? E.g. A site demonstrated to have no 
PCAs? Or a site demonstrated to have no site contamination? 
9.2 – are consultants required to pass on information if the 
client has been found to pass on false or misleading 
information?  

Part 3A Assessment: Overview and reporting framework 
10 Assessment of 

site 
contamination 

Overview of the application of the tiered risk 
based assessment process described in the National Environment Protection 
(Assessment of site contamination) Measure 
1999 in South Australia, investigation and 
screening levels and preliminary and detailed 
investigations and site specific risk 
assessment 

- Section 10 is simplistic and requires re-structuring – it is 
important to recognise that the site assessment process should 
be focussed around what is required to assess risks.  This is the 
ultimate objective that will drive a risk-based remediation 
approach. The CSM is a feature of this and reflects the potential 
exposure pathways based on physico-chemical 
properties/toxicological properties and land use. 
Guidance levels – needs to be recognised that the target 
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Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

investigation values in the ASC NEPM are not consistent in 
their level of protection and in some cases are very limited 
confidence. These should be clearly articulated for auditors and 
consultants. 
Section 10.2 – Page 35, second to last dot point should be 
levels rather than criteria. Figure 5: In Tier 1 “prepare sampling 
and analysis quality plans” should come after “prepare PSI 
report” 
Section 10.3 – in the list of investigation /screening levels, 
should the Friebel and Nadebaum direct contact levels (for 
petroleum hydrocarbons) be mentioned? Where alternate 
assessment levels are adopted does the EPA have a preferred 
hierarchy of reference publications? 
Does the EPA consider there are any circumstances where 
statistics are relevant to EILs/ESLs? Conflicting opinions are 
evident throughout the industry. 

11 Reporting 
framework  Preliminary and detailed site investigations, 

site specific risk assessments. Importance of 
conceptual site models. 

- Section 11.2 – In the first sentence, substitute “within” for “with”. 
On page 38, the last two paragraphs are a repeat of previous 
information provided in this section and should be excluded or 
integrated. 
There is confusion around the extent and staging of desktop 
versus intrusive investigations and what constitutes a PSI and a 
DSI and whether there are or ought to be firm boundaries 
between them. Suggest that the wording could be revised to 
make this clearer. Some thoughts for EPA’s consideration 
include: 
PSI by definition is preliminary in nature. The objective is to 
understand whether site contamination is present and meeting 
the objective requires desktop site history investigation and, 
where a PCA has occurred, intrusive sampling and testing. 
Presence or absence of contamination cannot be determined 
without appropriate sampling and testing. 
The desktop site history and preliminary intrusive investigation 
should be undertaken sequentially whereby the site history 
informs the intrusive investigation. These stages of investigation 
may be reported in staged separate documents or under single 
cover, but regardless both are elements of the PSI. If site 
contamination is confirmed to be present and there is 
insufficient data to determine the nature and extent to 
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Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

characterise risk and develop management or remediation 
strategy, then a DSI is required. A proponent may elect at any 
time to skip PSI intrusive investigations and progress straight to 
the more comprehensive DSI as it is expected to provide for a 
higher confidence outcome through higher resolution site 
characterisation. 
Are there any suitably low-risk circumstances where the EPA 
considers that sampling and testing is unwarranted to determine 
the presence or absence of site contamination? e.g. PSI 
identifies historical land use includes growing areas of 
agricultural and horticultural land and/or grazing land only. The 
need to repeatedly test paddocks, yet find no evidence of site 
contamination, to support statements of suitability for use is a 
source of frustration for the development industry due to time 
and cost impacts on delivering affordable land to the community 
for housing. If yes, it would be valuable to include relevant 
guidance in the GAR to provide more certainty for the industry, 
including planners. 
Section 11.4 – it is suggested that more detail and explanation 
could be provided so that its importance becomes apparent to 
all stakeholders. The need or otherwise for SSRA is not solely 
determined on whether adequate remediation can be 
undertaken. Reference to remediation should be removed or 
reduced in focus. 
Section 11.5 – in the last sentence above the final box, it is 
stated that a CSM may be presented in a written format or in 
visual representation – this does not accord with the ASC 
NEPM which states that a CSM needs to be presented as text 
in the first instance. Does this matter? 

Part 3B Assessment: Methodology Groundwater and Vapour Intrusion 
12 Framework for 

the assessment 
of groundwater 

Consideration of specific groundwater issues 
including environmental values, background 
concentrations, LNAPL and DNAPL. 

Guidelines for the assessment and 
remediation of groundwater 

Section 12.3 – In the second last paragraph above the final box, 
should it be stated that the EPA will only consider declaring a 
water restriction or prohibition zone if remediation is not 
possible, or is a prohibition zone to be implemented regardless 
to enable protection during a potentially prolonged remediation 
program? 
Section 12.4 – are the ASC NEPM GILs to become screening / 
reporting levels or should screening be undertaken via 
comparison to best available water quality guidelines? If the 
latter, should important reference documents be listed and a 
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Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

position stated about using the most recent version? 
Further discussions of change of parameters such as pH can 
only be done through long term sampling so how can this be 
determined in shorter sampling projects? 
Section 12.5 (third paragraph) – Schedule B6 of the ASC NEPM 
does not provide any information on groundwater sampling 
methodology – it might be more appropriate to refer Schedule 
B2, Section 8. 
In the fourth paragraph, it is stated that the identification of 
appropriate EV for groundwater can be determined by... – 
should this read “must be” or “should be”? 
Section 12.6 – First sentence re same processes for NAPL and 
chemical substances is contradictory to the advice in section 
6.6.5 that NAPL is always non-trivial. 
Section 12.7 – there are incorrect references to Sections 13.1 
and 13.2 

 
Part/ 

Section No 
Section title Main issues Related current guideline  

(where relevant) 
Consultation feedback 

13 Framework for 
the assessment 
of vapour 
intrusion 

Consideration of specific vapour intrusion 
issues including preliminary, screening and 
detailed vapour intrusion assessments, field 
work, sampling and environmental factors. 

 Section 13.2- refers to Section 13 for further guidance? 
Section 13.3 - incorrectly refers to Section 10.5 
Section 13.3 - In the second paragraph, what is meant by 
“open” and “closed” preferential pathways – is this referring to 
complete and incomplete exposure routes? 
Section 13.3 - third bullet point under heading “As outlined in 
the framework for the assessment of VI....” should this also refer 
to other dissolved phase contaminants besides hydrocarbons? 
Section 13.3 - What are “professional practitioners” as distinct 
from consultants and auditors? 
Section 13.4 - The first box incorrectly references Section 13.1 
Section 13.5 - Should the third paragraph read “...or future 
buildings do not yet exist.” 
Section 13.5 - bullet points at bottom of page 48 – what about 
vapour intrusion HSLs for petroleum hydrocarbons? and should 
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Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

be “geochemical information” rather than “geochemistry 
information” in fifth bullet point. List may need further 
consideration – it is repetitive (e.g. the last two bullet points 
refer to already mentioned information) 
Section 13.5 - In the last sentence it is stated incorrectly that the 
reporting framework for remediation is included in Section 16. 
Section 13.6 - It is not necessarily prudent to undertake soil 
vapour sampling at the same time as groundwater sampling 
unless it is known or considered likely that a source of vapour 
contamination is present - soil vapour sampling is not required 
in every case that groundwater sampling is undertaken. 
Section 13.6 - In the sentence commencing “Crawl spaces 
allow for an alternative...”, it is not just petroleum hydrocarbon 
sources that may be found indoors. 
Section 13.6 - The sentence commencing “That is, indoor air 
sampling...” is poorly worded/punctuated.  The following 
sentence should include a word like “devices” after 
heating/cooling. 
Section 13.6 - First sentence of last paragraph – change 
“residents” to “residences” and “child cares” to “child care 
centres” 
13.6 - PID usage – do all sites need to be viewed as if TCE is 
present therefore non-standard PID on all sites- or is correlation 
of PCAs with PID selection OK? 

14 Vapour 
intrusion 
technical 
considerations 

Guidance of specific technical considerations 
for petroleum and chlorinated hydrocarbons, 
bulk ground gas and air quality assessment. 

- Section 13 and 14 – requires updating based on recent US 
Regulatory information and further incorporation of explanatory 
information. Vapour intrusion is a dynamic process and this 
factor should be included into the assessment framework.  
Discussion on human exposure assessment methods and 
confirmatory biological monitoring is lacking.  Discussion on the 
assessment of the indoor environment (where applicable) is 
also lacking.  The NEPM guidance is incomplete in regards to 
the latter comments. 
Section 14.2 - Section 14 is referred to in the first sentence (but 
the document is already in Section 14) and the second 
paragraph refers to Section 10 whereas it is actually Section 
10.2. 
Section 14.2.3 - First sentence of third paragraph should read 
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Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

“HILs for VOCCs have...” 
Part 4 Remediation  

15 Remediation Definition of remediation, identifying and 
setting remediation goals, objectives and 
endpoints, impracticability considerations, 
and guidance on implementation and 
validation. 

Guidelines for the assessment and 
remediation of groundwater. 
Environmental management of on-
site remediation. 

Section 15.2 - the last sentence incorrectly states that Figure 5 
outlines the review of the remediation plan 
Section 15.3.1 - The first and last sentences appear 
contradictory with respect to EPA’s expectations around timing 
of remediation. 
Sections 15.4, 15.5, 15.7 (and possibly elsewhere) - The GAR 
appears to be stating that there is a requirement for the EPA or 
an auditor to review all remediation strategies and/or plans? 
What about simple remediation projects e.g. tank pull, limited 
dig and dump program etc. This needs to be clarified. 
Section 15.5.1 - The box refers to Section 16 but should it be 
Appendix 5? 
Section 15.5.2 - The statement “Remediation of site 
contamination,....., is not subject to that which is reasonably 
practical is confusing. 
Section 15.6 - in the bullet point list, there is some repetition 
and why is only remediation of VI mentioned in the dot point 
about current and/or future land use? 
Should incorporate the issues of aesthetics, odours and 
organoleptics – the latter more of an issue for potable 
consumption of groundwater if that occurs. 

16 Remediation 
techniques, 
technologies 
and options 

General environmental duty and protection of 
the environment during remediation and 
work health and safety. Specific soil 
remediation considerations including 
bioremediation, onsite retention, onsite 
containment and stockpiles. Guidance on 
asbestos and acid sulphate soils. 

Guidelines for the assessment and 
remediation of groundwater. 
Environmental management of on-
site remediation. 

Section 16.1 - The second paragraph refers to Section 3 
whereas it should Section 3.2. 
Section 16.4.1 Why are new acronyms such as SRP used when 
the use of Remediation management plan (RMP) is well 
established? 
Section 16.4.1 - last sentence incorrectly refers to Section 17, 
instead of Section 18. 
Section 16.4.3: - In the box, it is stated that auditors must 
consult with EPA prior to commencement of remediation – is 
this correct (Figure 7 and Section 17.2 say “”if required”) and 
does it correlate with the audit guidelines?; also can this be 
through IAA or how does notification have to be provided? 
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Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

Section 16.4.3 - The numbered dot points incorrectly refer to 
Section 12.3 (should be 12.5) and 10.5 (should be 11) 
Section 16.4.3 - Dot point 4 states that an SMP has to be 
prepared – an EMP was already part of the RMP whereas an 
SMP usually refers to an on-going management plan following 
the completion of remediation (i.e. as per Figure 7) – I think we 
should maintain consistency with previous use of 
terms/acronyms. 
Section 16.4.3 - Dot point 5 incorrectly refers to Section 16.3 
(should be 17.3). 
Section 16.4.4 - Although it is stated that water can be applied 
to reduce dust emissions, there is no mention of taking 
measures to prevent run-off/leaching. 
Section 16.4.5 - The third paragraph refers to Section 4 in 
Schedule B1 but should also reference Section 11 in Schedule 
B2. 
Section 16.4.5 - Section 7 is referred to in the box whereas it 
should be Section 7.2. 
Section 16.4.5 - Should also include risk-based assessment as 
this may in some circumstances reduce conservative approach 
and costs borne by stakeholders. 
Section 16.6 - the first paragraph refers to Section 11.5 
whereas it should be Section 12.5. 
Section 16.6 - The second paragraph regarding the waste 
hierarchy should feature earlier in the remediation section – not 
just applicable to surface water. Also should the Waste EPP be 
mentioned? 

17 Remediation 
reporting 
framework 

Overview of the stages of remediation, 
remediation options assessment, 
remediation and validation reporting, site 
management plans and ongoing site 
management.  

Guidelines for the assessment and 
remediation of groundwater 
Environmental management of on-
site remediation. 

Figure 7 needs an overhaul – a few things in wrong sections – 
e.g. revision of CSM should come under RVR and determine if 
further assessment work is needed should be before RVR is 
produced; also should an SMP be used to determine if 
endpoints will be achieved? – maybe for MNA? Otherwise 
shouldn’t SMP be generally used to maintain remediation end-
points? 
Section 17.3 - In the box it states that RVR reports are to be 
submitted to the EPA or an auditor for review – surely not all 
RVR reports? This needs to be clarified. 
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Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 

Consultation feedback 

Section 17.4 - There needs to be a distinction made between 
the EMP that forms part of the RMP and the ongoing SMP –The 
GAR appears to confuse this. 
Section 17.4 - First set of bullet points refer to Section 16.4 
whereas it should be 16.4.3. 
Section 17.4 - In the box it states that SMPs are to be submitted 
to the EPA or an auditor for review – surely not all SMPs? This 
needs to be clarified. 

18 Statutory 
controls Guidance on statutory water restriction or 

prohibition areas and special management 
areas. 

-  

Part 5 Community engagement and information 
19 Community 

engagement 
and risk 
communication 

Overview of the principles of community 
engagement and risk communication. 
Guidance on informed consent and the EPA 
role in community engagement. 

 Section 19.3 is confusing for some parties and may need to be 
rewritten for clearer communication. 
Section 19.3: The sentence commencing “The EPA advises...” 
is contradictory as it includes “implemented immediately” and as 
soon as reasonably practicable”; also, what is meant by “a risk 
management strategy”? 
Section 19.3: With respect to “Once recorded” – what is this 
referring to? Section 83A notification? 
Section 19.4: Suggest that the EPA’s hotline number and email 
address are included here. 

20 Access to site 
contamination 
information  

Recording and provision of site 
contamination information through the EPA 
Public Register, Form 1 Statement and 
Section 7 enquiries and information on the 
EPA website. Advice regarding reports,  
currency of reports and how to request 
advice or obtain information through the 
EPA. 

 Section 20.1: consolidate email address for the public register 
into the first box. 
Section 20.4: in the last sentence, it may be appropriate to refer 
to EPA too. 

21 Glossary Summary of key definitions and terms used 
throughout the document. 

 - 

Appendix 1 EPA site 
contamination Summary of current EPA site contamination 

and other guidance and linkages to relevant 
 Not all potentially relevant publications appear to have been 

included e.g. Waste Derived Fill Standard, Separation 



 

        Page 15 of 18 

Part/ 
Section No 

Section title Main issues Related current guideline  
(where relevant) 
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publications legislation. Distances guideline. Are these considered as non-site 
contamination guidance? 

Appendix 2 Summary of 
penalties and 
fees 

A summary of penalties and fees related to 
site contamination current at the time of 
publication 

 - 

Appendix 3 Assessment 
reporting 
checklist 

Summary of the key information to be 
included at assessment reporting stages  

 Reference specific sections, not parts, of GAR in column 2 – 
check section numbers correct (e.g. GAR Section 8 in first line 
should be Section 7). 
What exactly is meant by “geophysical information” under “local 
geology and hydrogeology”? 
what is meant by “intrusive if required” with respect to 
elevation/topography? 
Under “Site Inspection”, presence and condition of site 
structure...” should be “...site infrastructure...” 
A PSI report may be desktop site history only or may include 
intrusive investigation. If the former, the following requirements 
identified for a PSI report could not be met – i.e.: 

 Determination of site contamination  Risk to human health and/or environment  Any intrusive groundwater investigation – this is 
referred to in numerous places in the checklist as “or 
intrusive if required” and is quite incorrect for the PSI 
stage  Determination of background soil quality – may be 
possible through desktop research but not always so  Determination of appropriate assessment criteria and 
environmental value assessment – this is done at the 
DSI stage (particularly as it is not always required if 
work does not proceed to the intrusive phase)  Determination of actual or potential harm to water  Section 893A notification  Groundwater Assessment and results – this is not 
applicable to a PSI and the words “if applicable” should 
be removed and placed in the DSI column (i.e. instead 
of a tick as not every DSI includes groundwater) 

Perhaps there should be a checklist for desktop site history only 
separately from a PSI report that includes preliminary intrusive 
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investigations. 
With respect to the site history: 

 it is not always possible or appropriate/relevant to go 
“back to original deeds” – this needs to be a judgement 
call made by an experienced consultant  PCAs – need to make sure it is understood that not all 
PCAs are prescribed activities. 

With respect to the PSI, the Tier 1 risk assessment may be 
applicable if preliminary soil sampling was undertaken. 
With respect to the DSI, the VI, contaminant fate and transport 
and some of the SSRA sections section should be “if 
applicable” (instead of ticks) as not always required. 
With respect to SSRA, field and laboratory QA/QC are not really 
applicable – they should have been assessed in the reports 
used to support the SSRA. 
Community engagement is not always required – particularly 
during PSI and SSRA stages and also not generally during 
routine DSIs. 

Appendix 4 Remediation 
reporting 
checklist 

Summary of the key information to be 
included in remediation and validation 
reporting stages 

 Reference sections, not parts, of GAR in column 2 – check 
section numbers correct (there appear to be many that are 
incorrect). 
In the remediation options and issues section, only some are 
relevant to the SMP and this should be further refined. 

Appendix 5 Environmental 
aspects for 
consideration 

Summary of the key environmental 
considerations to be taken into during 
assessment and remediation 

 What about referring to the EPA odour guideline in the odour 
and gases section? 
A number of incorrect sections are referred to and need 
correcting 
With respect to Dust, a range of stockpile management 
measures have been included that are already presented in 
Section 16.4.4 – this is repetitive and also doesn’t accord with 
the column heading “significance”; also the community 
consultation paragraph doesn’t just apply to dust. 
Under Asbestos, airborne is a single word (no hyphen). 
Under surface water, the Water Quality EPP should be in the 
“Guidance and references” column, not the “significance” 
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column. 
How is the Waste Derived Fill Standard relevant to the soil 
quality section? If this is in relation to waste reuse, the 
significance section should include a relevant comment on 
appropriate waste management. 

Appendix 6 Groundwater 
environmental 
values 

Groundwater environmental values based on 
measured salinity concentrations 

- What about industry and buildings/structures? 
The salinity levels for the protection of freshwater ecosystems 
appear high. Does this imply that all groundwater has an EV of 
“freshwater” ecosystems due to the potential for groundwater 
dependent ecosystems that are adapted to the salinity of the 
hydraulically connected groundwater? 

Appendix 7 Prescribed 
potentially 
contaminating 
activities 

Summary of the list of prescribed potentially 
contaminating activities and listed chemical 
substances from Schedule 3 of the 
Regulations  

 Pg 107- Fill or Soil importation – does this only relate to 
business? residential properties? – uncontrolled fill is of 
unknown source i.e. PCA(s) would not be known. Does it need 
to be inferred by default that uncontrolled fill came from a site 
with a PCA? 
The GAR doesn’t address other PCAs that can occur on a site 
that are not prescribed PCAs – e.g. use of termiticide, 
weedicides etc. and that need to be taken into account at the 
PSI/DSI stage 

Appendix 8 Honesty in 
reporting Honesty in reporting template - - 

Appendix 8 References for 
legislation and 
guidelines 

A summary of other guidance and 
publications that may be relevant to the 
assessment and remediation of site 
contamination 

- What about separation distance guideline and 2007 
groundwater monitoring guideline (the latter provides sampling 
methodologies etc. that are otherwise a bit light on in reference 
documents). 

Appendix 9 Electronic 
format of 
notifications 
and reports  

A summary of the preferred format for digital 
copies of notifications and reports when 
providing them to the EPA 

- - 

Appendix 
10 

Electronic 
format of 
notifications 
and reports  

A summary of the preferred format for digital 
copies of notifications and reports when 
providing them to the EPA 

 - 
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General or other comments – look forward to this going forward - 
 
This document represents a collation and consolidation of responses provided by several of ACLCA’s member companies and therefore the nature of the responses do not necessarily 
represent the views of all members or the ACLCA Executive. Responses from member companies have been included in their original form, except where comments on a similar theme 
were merged for more concise communication or where the ACLCA Executive considered the guidance provided via the GAR and the ASC NEPM has adequately addressed the 
response provided. 
While many of the comments provided are relatively minor in nature and address issues relating to cross-referencing and grammar and relatively minor technical issues, there are a 
several comments that relate to critical elements of the GAR that have significant implications for regulation of site contamination, interpretation of the GAR and application in professional 
practice, and outcomes for a wide range of industries. 
ACLCA’s members deal daily with the application of the regulatory framework and guidelines on site contamination across a wide range of client industries, sites and contamination 
issues. The highly experienced practitioners within the member companies are well placed to advise on how the proposed GAR will relate to strategies, decisions and outcomes for 
clients, including for numerous projects that may never come to the regulatory attention of EPA. With this mind, ACLCA suggests there would be value in EPA engaging with a small group 
of experienced practitioners to review and consider several case study scenarios to test the application of the GAR and how various outcomes compare against EPA’s expectations for 
operation of the GAR. 

 


