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4 July 2017

Katrina O’Flaherty

Director Regions, Western

Department of Planning and Environment
PO Box 58

DUBBO NSW 2830

Dear Katrina

RE: COBAR HOSPITAL PLANNING PROPOSAL

I am writing to request a gateway determination in accordance with the following resolution of
Council on 22 June 2017

138.6.2017 RESOLVED:

1. That Council authorises the Director of Planning and Environmental
Services on behalf of the Council to request a gateway determination
from the NSW Department of Planning and Environment in respect of
the Gateway Planning Proposal Report prepared by Anthony Williams,
Senior Town Planner, APP Corporation Pty L.td and dated 6 June 2017.

2. That voting on this matter be recorded on the basis of an automatic
division as required by legislation.

A completed “request for initial Gateway Determination” form and Planning Proposal report are
attached to support this request.

If you have any questions or requite additional information please give me a call. My mobile
number is 0408695026

Yours faithfully

e

Garry Ryman
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

Cobar - On the crossroads of the Kidman Way and the Barrier Highway



CLAUSE 10A — COBAR HOSPITAL PLANNING PROPOSAL
FILE: M6-5 AOP REFERENCE: 1.5.1 ATTACHMENT: YES

(UNDER SEPARATE COVER)
AUTHOR: Director of Planning and Environmental Services, Garry Ryman

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to seek endorsement from Council to request a gateway
determination from the Department of Planning and Environment in respect of the
attached Gateway Planning Proposal Submission.

Background

The subject planning proposal is necessary to enable construction of the proposed
Multi-Purpose Health Service in Cobar.

Issues

The proposed amendment affects all land zoned R2, with the NSW Health’s interest
being specifically in respect of Lot 102 in DP 615721, 2 Nullamutt St, Cobar. Details
of the proposed amendment are set out in the planning proposal submission.

The proposal is consistent with discussions held between NSW Health and NSW

Planning and Environment and myself (Council’s Director of Planning and
Environmental Services).

RECOMMENDATION

1. That Council authorises the Director of Planning and Environmental
Services on behalf of the Council to request a gateway determination
from the NSW Department of Planning and Environment in respect of
the Gateway Planning Proposal Report prepared by Anthony Williams,
Senior Town Planner, APP Corporation Pty Ltd and dated 6 June 2017.

2. That voting on this matter be recorded on the basis of an automatic
division as required by legislation.

THIS IS PAGE 21 OF THE GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE
ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE OF COBAR HELD ON
THURSDAY 22 JUNE 2017



MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF
THE SHIRE OF COBAR HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS ON
THURSDAY 22 JUNE 2017 COMMENCING AT 5:00PM

PRESENT (FILE C13-2)

Councillors Lilliane Brady OAM (Mayor), Peter Abbott (Deputy
Mayor), Tracey Kings, Janine Lea-Barrett, Christopher Lehmann,
Greg Martin, Peter Maxwell, Julie Payne, Harley Toomey, Bob
Sinclair and Peter Yench.

OBSERVERS

Messrs Peter Vlatko (General Manager), Kym Miller (Director of
Finance and Community Services), Garry Ryman (Director of
Planning and Environmental Services), Stephen Taylor (Director of
Engineering Services) and Mmes Angela Shepherd (Director of
Corporate and Economic Services) and Janette Booth (Executive
Assistant — General Manager/Mayor).

APOLOGIES (FILE C13-2)

Nil.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (FILE C12-3)

Nil.

CONDOLENCES (FILE M2-3)

. Travern Wray.

A minutes silence was observed by those in attendance.

124.6.2017

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

TRAFFIC COMMITTEE MEETING (FILE C6-14)

RESOLVED: That the Traffic Committee Meeting held on Tuesday,
22 May 2017 be confirmed as a true and correct record of the
proceedings of that meeting.

Clr Payne/ Clr Lehmann CARRIED

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL (FILE C13-11)

THIS IS PAGE 1 OF THE MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE
COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE OF COBAR HELD ON THURSDAY 22 JUNE 2017

GENERAL MANAGER MAYOR



17. That a Mount Hope Water Supply Access Charge of $700.00 be
applied to all 20mm connected properties in the Mount Hope
Water Supply Area and that all properties over 20mm
connections be charged at $1,120.00 for each rateable land for
the financial year 2017/2018 in pursuance of Section 539 (1)
Local Government Act 1993.

18. That the interest rate for unpaid rates and charges be made at
7.5%, as advised by the Minister of Local Government, for the
financial year 2017/2018.

19. That the interest rate for overdue water usage charges be made
at 7.5%, for the financial year 2017/2018.
Clr Maxwell/ Clr Abbott CARRIED

136.6.2017

CLAUSE 8A — LEGAL DOCUMENTS TO INCORPORATE THE
LILLIANE BRADY VILLAGE INTO A MULTI PURPOSE
(HEALTH) SERVICE

FILE: H1-1 AOP REFERENCE: 3.1

AUTHOR: Director of Finance and Community Services, Kym
Miller

RESOLVED: That a further report on the legal documents to
incorporate the Lilliane Brady Village into a Multi-Purpose (Health)
Service be considered in Committee of the Whole Closed Council with
the press and public excluded for the reason as stated in Section 10A
(2) (d) () of the Local Government Act 1993, as discussions of this
matter in open Council would prejudice the commercial position of the
person who supplied it.

Clr Martin/ Clr Kings CARRIED

137.6.2017

CLAUSE 9A — MINUTES OF THE ECONOMIC TASKFORCE
FILE: D2-17 AOP REFERENCE: 2.1

AUTHOR: Director Corporate and Economic Development, Angela
Shepherd

RESOLVED: That the Economic Taskforce Meeting on 18 July 2017
consider the draft Plan of Management for the Newey Reservoir as part
of the community consultation process and provide input and comment
to it.

Clr Lea-Barrett/ Clr Lehmann CARRIED

CLAUSE 10A — COBAR HOSPITAL PLANNING PROPOSAL
FILE: M6-5 AOP REFERENCE: 1.5.1

AUTHOR: Director of Planning and Environmental Services, Garry
Ryman

THIS IS PAGE 7 OF THE MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE
COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE OF COBAR HELD ON THURSDAY 22 JUNE 2017

GENERAL MANAGER MAYOR



138.6.2017

RESOLVED:

1. That Council authorises the Director of Planning and
Environmental Services on behalf of the Council to request a
gateway determination from the NSW Department of Planning
and Environment in respect of the Gateway Planning Proposal
Report prepared by Anthony Williams, Senior Town Planner,
APP Corporation Pty Ltd and dated 6 June 2017.

2. That voting on this matter be recorded on the basis of an
automatic division as required by legislation.
Clr Sinclair/ Clr Payne CARRIED

A Division was called:

For: Against:

Clr Lilliane Brady OAM Clr Peter Yench
Clr Peter Abbott

Clr Tracey Kings

Clr Janine Lea-Barrett
Clr Christopher Lehmann
Clr Greg Martin

Clr Peter Maxwell

Clr Julie Payne

Clr Bob Sinclair

Clr Harley Toomey

139.6.2017

CLAUSE 11A & 14A — DRAFT LAND USE MASTER PLAN FOR
THE NEWEY
FILE: P1-7 AOP REFERENCE: 4.4.3

AUTHOR: Director of Planning and Environmental Services, Garry
Ryman

RESOLVED: That the report on the Draft Land Use Master Plan for
the Newey be deferred to the next meeting.
Clr Abbott/ Clr Sinclair CARRIED

MOTION: That a gate be installed at the Newey at the entrance road
way immediately in order to cease all free camping at the Newey to
ensure that Council is not liable and that as an alternative as a
temporary alternative Council opens up Ward Oval.

Clr Yench/ Clr Lea-Barrett

THIS IS PAGE 8 OF THE MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY MEETING OF THE
COUNCIL OF THE SHIRE OF COBAR HELD ON THURSDAY 22 JUNE 2017

GENERAL MANAGER MAYOR



Version: 04 September 2010

Request for Initial Gateway Determination

Instructions to Users

1.

When forwarding a planning proposal to the Minister under section 56(1), the relevant planning authority
must provide the information specified in this form.

Please send this completed form and one (1) electronic copy and two (2) hard copies of the completed
Planning Proposal and other information as applicable, ta your local Regional Office.

This document is a locked word document, please check boxes and type directly into the hi-lighted grey
areas of this form.

Relevant Planning Authority Details

Name of Relevant Planning Authority: Cobar Shire Council
Contact Person: Garry Ryman
Contact Phone and Email: Mcb: 0408695026 Email: mail@cobar.nsw.gov.au

Planning Proposal Details - Attachments

1.

LAND INVOLVED |if relevant - e.g. Street Address and Lot and Deposited Plan]
Refer to attached Zoning Map R2 Cobar LEP L2 25A

Attached/Completed [Check the box]

2,
X

KK X

[

i

MAPS [if applicable — provide 1 electronic and 2 hard copies]
Location map shawing the land affected by the proposed draft plan in the context of the LGA
[tagged 'location map]

Existing zoning map showing the existing zoning of the site and surrounding land and
proposed zoning change for the site/s [tagged ‘comparative existing/proposed zoning']

PHOTOS and other visual material [if applicable]
Aerial photos of land affected by the Planning Proposal
Photos of land involved and surrounding land uses

COMPLETE PLANNING PROPOSAL [provide 1 electronic and 2 hard copies]

Council’s must address all relevant matters in a planning proposal — including the Director-
General's requirements for the justification of all planning proposals (other than those that
solely reclassify public land) as set out in the Department of Planning publications; a ‘Guide to
preparing local environmental plans’ and a 'Guide to preparing a planning proposal '. These
requirements must be completed prior to submitting the Planning proposal to the Regional
Office.

PLANNING PROPOSAL HAS BEEN SUPPORTED BY COUNCIL
Council has considered the written planning proposal prior to sending it
to the Department of Planning

Council has resolved to send the written planning proposal to the
Department of Planning [attach Council’s resolution]

Signed for and on behalf of the Relevant Planning Authority
DATE 04/07/2017 Cobar Planning Proposal 20170606

T



Version: 04 September 2010

Part 1 - Objectives or Intended Outcomes [see Page 2 of ‘A guide to preparing a planning
proposal’]

Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty Limited on 6
June 2017

Part 2 - Explanation of Provisions [see Pages 3-4 of 'A guide to preparing a planning proposal]
Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty Limited on 6
June 2017

Part 3 - Justification

Section A - Need for the planning proposal
1 Is the planning proposal a result of any strategic study or report? [see Page 5 of ‘A guide fo
preparing a planning proposal’]
Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty
Limited on 6 June 2017

2. Is the planning proposal the best means of achieving the objectives or intended outcomes, or is
there a better way? [see Page 5 of 'A guide to preparing a planning proposal']

Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty
Limited on 6 June 2017

Section B - Relationship to strategic planning framework

3. Is the planning proposal consistent with the objectives and actions contained within the
applicable regional or sub-regional strategy (including the Sydney Metropolitan Strategy and
exhibited draft strategies)? [see Page 6 of ‘A guide to preparing a planning proposal’]

Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty
Limited on 6 June 2017

4, Is the planning proposal consistent with the local council's Community Strategic Plan, or other
local strategic plan? [see Page 7 of ‘A guide to preparing a planning proposal’]

Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty
Limited on 6 June 2017

5. Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable state environmental planning policies?
[see Page 7 of 'A guide to preparing a planning proposal]

Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty
Limited on 6 June 2017



Version: 04 September 2010
6. Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable Ministerial Directions (s.117 directions)?
[see Page 7 of 'A guide to preparing a planning proposal]

Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Propasal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty
Limited on 6 June 2017

Section C - Environmental, social and economic impact

i Is there any likelihood that critical habitat or threatened species, populations or ecological
communities, or their habitats, will be adversely affected as a result of the proposal? [see Pages
7-8 of 'A guide to preparing a planning proposal]

Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty
Limited on 6 June 2017

8. Are there any other likely environmental effects as a result of the planning proposal and how are
they proposed to be managed? [see Page 8 of 'A guide to preparing a planning proposal

Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty
Limited on 6 June 2017

9. How has the planning proposal adequately addressed any social and economic effects? [see
Page 8 of ‘A guide to preparing a planning proposal]

Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty
Limited on 6 June 2017

Section D - State and Commonwealth interests

10. Is there adequate public infrastructure for the planning proposal? [see Page 8 of ‘A guide fo
preparing a planning proposal’]

Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty
Limited on 6 June 2017

11.  How many lots or hectares of residential or employment land are proposed? [see Page 8 of 'A
guide to preparing a planning proposal ]

Not Applicable

12.  What are the views of State and Commonwealth public authorities consulted in accordance wit
the gateway determination, and have they resulted in any variation to the planning proposal?
[see Page 9 of 'A guide to preparing a planning proposal] The RPA should only consult with those
agencies that it considers should be listed in the Gateway Determination.

Refer to Cobar Hospital Planning Proposal document prepared by APP Corporation Pty
Limited on 6 June 2017



Version: 04 September 2010
Section E — Reclassification of Public Land [Delete this section if not needed. Only required if
reclassifying public land]

13.  Is the planning proposal a result of any strategic study or report? [see Pages 5 & 11 of ‘A guide to
preparing a planning proposal’]

Not applicable

14. Is the planning proposal consistent with the local council's community plan, or other local
strategic plan?

Not applicable

15.  If the provisions of the planning proposal include the extinguishment of any interests in the land,
an explanation of the reasons why the interests are proposed to be extinguished.

Not applicable

16. The concurrence of the landowner, where the land is not owned by the relevant planning
authority.

Not applicable

Part 4 - Community Consultation jsee Page 9 of ‘A guide to preparing a planning proposal]
Not applicable

Part 5 — Risks to the Planning Proposal jrPA must identify possible risks]
Not applicable

Note (1): RPA must identify strategic and operational risks that could adversely impact the progress of the
planning proposal and the making of the plan within the required time frame.

Examples of risks Council should consider include;
o  State or Commonwealth public authority objection fo the LEP

o  Cammunity objection to the LEP

a  Time required to resolve public and or community objections

o Requirement to re-exhibit

o Requirement for a public hearing

o Missing Council meetings

o Delay in finalising the associated development control plan

o Department of Planning delay in resolving Standard Instrument policy and practice

o Department of Planning changing Standard Instrument policy and practice

o  Council staff taking leave or resigning

o Council lack of resources (please specify e.g. Council does not have capacity to complete S| LEP

mapping )

Note (2): If the RPA believes a risk will prevent the making of the plan within the required time frame the RPA
should consider not lodging a planning proposal with the Department of Planning until the risk has been resolved.



Version: 04 September 2010

Part 6 — Benchmark Timeframes for making the Plan [vou cannot delete the following
statements. You must select an option where indicated]

1 The plan will be made within 3 months [select appropriate timeframe 3 months / 6 months / 12
months] of the Gateway Determination date.

2. The Planning Proposal will aim to be exhibited within the timeframe specified in the Gateway
Determination.

3 Community Consultation will be completed Nil days [select appropriate timeframe Nil days / 14
days / 28 days] from the last day the Planning Proposal must be exhibited.

4, Public Authority Consultation will be completed within 35 days of the Gateway Determination
date.

If required as a condition of the Gateway determination.

5 Council’s request for the Department to draft and finalise the LEP should be made in 6 weeks
prior to the projected publication date, as specified in point 1 above.
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Gateway Planning Proposal Report prepared by

Name Anthony Williams

Position Senior Town Planner

Address APP Corporation Pty Ltd
116 Miller Street, North Sydney NSW
2060

In respect of Cobar Hospital

Proponent Health Infrastructure

Applicant address 14/77 Pacific Highway,

North Sydney NSW 2060

Site Legal Description: Lot 102 DP615721, 2 Nullamut Street

Cobar
Signature .—iL\ & L\q
Name Anthony Williams (Senior Planner)
Date 06 June 2017
Reviewed:
Signature Q g

g

Name Peter Allen (Project Director)
Date 06 June 2017

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 3
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This planning proposal has been prepared to address the provisions of Section 55 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act 1979. It explains the intended effect of, and justification for the
proposed amendment to the Cobar Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2012 to make health services
facilities a land use which is ‘permitted with consent’ in the R2 Low Density Residential Zone.

This planning proposal is required to facilitate the construction of a replacement hospital facility for
Cobar at Lot 102 DP615721, 2 Nullamut Street Cobar. This site is in close proximity to the existing
Cobar Hospital Facility, adjoins the Cobar Ambulance Station and contains the Lilliane Brady Registered
Aged Care Facility. Detailed and comprehensive planning undertaken by Health Infrastructure NSW, in
conjunction with the Western NSW Local Health District has identified this site as being the most
suitable and appropriate location for the replacement hospital facility.

The site is located in the R2 Low Density Residential Zone, under which health services facilities are not
listed as a land use which is permitted with consent in the zone, and is consequently a prohibited use.

The effect of this planning proposal would see health services facilities become a land use which is
permitted with consent across all land zoned R2 Low Density Residential under the Cobar LEP 2012.
Given the demographic profile of the community and population projections for the LGA, it is not
predicted that the planning proposal will impact upon the established mix of land uses in the R2 Low
Density Residential Zone in Cobar.

Support of this planning proposal will be of significant benefit to the Shire of Cobar as it will pave the
way for a development application to be submitted for a new hospital facility which will offer
improved levels of health care to the community. As such the planning proposal is thought to be
consistent with the goals and directions contained in the recently exhibited Draft Far West Regional
Plan 2036 and in the public interest.

As provided in this report, the planning proposal has strategic merit and is expected to be supported
by Council.

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 1
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Proposal: Amend Cobar Local Environmental Plan (CLEP) 2012 in order to enable
health services facilities to be included as ‘permissible with consent’
within the R2 Low Density Residential zone of the CLEP 2012

Property Details: While the requested amendment will affect all land zoned R2 Low
Density Residential, the applicant’s interest is specifically in relation to
Lot 102 DP615721, 2 Nullamut Street Cobar

Applicant Details: Health Infrastructure c/o APP Corporation Pty Ltd

Relevant Planning Authority: Cobar Shire Council

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 2
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This planning proposal is made to Cobar Shire Council, as the relevant planning authority (RPA), to
amend the Cobar Local Environmental Plan (CLEP) 2012 in order to enable health services facilities to
be included as development which is ‘permissible with consent’ within the R2 Low Density Residential
Zone of the CLEP 2012.

Should this planning proposal proceed and the CLEP 2012 amended, it will allow for Council to
consider and determine a development application for a new health services facility comprising a
hospital over part of Lot 102 DP615721, 2 Nullamut Street Cobar.

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 3
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Address 2 Nullamut Street Cobar

Land Title Lot 102, DP615721

Site Area 1.503 Hectares

Description The subject site is rectangular in shape and has frontage to

Nullamut Street and Woodiwiss Avenue. The northern half of
the site is occupied by a nursing home (RAC) facility and has
been predominantly cleared of vegetation aside from
landscaped areas and amenity trees. The RAC contains 34
beds. The southern portion of the site, which will
accommodate the proposed facility is heavily vegetated with
improvements limited to two dirt tracks and metal panel
fencing. The site falls from a small knoll situated in the south
western corner towards Woodiwiss Avenue. The southern,
vacant, portion of the site has an area of approximately
7200m>. This part of the site would accommodate the future
hospital.

A topographical and detail survey of the site is provided at
Appendix A.

Surrounding Land Uses The existing Cobar Hospital is situated on land to the
immediate south of the site. Residential land is found along
the northern side of Nullamut Street and on the eastern side
of Woodiwiss Avenue. Land to the west is densely vegetated
and does not appear to be utilised for any particular purpose.

Local Government Area Shire of Cobar

Land Use Zone R2 Low Density Residential Zone

Figure 1 shows the context of the site in relation to its surrounds, while Figure 2 shows the site in the
context of the relevant land use zones.

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 4
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Figure 1 : Site Location Plan

Proposed Cobar
Health Services
Facility

Source: Sixmaps

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 5
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Figure 2: Cobar LEP 2012 Zoning Map
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The intent of this planning proposal is to enable the site to be developed for the use of a health
services facility comprising a hospital. While this planning proposal will not result in any approval for
the replacement hospital facility, a general arrangements plan is provided at Appendix B.

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 7
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In order to achieve the intended outcome, it is proposed that the CLEP 2012 be amended to include
‘health services facilities” as being ‘permitted with consent’ in the R2 Low Density Residential Zone.
The proposal would also remove ‘health consulting rooms’ as these are a type of health services
facility, and would remain permitted with consent in the zone.

The proposed amendment will apply to all land zoned R2 Low Density Residential within the CLEP 2012,
including 2 Nullamut Street Cobar. The proposed amendment is shown in red below:

Zone R2 Low Density Residential

1 Objectives of zone
e To provide for the housing needs of the community within a low density residential
environment.
* To enable other land uses that provide facilities or services to meet the day to day needs of
residents.

2 Permitted without consent
Environmental protection works; Home-based child care; Home occupations; Roads

3 Permitted with consent
Bed and breakfast accommodation; Boarding houses; Building identification signs; Business
identification signs; Community facilities; Dwelling houses; Environmental facilities; Exhibition
homes; Group homes; Health-consulting—rooms; Health Services Facilities, Home businesses;
Home industries; Home occupations (sex services); Neighbourhood shops; Places of public
worship; Recreation areas; Recreation facilities (outdoor); Residential accommodation; Water
recreation structures; Water reticulation systems

4 Prohibited
Hostels; Residential flat buildings; Rural workers’ dwellings;, Shop top housing; Any other
development not specified in item 2 or 3

The definition of a health services facility is provided in the dictionary appended to the Cobar LEP 2012
and is provided below:

health services facility means a building or place used to provide medical or other services
relating to the maintenance or improvement of the health, or the restoration to health, of
persons or the prevention of disease in or treatment of injury to persons, and includes any of the
following:

(a) a medical centre,

(b) community health service facilities,

(c) health consulting rooms,

(d) patient transport facilities, including helipads and ambulance facilities,

(e) hospital.

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 8
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In accordance with the Department of Planning and Environment’s ‘Guide to Preparing Planning
Proposals this section provides a response to the following considerations:

o Need for the planning proposal;

e Relationship to strategic planning framework;

e Environmental, social and economic impact;

e State and Commonwealth interests.

6.1. The Need for The Planning Proposal

6.1.1. Is the Planning Proposal a result of any strategic study or report

No, the planning proposal is prepared in response to a request by Health Infrastructure to enable the
development of a new hospital facility on land which currently prohibits this use and to which existing
use rights do not apply.

6.1.2. Is the planning proposal the best means of achieving the objectives or intended outcomes, or
is there a better way?

Yes, including hospitals as a permissible use within the R2 Low Density Residential Zone is considered
the best option to achieve the intended outcome, as this option does not restrict permissibility to a
specific site or area, but would allow for the future growth of the hospital beyond the boundaries of 2
Nullamut Street Cobar.

It is unlikely for this planning proposal to result in an increase in new hospitals in the township of
Cobar or elsewhere in the LGA as hospitals are already permitted within other zones under State
Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007. Furthermore given the population forecasts for
the LGA it is not predicted that there will be demand for another hospital within the Cobar LGA.

Other options that were considered and discounted include:

e  Rezoning the land to a zone in which hospitals are permitted. This option was discounted as it
would not allow for any future expansion of the hospital beyond the immediate boundaries of the
subject site. This option would require further rezoning to accommodate expansion in the future.

e  Application of Schedule 1 to enable health services facilities to be included as an additional
permitted use on the land. Once again this option would require a further LEP amendment if the
hospital required expansion in the future.

6.2. Relationship to strategic planning framework

6.2.1. Is the planning proposal consistent with the objectives and actions contained within the
applicable regional or sub-regional strategy (including the Sydney Metropolitan Strategy and
exhibited draft strategies)?

There is no regional or sub-regional strategy applying to the Shire of Cobar.

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 9
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The Draft Far West Regional Plan (FWRP) 2036 was recently placed on exhibition. It is understood that
the Department of Planning And Environment is now considering submissions made in response to the
Draft FWRP 2036.

The Draft FWRP seeks to provide a strategic framework to manage growth and resources across a
disbursed region over a 20 year timeframe and recognises the factors affecting population change,
including the mining lifecycle. The plan also recognises that demographic changes will also increase
demands on the health, aged care, education and training and public and community transport
sectors. This places a greater emphasis on providing health services facilities, which are capable of
providing a contemporary model of care, in strategic locations across the region to service the
changing health needs of the health service catchment.

Notwithstanding the draft status of the Plan, Goal 3 seeks to provide strong and connected
communities and recognises that building community resilience and capacity will rely on the provision
of adequate health services facilities. This is further reflected in Direction 17, which seeks to improve
access to local health and aged care. The draft FWRP 2036 states that:

Health services in the Far West need to be tailored to meet the needs of remote communities,
including Aboriginal communities, people with a disability, young people and families.

With specific reference to Cobar, the draft FWRP 2036 states that:

Opportunities exist in Broken Hill, Bourke and Cobar to leverage investment in existing public
health facilities to provide complementary health services that meet community need and support
local employment.

This planning proposal will provide the necessary mechanism to allow for further investment in the
form of a health services facility to replace the existing Cobar hospital that will meet the needs of the
community.

It is evident that the planning proposal is consistent with the relevant goals, directions and actions
contained in the draft FWRP 2036.

6.2.2. Is the planning proposal consistent with the local council’s Community Strategic Plan, or other
local strategic plan?

The Cobar Community Strategic Plan (CCSP) 2025 identifies the long-term aspirations for the Shire’s
communities through identifying the outcomes and long term strategic responses needed to achieve
the agreed directions provided within the plan and meet the community's values and expectations.

The CCSP 2025 lists having a healthy and active community as a key community outcome. In terms of
the provision of appropriate health care options and services within the Shire and surrounding region,
the CCSP 2025 notes that the responsibility for this lies with the NSW State Government, whilst noting
the importance of Council and community support.

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 10
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This planning proposal is seen to be a stepping stone, initiated by the NSW State Government to
provide appropriate health care options for the community. As such, the planning proposal is thought
to be consistent with the CCSP 2025.

6.2.3. Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable state environmental planning policies?

Consistency of the planning proposal with State Environmental Planning Policies is outlined in the table
below:

Table 1 - Consideration of State Environmental Planning Policies

State Environmental  Applicable | Consistent Comments / Justification
Planning Policy (SEPP) (Y/N) (Y/N)

SEPP No. 1 - N N/A

Development Standards

SEPP No. 14 - Coastal N N/A

Wetlands

SEPP No. 15 - Rural N N/A

Landsharing
Communities

SEPP No .19 — Bushland N N/A
in Urban Areas

SEPP No. 21 — Caravan N N/A
Parks

SEPP No 26 - Littoral N N/A
Rainforests

SEPP No. 29 — Western N N/A
Sydney Recreation Areas

SEPP No 30 - Intensive N N/A
Agriculture

SEPP No 32 - Urban N N/A
Consolidation

SEPP No. 33 — Hazardous N N/A
Development

SEPP No. 36 - N N/A
Manufactured Home

Estates

SEPP No. 39 — Spit Island N N/A
Bird Habitat

SEPP No. 44 - Koala N N/A
Habitat Protection

SEPP No. 47 — More Park N N/A
Showground

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 11
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State Environmental  Applicable | Consistent Comments / Justification
Planning Policy (SEPP) (Y/N) (Y/N)

SEPP No. 50 - Canal N N/A

Estate Development

SEPP No. 52 - Farm N N/A

Dams and other works
in Land and Water
Management Plan Areas

SEPP No. 55 - Y Y Clause 6 of SEPP 55 requires that a
Remediation of Land planning authority, when preparing
an environmental planning

instrument, not include land for the
purpose of a hospital unless the
planning authority has considered
whether the land is contaminated,
and if contaminated be satisfied that
the land is suitable in its
contaminated state, or ‘will be
suitable after remediation.

A preliminary contamination
investigation, prepared in accordance
with  the contaminated lands
management planning guidelines
prepared in accordance with Section
105 of the Contaminated Lands
Management Act 1997 and SEPP 55 —
Remediation of Land has been
prepared. These investigations
conclude that the site is suitable for
commercial land use in the form of a
Hospital.

A copy of this report is provided at

Appendix C.

SEPP No 59 - Central N N/A

Western Sydney

Regional Open Space

SEPP No. 62 - N N/A

Sustainable Aquaculture

SEPP No. 64 - N N

Advertising and Signage

SEPP No. 65 — Design N N/A

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 12
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State Environmental  Applicable | Consistent Comments / Justification
Planning Policy (SEPP) (Y/N) (Y/N)
Quality of Residential
Apartment
Development
SEPP No. 70 - N N/A
Affordable Housing
(Revised Schemes)
SEPP No. 71 — Coastal N N/A
Protection
SEPP (Affordable Rental N N/A
Housing) 2009
SEPP (Building N N/A
Sustainability Index:
BASIX) 2004
SEPP  (Exempt  and N N/A

Complying Development

Codes) 2008

SEPP (Housing for N N/A
Seniors and People with

a Disability) 2004

SEPP (Infrastructure) N N/A
2007

SEPP (Kurnell Peninsula) N N/A
1989

SEPP (Major N N/A
Development) 2005

SEPP (Mining, Petroleum N N/A
Production and

Extractive Industries)

2007

SEPP (Miscellaneous N N/A
Consent Provisions)

2007

SEPP  (Penrith  Lakes N N/A
Scheme) 1989

SEPP (Rural Lands) 2008 N N/A
SEPP (State and Regional N N/A
Development) 2008

SEPP (Sydney Drinking N N/A
Water Catchment) 2011

SEPP (Sydney Region N N/A

Growth Centres) 2006

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 13



Py

i APP

T

State Environmental  Applicable | Consistent Comments / Justification
Planning Policy (SEPP) (Y/N) (Y/N)

SEPP (Three Ports) 2013 N N/A

SEPP (Urban Renewal) N N/A

2010

SEPP (Western Sydney N N/A

Employment Area) 2009

SEPP (Western Sydney N N/A

Parklands) 2009

6.2.4. Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable Ministerial Directions (s.117 directions)?

Consistency of the planning proposal with State Environmental Planning Policies is outlined in the table
below:

Table 2 — Section 117 Directions

Direction Applicable Consistency

1. Employment and

Resources

1.1 Business and Industrial N/A
Zones
1.2 Rural Zones N/A
1.3 Mining, Petroleum N/A The introduction of an additional permitted use to the R2
Production and Extractive Zone will not restrict the potential development of
Industries resources on the land to an extent greater than the

current list of permitted uses.

1.4 Oyster Aquaculture N/A

1.5 Rural Lands N/A
2. Environment and
Heritage
2.1 Environment N/A
Protection Zones
2.2 Coastal Protection N/A

2.3 Heritage Conservation N/A
2.4 Recreational Vehicle N/A
Areas

2.5 Application of e2 and  N/A

e3 Zones and

Environmental Overlays in

Far North Coast LEPs

3. Residential
Zones

3.1 Residential Zones Yes Yes. The planning proposal will not introduce
provisions which will reduce the permissible residential
density of land, but will enable an additional non-
residential use within the R2 Low Density Residential

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 14
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Direction Applicable Consistency
Zone.
While this will result in a potential reduction in existing
housing stock on land zoned R2 Low Density
Residential, the proposal will have a lesser impact on
the potential reduction residential density by
encouraging health services facilities within higher
density residential zones, such as the R1 — General
Residential Zone, which is a prescribed zone under
SEPP Infrastructure (2007).
It is also noted that the existing Cobar Hospital is
located in the R2 Low Density Residential Zone. As
this proposal seeks to provide a replacement facility, it
will allow for the development of this land for
residential purposes. In the context of the town of
Cobar, the planning proposal will not reduce the
permissible residential density in the zone.
3.2 Caravan Parks and N/A
Manufactured Home
Estates
3.3 Home Occupations N/A
3.4 Integrated Land Use Yes The planning proposal is consistent with the objectives of
and Transport this direction as the planning proposal will not affect
transport choices.
3.5 Development Near N/A The site is not in close proximity to a licensed aerodrome
Licensed Aerodromes and not affected by ANEF contours
3.6 Shooting Ranges N/A The site is not in close proximity to a shiooting range.
4. Hazard and Risk
4.1 Acid Sulphate Soils N/A The site and township of Cobar is not identified as
containing acid sulphate soils or potential acid sulphate
soils on any adopted acid sulphate soils planning maps.
4.2 Mine Subsidence and N/A The site and township of Cobar is not in a mine
Unstable Land subsidence district proclaimed under section 15 of the
Mine Subsidence Compensation Act 1961.
The site has not been identified as being unstable.
4.3 Flood Prone Land N/A The planning proposal will not affect flood prone land..
4.4 Planning For Bushfire  N/A The site and township of Cobar and surrounds has not
Protection been mapped as bushfire prone.
5. Regional
Planning
5.1 Implementation of N/A This direction does not relate to the draft Far West
Regional Strategies Regional Plan 2036.
5.2 Sydney Drinking Water N/A
Catchments
5.3 Farmland of State and N/A

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 15
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Direction Applicable Consistency
Regional Significance on

the NSW Far North Coast

5.4 Commercial and Retail N/A
Development along the

Pacific Highway, North

Coast

5.8 Second Sydney N/A
Airport: Badgerys Creek

5.9 North West Rail Link N/A
Corridor Strategy

5.10 Implementation of Yes The planning proposal is consistent with the Draft Far
Regional Plans West Regional Plan 2036.
6. Local Plan
Making

6.1 Approval and Referral N/A
Requirements

6.2 Reserving of Land for  N/A
Public Purposes

6.3 Site Specific Yes The planning proposal is consistent with this direction as

Provisions it will allow the nominated land use (health services
facility) to be carried out in the zone the land is situated
on.

6.3. Environmental Social and Economic Impact

6.3.1. Is there any likelihood that critical habitat or threatened species, populations or ecological
communities, or their habitats, will be adversely affected as a result of the proposal?

No. The R2 Low Density Residential Zone is an urban zone. The introduction of an additional
permitted will not alter the likelihood of any adverse affect on critical habitat, threatened species,
populations or ecological communities or their habitats.

6.3.2. Are there any other likely environmental effects as a result of the planning proposal and how
are they proposed to be managed?

No. Any specific environmental effects associated with the development of 2 Nullamut Street for a
health services facility can be resolved during the assessment of a development application.

6.3.3. Has the planning proposal adequately addressed any social and economic effects?

The site does not contain any items of European or Aboriginal cultural heritage.

The objective of the planning proposal is to allow for the development of a replacement hospital
facility to service the needs of the Shire of Cobar. In making health services facilities a permitted use in
the R2 Low Density Residential Zone, this planning proposal will have a positive impact by improving
the quality and range of health services available to the community.

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 16
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The planning proposal is unlikely to result in other health services facilities being developed
throughout the R2 Low Density Residential Zone due to the demographic profile of the community and
population predictions for the LGA.

6.4. State and Commonwealth Interests

6.4.1. Is there adequate public infrastructure for the planning proposal?

The site is within an existing urban area and is adequately serviced by utilities including power, water
and sewer.

6.4.2. What are the views of State and Commonwealth public authorities consulted in accordance
with the gateway determination?

No State or Commonwealth authorities have been consulted at this stage. Consultation would be
carried out in accordance with the requirements of the gateway determination.

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 17
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The planning proposal does not seek to amend any maps within the Cobar LEP 2012

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 18
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The planning proposal is described in the DPE ‘A Guide to Preparing Local Environmental Plans’ as a
low impact proposal. Consequently, it is recommended that the planning proposal be publicly
exhibited for a minimum 14 day period.

It is not expected that will be any need to formally consult with any agencies prior to public exhibition
of the planning proposal. Notwithstanding this, consultation will take place if required as a conditions
of the gateway determination.

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 19
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The project is expected to be completed within four months from Gateway Determination:

Planning Proposal Timeline

Septembe | October [November |December

June 17 August 17
rl7 17 17 17

Issue Gateway
Determination

Prepare any
outstanding
Studies

Consult with
required State
Agencies

Exhibition of

planning proposal
and any associated

technical studies

Report to Council
following
exhibition

Planning Proposal
sent back to
Department
requesting that the
draft LEP be
prepared.

Gateway Planning Proposal |Cobar Hospital| 20



o

i APP

Site Survey 22
Cobar Hospital General Arrangements Plan 23
Preliminary Contamination Investigations 24
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Executive summary

Background
A new multi-purpose services (MPS) development is proposed at 2 Nullamut Street, Cobar NSW.
The MPS development will be located in a vacant area in the southern section of the lot.

A preliminary contamination investigation of the MPS development site is required to determine the
soil contamination status and suitability for commercial use land-use.

Objectives of the investigation

A preliminary site investigation was conducted in accordance with the contaminated land
management planning guidelines State Environmental Planning Policy No. 55 (SEPP 55) to
determine the soil contamination status of the MPS location at 2 Nullamut Street, Cobar NSW.

Investigation and conclusions
An inspection of the site was made on 3 and 4 August 2016. The investigation site is the vacant area
in the southern section of the lot with an area of approximately 7,200m2.

The site was heavily vegetated with native trees, shrubs and species including mallow, vetch, wild
carrot and brassica. The site contained a gravel track around the perimeter and small bicycle tracks
within the centre. Small soil stockpiles were located across the site. The stockpiles are expected to
be residual material from on-site construction of a bicycle track. The edge of the vehicle gravel track
contained fill material expected to be residual windrows from grading of the track.

There is no evidence of orchards, mines or contaminating industrial activities on the site from the
review of site history or site walkover.

The contamination status of the site was assessed from a soil sampling and laboratory analysis
program. Twenty boreholes were drilled over the investigation area to a depth of up to 1m and
representative soil samples collected for analysis. The soil samples were collected from depths of
100mm and 300mm and combined to form ten composite samples. Four discrete samples were
collected from the soil stockpiles for analysis.

The soil profile at the borehole locations was generally silty sand, clayey gravel, sandy gravel and
gravelly sand. Drill refusal occurred from depths of 0.5m on rock.

Ten composite soil samples were analysed for arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel,
zinc, mercury and organochlorine pesticides (OCP). Four discrete samples from the stockpiles were
analysed for total recoverable hydrocarbons (TRH C6-C40), benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, xylene
and naphthalene (BTEXN), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), organochlorine pesticides
(OCP), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB).

The soil sampling program did not detect elevated levels of the analysed metals, TRH, BTEXN, PAH,
OCP or PCB. The levels of all substances evaluated were below the investigation threshold for
commercial land-use.

The site was not assessed for the presence of ashestos containing materials (ACM).

Recommendations
The site is suitable for commercial land use as an MPS development.

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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1. Introduction

A preliminary contamination investigation is required for the MPS development prior to construction.
The site has a history of commercial land-use. The investigation of the site is required to determine
the soil contamination status and suitability for commercial use land-use.

A desktop study and a review of the available history were undertaken of the site. A walkover and
site inspection for evidence of contamination from past activities was conducted on 3 and 4 August
2016. Soil samples were collected and analysed for metals, persistent pesticides and hydrocarbons.

2. Scope of work

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd was commissioned by APP Corporation on behalf of Health
Infrastructure to undertake a preliminary contamination investigation, in accordance with the
contaminated land management planning guidelines, from the Contaminated Land Management Act
1997 and the State Environmental Policy No. 55 (SEPP 55), of the MPS development area at 2
Nullamut Street, Cobar NSW. The objective was to identify past potentially contaminating activities,
identify potential contamination types, discuss the site condition, provide a preliminary assessment of
site contamination and assess the need for further investigation or suitability for commercial land-use.

3. Site identification

Address 2 Nullamut Street
Cobar NSW
Client Health Infrastructure
Deposited plans Part Lot 102 DP 615721
Locality map Figure 1
Site plan Figure 2
Photographs Figure 3
Area MPS development area is approximately 7,200m?

4, Site history

4.1 Zoning

The site is zoned R2 Low Density Residential under the Cobar Council Local Environmental Plan
(2011).

4.2 Land-use
The site is currently vacant land. The investigation site is mainly a heavily vegetated site with some
vehicle and bicycle tracks. Some refuse material and soil stockpiles were located on the site.

4.3 Summary of council records
None expected

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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4.4 Sources of information

Site inspection 3/8/2016 and 4/8/2016 by Andrew Ruming
NSW EPA records of public notices under the CLM Act 1997
Soil and geological maps

Spatial information exchange historic parish maps

Historical aerial photographs

Cobar LEP 2011

4.5 Chronological list of site uses
The Historical charting map (1916 - 1958) identifies the area as dedicated to hospital site.

The 2006, 2011, 2013 and 2014 aerial photographs depict the site as vacant land which is heavily
vegetated.

No orchards, mines or contaminating industrial activities are known to have been located on the site
from the site inspection and site history.

4.6 Buildings and infrastructure
The vacant site consists of gravel and unsealed tracks and varied natural vegetation. No buildings
were located on the site.

4.7 Contaminant sources
No known contaminants have been applied to the site. Fill material may have been applied to the
development site. lllegal dumping may have occurred on the site.

4.8 Contaminants of concern

Based on historical activities and site inspection the contaminants of concern are:
e Heavy metals (arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, nickel, lead, zinc, mercury)
e Organochlorine pesticides (OCP)
e Hydrocarbons in fill stockpile material

4.9 Relevant complaint history
Nil
410 Contaminated site register

The investigation area is not listed on the NSW EPA register of contaminated sites.

4.11  Previous investigations
No previous investigations are known to have been undertaken on the site.

4.12  Neighbouring land-use

North — Lillian Brady Village

South — Woodiwiss Avenue and residential
East — Cobar MPS and hospital

West — Vacant land, heavily vegetated

Historical and present neighbouring land-uses are not expected to impact of the site.

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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4.13  Integrity assessment
The site history was obtained from a site inspection and history review. The information is consistent
with the current site condition and to the best of the assessor’s knowledge is accurate.

b. Site condition and environment

51 Surface cover

The surface cover at the development site was heavy vegetation and gravel areas used for vehicle
and bicycle movements. The site was heavily vegetated with native trees and shrubs and species
including mallow, vetch, wild carrot and brassica.

5.2 Topography
The general site is located on a gently inclined mid-slope with a western aspect and inclination of 2-
8%.

5.3 Soils and geology

The Cobar region contains a wide range of soil types. Sands, sandy earths and red earth soils are
dominant in the upland areas. The footslopes and lower areas are predominantly colluvial and
aeolian (wind deposited) sediments with alluvial sediments associated along streams (Brunker 1967).

The geology on the site is the Cobar Group slate, shale, sandstone and greywacke overlain by
quaternary alluvium (Brunker 1967).

5.4 Surface water
Surface water drains to the west.

55 Groundwater

A search of the NSW Office of Water groundwater database did not identify any groundwater bores
on the site. No operational bores were identified within 500m of the site. Bores in the area have water
bearing zones from 12m in depth.

55 Evidence of contamination checklist

Site layout showing industrial | None present

processes

Sewer and service plans Yes
Manufacturing processes None known
Underground tanks None known
Product spills and loss history None known

Discharges to land, water and air | None known

Disposal locations, presence of | Some small stockpiles on site and some scattered refuse material
drums, wastes and fill materials

Soil staining Nil

Visible signs of plant stress, bare | Vehicle tracks
areas

Odours Nil

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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Ruins Nil

Other Nil

6. Conceptual site model
Potential contamination sources, exposure pathways and receptors are presented below.

Contamination source Potential exposure pathways Receptors

Pesticides Direct contact (ingestion and On-site
Fill absorption, inhalation) Site visitors
Refuse material Site workers
Residents
Terrestrial environment
Off-site
Public
Rural
Residential
Commercial

7. Data quality objectives (DQO)

7.1 State the problem

A new MPS development is proposed for the southern section of 2 Nullamut Street, Cobar NSW. The
site is vacant land. A contamination investigation is required to be undertaken as part of council
requirements to determine the suitability of the site for commercial land-use.

7.2 Identify the decision

The proposed land-use is commercial and the levels of contaminants should be less than the
thresholds listed in Schedule B1 of the NEPC (1999) Guideline on Investigation Levels for Soil and
Groundwater. The decision problem is: Is any contamination present above the adopted thresholds
and is the site suitable for commercial land-use?

7.3 Identify the inputs decision

The primary inputs for assessing the decision are outlined in Section 9. Methods of collecting
samples were in accordance with NEPC (1999) and described in Section 8.3. The soil samples were
analysed for potential soil contaminants as listed in Section 8.2.

The samples were analysed in NATA accredited laboratories using EPA approved methods and
levels of detection. Individual levels of each analyte evaluated were compared with the adopted
investigation levels to determine suitability for commercial land-use (Section 10).

7.4 Define the boundaries of the study

The investigation area is the southern section of 2 Nullamut Street, Cobar NSW. The area of the site
is approximately 0.72ha (Figure 1).

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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7.5 Develop a decision rule
The initial guidelines for soil were the health investigation levels for commercial land-use with (NEPC
1999).

If soil contamination was identified then the contaminant source and extent of contamination was
determined.

7.6 Specify acceptable limits on the decision errors.
The analyte levels in the samples collected are less than the threshold levels.

1.7 Optimize the design for obtaining data
Soil sampling was undertaken as described in Section 8 which is based on the NEPC sampling
guidelines.

8. Sampling analysis plan and sampling methodology

8.1 Sampling design

A systematic sampling pattern was adopted to assess the investigation area. Soil samples were
collected from depths of 200mm to 300mm (or natural soil). Soil stockpiles were assessed using a
judgemental pattern.

8.1.1 Sampling locations

Soil samples were collected from the site at 20 locations (and two depths per location) on an
approximate 25m grid pattern across the investigation area (Figure 2). Soil stockpiles on the site
were also assessed by collecting 1 sample per stockpile.

8.1.2 Sampling density

The sampling density can detect a potential hot spot with a radius of 15m at a 95% level of
confidence. The site and the soil sampling and laboratory analysis is considered indicative of the site
as a whole. The sampling frequency is greater than the minimum recommended by EPA (1995). Soil
stockpiles on the site were assessed by collecting 1 sample per stockpile.

8.1.3 Sampling depth
The target sampling depth was 0 to 100mm and 300mm to 500mm (or natural soil) for composite
samples and 100mm to 200mm for discrete samples from the soil stockpiles.

8.2 Analytes
The composite soil samples were analysed for arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel,
zinc, mercury and OCP (Table 1).

The discrete soil samples from the stockpiles on the site were analysed for arsenic, cadmium,
chromium, copper, lead, nickel, zinc, mercury, OCP, TRH, BTEXN, PCB and PAH (Table 1).

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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Table 1. Schedule of samples and analyses

Sample Location Sample Depth (mm)  Analysis undertaken
ID type
C1-100 New MPS Composite 100 Arsenic (As), cadmium (Cd), chromium (Cr), copper

(Cu), lead (Pb), nickel (Ni), zinc (Zn), mercury (Hg),
organochlorine pesticides(OCP)

C1-300 New MPS Composite 300 As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, Hg, OCP
C2-100 New MPS Composite 100 As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, Hg, OCP
C2-300 New MPS Composite 300 As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, Hg, OCP
C3-100 New MPS Composite 100 As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, Hg, OCP
C3-300 New MPS Composite 300 As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, Hg, OCP
C4-100 New MPS Composite 100 As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, Hg, OCP
C4-300 New MPS Composite 300 As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, Hg, OCP
C5-100 New MPS Composite 100 As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, Hg, OCP
C5-300 New MPS Composite 300 As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, Hg, OCP
S1 Soil stockpile Discrete 100-200 Metals, total recoverable hydrocarbons (TRH C6-C40),

benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, xylene and
naphthalene (BTEXN), polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH), OCP, polychlorinated biphenyls

(PCB)
S2 Soil stockpile Discrete 100-200 Metals, TRH, BTEXN, PAH, OCP, PCB
S3 Soil stockpile Discrete 100-200 Metals, TRH, BTEXN, PAH, OCP, PCB
S4 Soil stockpile Discrete 100-200 Metals, TRH, BTEXN, PAH, OCP, PCB

8.3 Sampling methods
Soil samples were undertaken by construction of boreholes using an EVH truck mounted auger drill
rig. Soil stockpiles were assessed by collecting samples with a sharpened spade.

Soil samples were collected at each individual sampling location from the auger tip. The soil from the
outside of the auger was removed with a sharpened spade prior to sampling.

The soil was transferred to a solvent rinsed glass jar with a Teflon lid using clean latex gloves. The
sampling jars were filled with no airspace to prevent loss of volatiles. Tools were decontaminated
between sampling locations to prevent cross contamination by: brushing to remove caked or
encrusted material, washing in detergent and tap water, rinsing in an organic solvent, rinsing with
clean tap water and allowing to air dry or using a clean towel.

9. Quality assurance and quality control
9.1 Sampling design
The sampling program is intended to provide data as to the presence and levels of contaminants.

Discrete soil samples were collected on a systematic pattern across the investigation area on an
approximate grid pattern of 25 metres and combined in lots of four to make a composite sample. This
sampling density will enable the detection of an area with an elevated concentration on a radius of 15
metres with a 95% confidence level.

Soil stockpiles on the site were assessed by collecting 1 sample per stockpile.

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367



Page 11

The number of sampling locations is the recommended density in the EPA sampling guidelines. No
“hot spots” smaller than the sampled grid are expected over the site.

9.2 Field

The collection of samples was undertaken in accordance with accepted standard protocols (NEPC
1999). Composite sampling was undertaken for metal analysis to reduce the cost of chemical
analysis. Combining equal amounts from four discrete samples created the composite samples. A
composite sample represents the average concentration of the sub-sample.

The rules for composite sampling were observed (NEPC 1999). Composite sampling is suitable for
the analytes assessed (NEPC 1999). All composite samples were analysed for arsenic, cadmium,
chromium (total), copper, lead, nickel and zinc

Sampling equipment was decontaminated between each sampling event. The appropriate storage
conditions and duration were observed between sampling and analysis. A chain of custody form
accompanied the samples to the laboratory (Appendix 2).

A single sampler was used to collect the samples using standard methods. Soil collected was a fresh
sample from a hand shovel. After collection the samples were immediately placed in new glass
sampling jars and placed in a cooler.

One field duplicate laboratory sample was collected. The duplicate was from the same sampling
location and analysed for the same analytes. Additional details on field sampling procedures are
presented in Appendix 1.

No field blank, rinsate, trip blank or matrix spikes were submitted for analysis. Some samples from all
batches did not contain contaminants which confirm the absence of cross contamination during
transport and storage. A field sampling log is presented in Appendix 3.

9.3 Laboratory
Chemical analysis was conducted by SGS Laboratories, Alexandria, which is NATA accredited for
the tests undertaken. The laboratories have quality assurance programs in place.

Method blanks, matrix duplicates and laboratory control samples were within acceptance criteria. The
quality assurance and quality control report is presented together with the laboratory report as
Appendix 2.

9.4 Data evaluation

The laboratory quality control report indicates the data variability is within acceptable industry limits.
The data is considered representative and usable for the purposes of the investigation. Data quality
indicators are presented in Appendix 1.

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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10.  Assessment criteria

10.1  Soll

The assessment criteria is commercial land-use which is appropriate for the proposed hospital site.
The assessment criteria for the soil data in commercial sites is described in Table 1A(1) of Guideline
on Investigation Levels for Soil and Groundwater (NEPC 1999). The criteria lists health investigation
levels (HIL) for a range of land-uses. The appropriate initial comparison for the site is column 4,
commercial or industrial (HIL D). The HIL D threshold is considered appropriate for the current land-
use of the site and is provided in Table 2a and 2b.

Ecological investigation levels (EIL) have been developed for the protection of terrestrial ecosystems
for selected metals and organic substances in the soil in the guideline (NEPC 1999)

ElLs vary with land-use and apply to contaminants up to 2m depth below the surface. The EILs for
commercial land-use are listed in Table 2a. EILs for lead are determined by identifying ambient
background concentration (ABC) and adding the added contaminant limits (ACL). The ABC has been
assumed to be zero for lead as a conservative measure.

NEPC (1999) provides health screening levels (HSL) for hydrocarbons in soil. The HSLs have been
developed to be protective of human health for soil types, depths below surface and apply to
exposure to hydrocarbons through the predominant vapour exposure pathway. The appropriate HSL
for the site is listed in Table 2b. TRH>C16 have physical properties which make the TRH fractions
non-volatiles and therefore these TRH fractions are not limiting for vapour intrusion.

Management limits have been developed to assess petroleum hydrocarbons following evaluation of
human health and ecological risks (NEPC 1999). Management units are applicable as screening
levels after consideration of relevant ESLs and HSLs. The appropriate management limit for the site
is listed in Table 2b.

Table 2a. Assessment criteria for metals and OCP in soil (mg/kg)

HIL EIL
Analyte Commercial Commercial
Discrete Composite Discrete Composite

Arsenic 3,000 750 160 40
Cadmium 900 225 NA NA
Chromium 3,600 900 310 715
Copper 240,000 6,000 280 70
Lead 1,500 375 1,800 450
Nickel 6,000 1,500 290 725
Zinc 400,000 100,000 620 155
Mercury 730 182.5 NA NA
ocP 3,600 900 640 160

HIL - health investigation level, EIL - ecological investigation level, NL — non limiting, NA — not applicable

Table 2b. Assessment criteria for hydrocarbons in soil (mg/kg)

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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HIL HSL _ EsL Management
Analyte Commercial/ Commercial/ clay soil EIL _ Commercial / Imt_s for TRH
industrial D Om to imto Commercial fine soil in fine 50|_I /
<lm <2m Commercial
TRH (C6-C10) - 310 480 - 215 800
TRH (C10-C16) - NL NL - 170 1,000
TRH (>C16-C34) - NA NA - 2500 5,000
TRH (>C34-C40) - NA NA - 6600 10,000
Benzene - 4 6 - 95
Toluene - NL NL - 135
Ethylbenzene - NL NL - 185
Xylenes - NL NL - 95
Naphthalene - NL NL 370
Benzo(a)pyrene 40 - - - 0.7
Total PAH 4,000
PCB 7

NL= Non limiting, NA= Not applicable

11.  Results and discussion

Surface cover on the site consisted of heavily vegetated areas with native trees and shrubs and
species including mallow, vetch, wild carrot and brassica. No staining or evidence of contamination
was observed during the site assessment.

A small amount of bitumen and slag material was detected on the surface in the north east and
section of the site. Refuse material was sparsely scattered throughout the site including a car battery,
concrete, an old metal water tank, wire and metal scrap.

Soil stockpiles were located across the site. The stockpiles are expected to be residual material from
on-site construction of a bicycle track. The edge of the vehicle gravel track contained fill material
expected to be residual windrows from grading of the track.

The soil profile at the borehole locations was generally silty sand, gravel sand and sandy gravel.
Shallow rock was encountered from depths of 0.5m to 1.0m.

The levels of all metals, TRH, BTEXN, PAH, OCP and PCB analysed in the soil samples (Table 3a
and 3b) were not detected or at very low levels and below the commercial land-use thresholds
(NEPC 1999).

The site was not assessed for the presence of ashestos containing materials (ACM).
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Table 3a. Soil analysis results, metals and OCP (mg/kg)

Sample  Sample Sample © % é 5 _ >
ID depth  type o £ S s 3 £ o S a

(mm) z 8 & S & =2 5 2 3
C1-100 100 Composite 6 0.6 19 69 18 6.0 41 ND ND
C1-300 300 Composite 6 0.4 15 31 15 4.9 22 ND ND
C2-100 100 Composite 6 0.6 21 37 14 5.7 33 ND ND
C2-300 300 Composite 5 05 17 20 10 4.9 19 ND ND
C3-100 100 Composite 5 0.5 18 180 12 45 23 ND ND
C3-300 300 Composite 5 05 17 34 15 4.4 20 ND ND
C4-100 100 Composite 5 0.7 22 56 17 4.3 26 ND ND
C4-300 300 Composite 5 05 17 81 12 4.4 27 ND ND
C5-100 100 Composite 5 0.4 17 50 13 4.6 28 ND ND
C5-300 300 Composite 5 0.4 17 27 11 5.0 21 ND ND
S1 200 Discrete 8 0.5 21 96 28 5.3 35 ND ND
S2 100 Discrete 8 0.6 14 110 820 7.1 290 011 ND
S3 200 Discrete 7 05 20 49 17 4.7 3 ND ND
S4 100 Discrete 5 04 16 29 14 4.2 27 ND ND
Commercial land-use HIL threshold (NEPC 1999)
Discrete 3,000 900 3,600 240,000 1,500 6,000 400,000 730 3,600
Composite 750 225 900 60,000 375 1,500 100,000 1825 900
Commercial land-use EIL threshold (NEPC 1999)
Discrete 160 - 310 280 1,800 290 620 - 640
Composite 40 - 715 70 450 725 155 - 160
ND = not detected at the detection limit, NA = not assessed.
Table 3b. Soil analysis results - hydrocarbons (mg/kg)

s § 8§ g 5 2
£ 2 8 % 2 o 5 o 3 Z

Sample  Sample Sample £ & & e g 5 £ g £ o
D depth  type : £ & %2 5 3 £ 2 & £ 8

(mm) F - = - " P a
S1 200 0.1 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
S2 100 0.1 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
S3 200 0.1 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
S4 100 0.3 ND 75 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
HSL - commercial Omtolm 310 NL NA NA 4 NL NL NL NL
EIL — commercial - - - - - - - - 370
ESL - commercial 215 170 2500 6,600 95 135 18 95

Management limits for TRH

: - 800 1,000 5,000 10,000 - - - -
fractions — commercial

HIL D - commercial - - - - - - - - - 4,000 7

ND - not detected, HSL - health screening level, EIL — ecological investigation level, ESL — ecological screening level, NL — non limiting, NA — not
applicable

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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12.  Site characterisation
12.1  Environmental contamination
No soil contamination was detected.

12.2  Chemical degradation production
Not applicable as no contamination was detected.

12.3  Exposed population
Not applicable as no contamination was detected.

13.  Conclusions and recommendations

13.1  Summary

The site was heavily vegetated with native trees, shrubs and species including mallow, vetch, wild
carrot and brassica. The site contained a gravel track around the perimeter and small bicycle tracks
within the centre. Small soil stockpiles were located across the site. The stockpiles are expected to
be residual material from on-site construction of a bicycle track. The edge of the vehicle gravel track
contained fill material expected to be residual windrows from grading of the track.

There is no evidence of orchards, mines or contaminating industrial activities on the site from the
review of site history or site walkover.

The contamination status of the site was assessed from a soil sampling and laboratory analysis
program. Twenty boreholes were drilled over the investigation area to a depth of up to 1m and
representative soil samples collected for analysis. The soil samples were collected from depths of
100mm and 300mm and combined to form composite samples. Four discrete samples were collected
from the soil stockpiles for analysis.

The soil profile at the borehole locations was generally silty sand, clayey gravel, sandy gravel and
gravelly sand. Drill refusal occurred from depths of 0.5m on rock.

Ten composite soil samples were analysed for arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel,
zinc, mercury and organochlorine pesticides (OCP). Four discrete samples were analysed for total
recoverable hydrocarbons (TRH C6-C40), benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, xylene and naphthalene
(BTEXN), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), organochlorine pesticides (OCP), polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCB).

The soil sampling program did not detect elevated levels of the analysed metals, OCP, PCB or
hydrocarbons. The levels of all substances evaluated were below the investigation threshold for
commercial land-use.

The site was not assessed for the presence of ashestos containing materials (ACM).

13.2  Assumptions in reaching the conclusions
It is assumed the sampling sites are representative of the site.

13.3  Extent of uncertainties

The analytical data relate only to the locations sampled. Soil conditions can vary both laterally and
vertically and it cannot be excluded that unidentified contaminants may be present. The sampling

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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density was designed to detect a ‘hot spot’ in the field area within a radius of approximately 15
metres and with a 95% level of confidence.

The site is suitable for commercial land use as an MPS development.

13.4  Suitability for proposed use of the site
The site is suitable for commercial land use as an MPS development.

13.5 Limitations and constraints on the use of the site
No constraints are recommended. The site was not assessed for the presence of ashestos
containing materials (ACM).

13.6 Recommendation for further work
Nil

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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14.  Report limitations and intellectual property

This report has been prepared for the use of the client to achieve the objectives given the clients
requirements. The level of confidence of the conclusion reached is governed by the scope of the
investigation and the availability and quality of existing data. Where limitations or uncertainties are
known, they are identified in the report. No liability can be accepted for failure to identify conditions or
issues which arise in the future and which could not reasonably have been predicted using the scope
of the investigation and the information obtained.

The investigation identifies the actual subsurface conditions only at those points where samples are
taken, when they are taken. Data derived through sampling and subsequent laboratory testing is
interpreted by geologists, engineers or scientists who then render an opinion about overall
subsurface conditions, the nature and extent of the contamination, it's likely impact on the proposed
development and appropriate remediation measures. Actual conditions may differ from those inferred
to exist, because no professional, no matter how well qualified, and no sub-surface exploration
program, no matter how comprehensive, can reveal what is hidden by earth, rock or time. The actual
interface between materials may be far more gradual or abrupt than a report indicates. Actual
conditions in areas not sampled may differ from predictions. It is thus important to understand the
limitations of the investigation and recognise that we are not responsible for these limitations.

This report, including data contained and its findings and conclusions, remains the intellectual
property of Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd. A licence to use the report for the specific purpose
identified is granted for the persons identified in that section after full payment for the services
involved in preparation of the report. This report should not be used by persons or for purposes other
than those stated and should not be reproduced without the permission of Envirowest Consulting Pty
Ltd.

Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd R7367
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Appendix 1. Sample analysis, quality assurance and quality control (QAQC) report

1. Data quality indicators (DQI) requirements

1.1 Completeness

A measure of the amount of usable data for a data collection activity. Greater than 95% of the data
must be reliable based on the quality objectives. Where greater than two quality objectives have less
reliability than the acceptance criterion the data may be considered with uncertainty.

111 Field

Consideration Requirement

Locations and depths to be sampled Described in the sampling plan. The acceptance criterion is 95% data
retrieved compared with proposed. Acceptance criterion is 100% in
crucial areas.

SOP appropriate and compiled Described in the sampling plan.

Experienced sampler Sampler or supervisor

Documentation correct Sampling log and chain of custody completed

1.1.2 Laboratory

Consideration Requirement

Samples analysed Number according to sampling and quality plan

Analytes Number according to sampling and quality plan

Methods EPA or other recognised methods with suitable PQL
Sample documentation Complete including chain of custody and sample description
Sample holding times Metals 6 months, OCP, PAH, TPH, PCB 14 days

1.2 Comparability
The confidence that data may be considered to be equivalent for each sampling and analytical event.
The data must show little or no inconsistencies with results and field observations.

1.21 Field

Consideration Requirement

SOP Same sampling procedures to be used

Experienced sampler Sampler or supervisor

Climatic conditions Described as may influence results

Samples collected Sample medium, size, preparation, storage, transport

1.2.2 Laboratory

Consideration Requirement

Analytical methods Same methods, approved methods
PQL Same

Same laboratory Justify if different

Same units Justify if different

1.3 Representativeness
The confidence (expressed qualitatively) that data are representative of each media present on the site.

1.3.1 Field

Consideration Requirement

Appropriate media sampled Sampled according to sampling and quality plan or in accordance with
the EPA (1995) sampling guidelines.

All media identified Sampling media identified in the sampling and quality plan. Where

surface water bodies on the site sampled.




1.3.2 Laboratory

Consideration Requirement

Samples analysed Blanks

14 Precision

A quantitative measure of the variability (or reproduced of the data). Is measured by standard deviation
or relative percent difference (RPD). A RPD analysis is calculated and compared to the practical
quantitation limit (PQL) or absolute difference AD.

e Levels greater than 10 times the PQL the RPD is 50%

e Levels between 5 and 10 times the PQL the RPD is 75%

e Levels between 2 and 5 times the PQL the RPD is 100%

e Levels less than 2 times the PQL, the AD is less than 2.5 times the PQL

Data not conforming to the acceptance criterion will be examined for determination of suitability for the
purpose of site characterisation.

14.1 Field
Consideration Requirement
Field duplicates Frequency of 5%, results to be within RPD or discussion required

indicate the appropriateness of SOP

1.4.2 Laboratory

Consideration Requirement

Laboratory and inter lab duplicates Frequency of 5%, results to be within RPD or discussion required. Inter
laboratory duplicates will be one sample per batch.

Field duplicates Frequency of 5%, results to be within RPD or discussion required

Laboratory prepared volatile trip spikes One per sampling batch, results to be within RPD or discussion
required

15 Accuracy
A guantitative measure of the closeness of the reported data to the true value.

151 Field

Consideration Requirement
SOP Complied

Inter laboratory duplicates Frequency of 5%.

Analysis criterion

60% RPD for levels greater than 10 times the PQL

85% RPD for levels between 5 to 10 times the PQL

100% RPD at levels between 2 to 5 times the PQL

Absolute difference, 3.5 times the PQL where levels are, 2 times PQL

152 Laboratory
Recovery data (surrogates, laboratory control samples and matrix spikes) data subject to the following
control limits:

e 60 to 140% acceptable data

e 20-60% discussion required, may be considered acceptable
e 10-20% data should considered as estimates

e 10% data should be rejected



Consideration

Requirement

Field blanks
Rinsate blanks
Method blanks
Matrix spikes
Matrix duplicates

Surrogate spikes

Laboratory control samples

Laboratory prepared spikes

Frequency of 5%, <5 times the PQL, PQL may be adjusted

Frequency of 5%, <5 times the PQL, PQL may be adjusted

Frequency of 5%, <5 times the PQL, PQL may be adjusted

Frequency of 5%, results to be within +/-40% or discussion required

Sample injected with a known concentration of contaminants with tested. Frequency
of 5%, results to be within +/-40% or discussion required

QC monitoring spikes to be added to samples at the extraction process in the
laboratory where applicable. Surrogates are closely related to the organic target
analyte and not normally found in the natural environment. Frequency of 5%, results
to be within +/-40% or discussion required

Externally prepared reference material containing representative analytes under
investigation. These will be undertaken at one per batch. It is to be within +/-40% or
discussion required

Frequency of 5%, results to be within +/-40% or discussion required

2. Laboratory analysis summary

One analysis batch was undertaken over the preliminary investigation program. Samples were collected
on 3 and 4 August 2016. A total of 14 were submitted for analytical testing. The samples were collected
in the field by an environmental scientist from Envirowest Consulting Pty Ltd, placed into laboratory
prepared receptacles as recommended in NEPC (1999). The samples preservation and storage was
undertaken using standard industry practices (NEPC 1999). A chain of custody form accompanied
transport of the samples to the laboratory.

The samples were analysed at the laboratories of SGS, Alexandria, NSW which is National Association
of Testing Authorities (NATA) accredited for the tests undertaken. The analyses undertaken, number of
samples tested and methods are presented in the following tables:

Field duplicate frequency

Sample id. Number of Duplicate Frequency Date Substrate  Laboratory
samples (%) collected report
C1-100-C5-300 14 1 74 3/8/2016 Soil SE155708
S1-54
Laboratory analysis schedule
Sample id. (sampling Number of  Duplicate  Analyses Date Substrate  Laboratory
location) samples collected report
C1-100-C5-300 10 1 metals, OCP  3/8/2016 Soil SE155708
S1-54 4 0 metals, OCP, 3/8/2016 Soil SE155708
TRH, BTEXN,
PAH, PCB
Analytical methods
Analyte Extraction Laboratory methods
Metals USEPA 200.2 Mod APHA USEPA SW846-6010
Chromium (l1) - APHA 3500 CR-A&B & 3120 and USEPA
SW846-3060A
Chromium (VI) USEPA SW846-3060A USEPA SW846-3060A
Mercury USEPA 200.2 Mod APHA 3112
TPH(C6-C9) USPEA SW846-5030A USPEA SW 846-8260B
TPH(C10-C36), PAH Tumbler extraction of solids USEPA SW 846-8270B
PCB Tumbler extraction of solids USEPA SW 846-8270B



OC Pesticides Tumbler extraction of solids USEPA SW 846-8270B
BTEX Tumbler extraction of solids USEPA SW 846-8260B

3. Field quality assurance and quality control

One intra laboratory duplicate sample was collected for the investigation. The frequency was greater
than the recommended frequency of 5%. Table A5.1 outlines the samples collected and differences in
replicate analyses. Relative differences were deemed to pass if they were within the acceptance limits
of +/- 40% for replicate analyses or less than 5 times the detection limit.

Table A5.1. Relative differences for intra laboratory duplicates

DB-100, C2-100
Relative difference (%) Pass/Falil
Arsenic 0 Pass
Cadmium 4 Pass
Chromium 15 Pass
Copper 27 Pass
Lead 7 Pass
Nickel 11 Pass
Zinc 24 Pass
OCP 0 Pass

NA - relative difference unable to be calculated as results are less than laboratory detection limit

No trip blanks or spikes were submitted for analysis. This is not considered to create significant
uncertainty in the analysis results because of the following rationale:

e The fieldwork was completed within a short time period and consistent methods were used for soil
sampling.

e Soil samples were placed in insulated cooled containers after sampling to ensure preservation
during transport and storage.

e The samples were placed in single use jars using clean sampling tools and disposable gloves from
material not in contact with other samples. This reduces the likelihood of cross contamination.

e Samples in the analysis batch contain analytes below the level of detection. It is considered unlikely
that contamination has occurred as a result of transport and handling.

4, Laboratory quality assurance and quality control
Sample holding times are recommended in NEPC (1999). The time between collection and extraction
for all samples was less than the criteria listed below:

Analyte Maximum holding time

Metals, cyanide 6 months
OCP, TPH, PCB, BTEX, PAH 14 days




The laboratory interpretative reports are presented with individual laboratory report. Assessment is
made of holding time, frequency of control samples and quality control samples. No significant outliers
exist for the sampling batches. The laboratory report also contains a detailed description of preparation
methods and analytical methods.

The results, quality report, interpretative report and chain of custody are presented in the attached
appendices. The quality report contains the laboratory duplicates, spikes, laboratory control samples,
blanks and where appropriate matrix spike recovery (surrogate).

5. Data quality indicators (DQI) analysis
5.1 Completeness
A measure of the amount of usable data for a data collection activity (total to be greater than 95%).

The data set was found to be complete based on the scope of work. No critical areas of contamination
were omitted from the data set.

5.1.1 Field

Consideration Accepted Comment

Locations to be sampled Yes In accordance with sampling methodology, described in the report.
Sampling locations described in figures.

Depth to be sampled Yes In accordance with sampling methodology

SOP appropriate and compiled Yes In accordance with sampling methodology
Sampled with stainless steel spade into lab prepared containers,
decontamination between samples, latex gloves worn by sampler

Experienced sampler Yes Same soil sampler, environmental scientist

Documentation correct Yes Sampling log completed

Chain of custody completed

5.1.2 Laboratory

Consideration Accepted  Comment

Samples analysed Yes All critical samples analysed in accordance with chain of custody and
analysis plan

Analytes Yes All analytes in accordance with chain of custody and analysis plan

Methods Yes Analysed in NATA accredited laboratory with recognised methods and
suitable PQL

Sample documentation Yes Completed including chain of custody and sample results and quality
results report for each batch

Sample holding times Yes Metals less than 6 months. OCP, TPH, PCB, BTEX less than 14 days

5.2 Comparability
The confidence that data may be considered to be equivalent for each sampling and analytical event.

The data sets were found to be acceptable.

521 Field

Consideration Accepted  Comment

SOP Yes Same sampling procedures used and sampled on one date
Experienced sampler Yes Experienced scientist

Climatic conditions Yes Described in field sampling log

Samples collected Yes Suitable size, storage and transport




5.2.2 Laboratory

Consideration Accepted  Comment

Analytical methods Yes Same methods all samples, in accordance with NEPC(1999) or
USEPA

PQL Yes Suitable for analytes

Same laboratory Yes SGS Environmental is NATA accredited for the test

Same units Yes -

5.3 Representativeness
The confidence (expressed qualitatively) that data are representative of each media present on the site.

The data sets were found to be acceptable.

531 Field

Consideration Accepted Comment

Appropriate media sampled ~ Yes Sampled according to sampling and quality plan
All media identified Yes Soil

Sampling media identified in the sampling and quality plan

5.3.2 Laboratory

Consideration Accepted Comment

Samples analysed Yes Undertaken in NATA accredited laboratory. No blanks analysed.
Samples in the analysis batch contain analytes below the level of
detection. It is considered unlikely that contamination has occurred
as a result of transport and handling.

5.4 Precision
A quantitative measure of the variability (or reproduced of the data).
The data sets were found to be acceptable.

54.1 Field

Consideration Accepted Comment
SOP Yes Complied

Field duplicates Yes Collected.

5.4.2 Laboratory

Consideration Accepted Comment

Laboratory and inter lab Yes Frequency of 5%, results to be within +/-40% or discussion

duplicates required

Field duplicates Yes Frequency of 5%, results to be within +/-40% or discussion
required

Laboratory prepared volatile trip  NA Volatiles analytes were not analysed

spikes

5.5 Accuracy
A guantitative measure of the closeness of the reported data to the true value.

The data sets were found to be acceptable.

55.1 Field

Consideration Accepted Comment

SOP Yes Complied

Field blanks NA Frequency of 5%, <5 times the PQL, PQL may be
adjusted

Rinsate blanks NA Frequency of 5%, <5 times the PQL, PQL may be

adjusted




5,5.2 Laboratory

Consideration Accepted Comment

Method blanks Yes Frequency of 5%, <5 times the PQL, PQL may be
adjusted

Matrix spikes Yes Frequency of 5%, results to be within +/-40% or
discussion required.

Matrix duplicates Yes Frequency of 5%, results to be within +/-40% or
discussion required

Surrogate spikes Yes Frequency of 5%, results to be within +/-40% or
discussion required

Laboratory control samples Yes Frequency of 5%, results to be within +/-40% or
discussion required

Laboratory prepared spikes Yes Frequency of 5%, results to be within +/-40% or

discussion required

No trip blanks, field spikes or sample rinsates were submitted for analysis. This is not considered to
create significant uncertainty in the analysis results because of the following rationale:

e The fieldwork methods used for soil sampling were consistent throughout the project with all in situ
samples collected from material which had not been subject to exposure.

e The fieldwork was completed within a short time period and consistent methods were used for soil
sampling.

e Soil samples were placed in insulated cooled containers as quickly as possible, with the containers
filled to minimize headspace. The sample containers were sealed immediately after the sample was
collected and chilled in an esky containing ice.

e The samples were stored in a refrigerator and transported with ice bricks to ensure preservation
during transport and storage.

e The samples were placed in single use jars using clean sampling tools and disposable gloves from
material not in contact with other samples. This reduces the likelihood of cross contamination.

e Samples in the analysis batches contained analytes below the level of detection. It is considered
unlikely that contamination has occurred as a result of transport and handling.

6. Conclusion
All media appropriate to the objectives of this investigation have been adequately analysed and no area
of significant uncertainty exist. It is concluded the data is usable for the purposes of the investigation.



Appendix 2. Soil analysis results — SGS report number SE155708 and chain of custody form
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ANALYTICAL REPORT SE155708 RO

Sample Number  SE155708.001 SE155708.002 SE155708.003 SE155708.004
Sample Matrix Soil Soil Soil Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016

Sample Name C1-100 C1-300 C2-100 C2-300

Parameter LOR

VOC’s in Soil Method: AN433 Tested: 15/8/2016
Monocyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons

Benzene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Toluene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Ethylbenzene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
m/p-xylene mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
o-xylene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -

Polycyclic VOCs

Naphthalene mg/kg ‘ 01 ‘ - - - -
Surrogates

Dibromofluoromethane (Surrogate) % - - - - -
d4-1,2-dichloroethane (Surrogate) % - - - - -
d8-toluene (Surrogate) % - - - - N
Bromofluorobenzene (Surrogate) % - - - - -
Totals

Total Xylenes* mg/kg 03 - - - -
Total BTEX mg/kg 0.6 - - - -

Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Soil Method: AN433 Tested: 15/8/2016

TRH C6-C10 mg/kg 25 - - - -
TRH C6-C9 mg/kg 20 - - - -
Surrogates

Dibromofluoromethane (Surrogate) % - - - - -
d4-1,2-dichloroethane (Surrogate) % - - - - N
d8-toluene (Surrogate) % - - - - -
Bromofluorobenzene (Surrogate) % - - - - -

16-August-2016 Page 2 of 24



Parameter

Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Soil
VPH F Bands

Method: AN433

ANALYTICAL REPORT

Sample Number SE155708.001
Sample Matrix Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016
C1-100

Sample Name

LOR

Tested: 15/8/2016  (continued)

SE155708.002
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C1-300

SE155708 RO

SE155708.003
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C2-100

SE155708.004

Soil
04 Aug 2016
C2-300

Benzene (F0)

mg/kg 0.1 -

TRH C6-C10 minus BTEX (F1)

mg/kg 25 -

TRH (Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons) in Soil

Method: AN403

Tested: 10/8/2016

TRH C10-C14 mg/kg 20 - - - -
TRH C15-C28 mg/kg 45 - - - -
TRH C29-C36 mg/kg 45 - - - -
TRH C37-C40 mg/kg 100 - - - -
TRH C10-C36 Total mg/kg 110 - - - -
TRH C10-C40 Total mg/kg 210 - - - -
TRH F Bands

TRH >C10-C16 (F2) mglkg 25 - - - -
TRH >C10-C16 (F2) - Naphthalene mglkg 25 - - - -
TRH >C16-C34 (F3) mglkg 90 - - - -
TRH >C34-C40 (F4) mglkg 120 - - - -
PAH (Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Soil Method: AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Naphthalene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
2-methylnaphthalene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
1-methylnaphthalene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Acenaphthylene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Acenaphthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Fluorene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Phenanthrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Anthracene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Pyrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Benzo(a)anthracene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Chrysene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Benzo(b&j)fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Benzo(k)fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Benzo(a)pyrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Dibenzo(ah)anthracene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Benzo(ghi)perylene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=0 TEQ 0.2 - - - -
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=LOR TEQ (mg/kg) 0.3 - - - -
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=LOR/2 TEQ (mg/kg) 0.2 - - - -
Total PAH (18) mglkg 0.8 - - - -
Total PAH (NEPM/WHO 16) mglkg 0.8 - - - -

16-August-2016

Page 3 of 24



Parameter

PAH (Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Soil

ANALYTICAL REPORT

Sample Number SE155708.001
Sample Matrix Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016
C1-100

Sample Name

LOR

Method: AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016 (continued)

SE155708.002
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C1-300

SE155708.003

Soil

04 Aug 2016

C2-100

SE155708 RO

SE155708.004
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C2-300

Surrogates

d5-nitrobenzene (Surrogate) % - - - - -
2-fluorobiphenyl (Surrogate) % - - - - -
d14-p-terphenyl (Surrogate) % - - - - -
OC Pesticides in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Hexachlorobenzene (HCB) mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Lindane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Heptachlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Aldrin mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Beta BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Delta BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Heptachlor epoxide mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
o,p'-DDE mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha Endosulfan mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Gamma Chlordane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha Chlordane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
trans-Nonachlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
p.p'-DDE mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Dieldrin mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Endrin mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
o,p'-DDD mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
o,p'-DDT mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Beta Endosulfan mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
p,p'-DDD mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
p,p'-DDT mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endosulfan sulphate mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endrin Aldehyde mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Methoxychlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endrin Ketone mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Isodrin mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Mirex mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Surrogates

Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX) (Surrogate) % ‘ - ‘ 98 115 115 111
PCBs in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Arochlor 1016 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1221 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1232 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1242 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1248 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1254 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1260 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1262 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1268 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Total PCBs (Arochlors) mg/kg 1 - - - -
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ANALYTICAL REPORT SE155708 RO

Sample Number  SE155708.001 SE155708.002 SE155708.003 SE155708.004
Sample Matrix Soil Soil Soil Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016
Sample Name C1-100 C1-300 C2-100 C2-300
Parameter
PCBs in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016 (continued)
Surrogates
Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX) (Surrogate) ‘ % ‘ - ‘ - - - -

Total Recoverable Metals in Soil/Waste Solids/Materials by ICPOES Method: AN0O40/AN320 Tested: 12/8/2016

Arsenic, As mg/kg 1 6 6 6 5
Cadmium, Cd mg/kg 0.3 0.6 04 0.6 0.5
Chromium, Cr mg/kg 0.5 19 15 21 17
Copper, Cu mg/kg 0.5 69 31 37 20
Lead, Pb mg/kg 1 18 15 14 10
Nickel, Ni mg/kg 0.5 6.0 4.9 57 49
Zinc, Zn mg/kg 2 41 22 33 19

Mercury in Soil Method: AN312 Tested: 12/8/2016

Mercury mg/kg 0.05 ‘ <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05
Moisture Content Method: AN002 Tested: 12/8/2016
‘ % Moisture ‘ Y%owiw ‘ 0.5 ‘ 12 ‘ 9.5 ‘ 13 ‘ 13 ‘
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ANALYTICAL REPORT SE155708 RO

Sample Number  SE155708.005 SE155708.006 SE155708.007 SE155708.008
Sample Matrix Soil Soil Soil Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016

Sample Name C3-100 C3-300 C4-100 C4-300

Parameter LOR

VOC’s in Soil Method: AN433 Tested: 15/8/2016
Monocyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons

Benzene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Toluene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Ethylbenzene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
m/p-xylene mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
o-xylene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -

Polycyclic VOCs

Naphthalene mg/kg ‘ 01 ‘ - - - -
Surrogates

Dibromofluoromethane (Surrogate) % - - - - -
d4-1,2-dichloroethane (Surrogate) % - - - - -
d8-toluene (Surrogate) % - - - - N
Bromofluorobenzene (Surrogate) % - - - - -
Totals

Total Xylenes* mg/kg 03 - - - -
Total BTEX mg/kg 0.6 - - - -

Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Soil Method: AN433 Tested: 15/8/2016

TRH C6-C10 mg/kg 25 - - - -
TRH C6-C9 mg/kg 20 - - - -
Surrogates

Dibromofluoromethane (Surrogate) % - - - - -
d4-1,2-dichloroethane (Surrogate) % - - - - N
d8-toluene (Surrogate) % - - - - -
Bromofluorobenzene (Surrogate) % - - - - -
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Parameter

Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Soil
VPH F Bands

Method: AN433

ANALYTICAL REPORT

Sample Number SE155708.005
Sample Matrix Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016
C3-100

Sample Name

LOR

Tested: 15/8/2016  (continued)

SE155708.006
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C3-300

SE155708 RO

SE155708.007
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C4-100

SE155708.008

Soil
04 Aug 2016
C4-300

Benzene (F0)

mg/kg 0.1 -

TRH C6-C10 minus BTEX (F1)

mg/kg 25 -

TRH (Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons) in Soil

Method: AN403

Tested: 10/8/2016

TRH C10-C14 mg/kg 20 - - - -
TRH C15-C28 mg/kg 45 - - - -
TRH C29-C36 mg/kg 45 - - - -
TRH C37-C40 mg/kg 100 - - - -
TRH C10-C36 Total mg/kg 110 - - - -
TRH C10-C40 Total mg/kg 210 - - - -
TRH F Bands

TRH >C10-C16 (F2) mglkg 25 - - - -
TRH >C10-C16 (F2) - Naphthalene mglkg 25 - - - -
TRH >C16-C34 (F3) mglkg 90 - - - -
TRH >C34-C40 (F4) mglkg 120 - - - -
PAH (Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Soil Method: AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Naphthalene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
2-methylnaphthalene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
1-methylnaphthalene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Acenaphthylene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Acenaphthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Fluorene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Phenanthrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Anthracene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Pyrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Benzo(a)anthracene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Chrysene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Benzo(b&j)fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Benzo(k)fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Benzo(a)pyrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Dibenzo(ah)anthracene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Benzo(ghi)perylene mg/kg 0.1 - - - -
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=0 TEQ 0.2 - - - -
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=LOR TEQ (mg/kg) 0.3 - - - -
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=LOR/2 TEQ (mg/kg) 0.2 - - - -
Total PAH (18) mglkg 0.8 - - - -
Total PAH (NEPM/WHO 16) mglkg 0.8 - - - -
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Parameter

PAH (Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Soil

ANALYTICAL REPORT

Sample Number SE155708.005
Sample Matrix Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016
C3-100

Sample Name

LOR

Method: AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016 (continued)

SE155708.006
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C3-300

SE155708.007

Soil

04 Aug 2016

C4-100

SE155708 RO

SE155708.008
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C4-300

Surrogates

d5-nitrobenzene (Surrogate) % - - - - -
2-fluorobiphenyl (Surrogate) % - - - - -
d14-p-terphenyl (Surrogate) % - - - - -
OC Pesticides in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Hexachlorobenzene (HCB) mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Lindane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Heptachlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Aldrin mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Beta BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Delta BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Heptachlor epoxide mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
o,p'-DDE mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha Endosulfan mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Gamma Chlordane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha Chlordane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
trans-Nonachlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
p.p'-DDE mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Dieldrin mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Endrin mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
o,p'-DDD mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
o,p'-DDT mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Beta Endosulfan mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
p,p'-DDD mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
p,p'-DDT mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endosulfan sulphate mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endrin Aldehyde mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Methoxychlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endrin Ketone mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Isodrin mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Mirex mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Surrogates

Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX) (Surrogate) % ‘ - ‘ 111 95 89 91
PCBs in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Arochlor 1016 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1221 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1232 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1242 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1248 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1254 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1260 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1262 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Arochlor 1268 mg/kg 0.2 - - - -
Total PCBs (Arochlors) mg/kg 1 - - - -
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ANALYTICAL REPORT

Sample Number SE155708.005

Sample Matrix

Soil

Sample Date 04 Aug 2016

Sample Name

Parameter

PCBs in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016 (continued)

Surrogates

C3-100

SE155708.006
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C3-300

SE155708 RO

SE155708.007
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C4-100

SE155708.008
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C4-300

Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX) (Surrogate)

Total Recoverable Metals in Soil/Waste Solids/Materials by ICPOES Method: AN040/AN320

Tested: 12/8/2016

Arsenic, As mg/kg 1 5 5 5 5
Cadmium, Cd mg/kg 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.5
Chromium, Cr mg/kg 0.5 18 17 22 17
Copper, Cu mg/kg 0.5 180 34 56 81
Lead, Pb mg/kg 1 12 15 17 12
Nickel, Ni mg/kg 0.5 4.5 44 4.3 4.4
Zinc, Zn mg/kg 2 23 20 26 27
Mercury in Soil Method: AN312 Tested: 12/8/2016

‘ Mercury ‘ mg/kg ‘ 0.05 ‘ <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 ‘
Moisture Content Method: AN002 Tested: 12/8/2016

‘ % Moisture ‘ Y%w/w ‘ 0.5 ‘ 11 9.1 10 12 ‘
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ANALYTICAL REPORT SE155708 RO

Sample Number  SE155708.009 SE155708.010 SE155708.011 SE155708.012
Sample Matrix Soil Soil Soil Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016

Sample Name C5-100 C5-300 DB-100 S1

Parameter LOR

VOC’s in Soil Method: AN433 Tested: 15/8/2016
Monocyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons

Benzene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Toluene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Ethylbenzene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
m/p-xylene mg/kg 0.2 - - - <0.2
o-xylene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1

Polycyclic VOCs

Naphthalene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Surrogates

Dibromofluoromethane (Surrogate) % - - - - 106
d4-1,2-dichloroethane (Surrogate) % - - - - 113
d8-toluene (Surrogate) % - - - - 108
Bromofluorobenzene (Surrogate) % - - - - 98

Totals

Total Xylenes* mg/kg 0.3 - - - <0.3
Total BTEX mg/kg 0.6 - - - <0.6
Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Soil Method: AN433 Tested: 15/8/2016

TRH C6-C10 mglkg 25 - - - <25
TRH C6-C9 mg/kg 20 - - - <20
Surrogates

Dibromofluoromethane (Surrogate) % - - - - 106
d4-1,2-dichloroethane (Surrogate) % - - - - 113
d8-toluene (Surrogate) % - . - - 108
Bromofluorobenzene (Surrogate) % - - - - 98
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Parameter

Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Soil
VPH F Bands

Method: AN433

ANALYTICAL REPORT

Sample Number SE155708.009
Sample Matrix Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016
C5-100

Sample Name

LOR

Tested: 15/8/2016  (continued)

SE155708.010
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C5-300

SE155708 RO

SE155708.011
Soil
04 Aug 2016
DB-100

SE155708.012

Soil

04 Aug 2016

$1

Benzene (F0) mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
TRH C6-C10 minus BTEX (F1) mglkg 25 - - - <25
TRH (Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons) in Soil Method: AN403  Tested: 10/8/2016

TRH C10-C14 mg/kg 20 - - - <20
TRH C15-C28 mg/kg 45 - - - <45
TRH C29-C36 mg/kg 45 - - - <45
TRH C37-C40 mg/kg 100 - - - <100
TRH C10-C36 Total mg/kg 110 - - - <110
TRH C10-C40 Total mg/kg 210 - - - <210
TRH F Bands

TRH >C10-C16 (F2) mg/kg 25 - - - <25
TRH >C10-C16 (F2) - Naphthalene mg/kg 25 - - - <25
TRH >C16-C34 (F3) mgl/kg 90 - - - <90
TRH >C34-C40 (F4) mg/kg 120 - - - <120
PAH (Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Soil Method: AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Naphthalene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
2-methylnaphthalene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
1-methylnaphthalene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Acenaphthylene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Acenaphthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Fluorene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Phenanthrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Anthracene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Pyrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Benzo(a)anthracene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Chrysene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Benzo(b&j)fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Benzo(k)fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Benzo(a)pyrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Dibenzo(ah)anthracene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Benzo(ghi)perylene mg/kg 0.1 - - - <0.1
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=0 TEQ 0.2 - - - <0.2
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=LOR TEQ (mg/kg) 0.3 - - - <0.3
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=LOR/2 TEQ (mg/kg) 0.2 - - - <0.2
Total PAH (18) mg/kg 0.8 - - - <0.8
Total PAH (NEPM/WHO 16) mg/kg 0.8 - - - <0.8
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Parameter

PAH (Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Soil

ANALYTICAL REPORT

Sample Number SE155708.009
Sample Matrix Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016
C5-100

Sample Name

LOR

Method: AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016 (continued)

SE155708.010
Soil
04 Aug 2016
C5-300

SE155708.011

Soil

04 Aug 2016

DB-100

SE155708 RO

SE155708.012
Soil
04 Aug 2016
$1

Surrogates

d5-nitrobenzene (Surrogate) % - - - - 86

2-fluorobiphenyl (Surrogate) % - - - - 88

d14-p-terphenyl (Surrogate) % - - - - 102
OC Pesticides in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Hexachlorobenzene (HCB) mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Lindane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Heptachlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Aldrin mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Beta BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Delta BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Heptachlor epoxide mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
o,p'-DDE mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha Endosulfan mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Gamma Chlordane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha Chlordane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
trans-Nonachlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
p.p'-DDE mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Dieldrin mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Endrin mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
o,p'-DDD mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
o,p'-DDT mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Beta Endosulfan mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
p,p'-DDD mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
p,p'-DDT mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endosulfan sulphate mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endrin Aldehyde mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Methoxychlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endrin Ketone mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Isodrin mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Mirex mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Surrogates

Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX) (Surrogate) % ‘ - ‘ 83 81 105 89

PCBs in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Arochlor 1016 mg/kg 0.2 - - - <0.2
Arochlor 1221 mg/kg 0.2 - - - <0.2
Arochlor 1232 mg/kg 0.2 - - - <0.2
Arochlor 1242 mg/kg 0.2 - - - <0.2
Arochlor 1248 mg/kg 0.2 - - - <0.2
Arochlor 1254 mg/kg 0.2 - - - <0.2
Arochlor 1260 mg/kg 0.2 - - - <0.2
Arochlor 1262 mg/kg 0.2 - - - <0.2
Arochlor 1268 mg/kg 0.2 - - - <0.2
Total PCBs (Arochlors) mg/kg 1 - - - <1
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ANALYTICAL REPORT SE155708 RO

Sample Number  SE155708.009 SE155708.010 SE155708.011 SE155708.012
Sample Matrix Soil Soil Soil Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016
Sample Name C5-100 C5-300 DB-100 S1
Parameter
PCBs in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016 (continued)
Surrogates
Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX) (Surrogate) ‘ % ‘ - ‘ - - - 89

Total Recoverable Metals in Soil/Waste Solids/Materials by ICPOES Method: AN0O40/AN320 Tested: 12/8/2016

Arsenic, As mg/kg 1 5 5 6 8

Cadmium, Cd mg/kg 0.3 0.4 04 04 0.5
Chromium, Cr mg/kg 0.5 17 17 18 21

Copper, Cu mg/kg 0.5 50 27 28 96
Lead, Pb mg/kg 1 13 1 15 28
Nickel, Ni mg/kg 0.5 4.6 5.0 5.1 53
Zinc, Zn mg/kg 2 28 21 26 35

Mercury in Soil Method: AN312 Tested: 12/8/2016

Mercury ‘ mglkg ‘ 0.05 ‘ <0.05 ‘ <0.05 ‘ <0.05 ‘ <0.05 ‘

Moisture Content Method: AN002 Tested: 12/8/2016

% Moisture Y%w/w 0.5
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ANALYTICAL REPORT SE155708 RO

Sample Number  SE155708.013 SE155708.014 SE155708.015
Sample Matrix Soil Soil Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016

Sample Name S2 S3 S4

Parameter LOR

VOC’s in Soil Method: AN433 Tested: 10/8/2016
Monocyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons

Benzene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Toluene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Ethylbenzene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
m/p-xylene mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
o-xylene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1

Polycyclic VOCs

Naphthalene mg/kg ‘ 0.1 ‘ <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Surrogates

Dibromofluoromethane (Surrogate) % - 101 120 106
d4-1,2-dichloroethane (Surrogate) % - 110 128 111

d8-toluene (Surrogate) % - 101 121 105
Bromofluorobenzene (Surrogate) % - 90 108 99

Totals

Total Xylenes* mg/kg 03 <0.3 <0.3 <0.3
Total BTEX mg/kg 0.6 <0.6 <0.6 <0.6

Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Soil Method: AN433 Tested: 10/8/2016

TRH C6-C10 mg/kg 25 <25 <25 <25
TRH C6-C9 mglkg 20 <20 <20 <20
Surrogates

Dibromofluoromethane (Surrogate) % - 101 120 106
d4-1,2-dichloroethane (Surrogate) % - 110 128 111
d8-toluene (Surrogate) % - 101 121 105
Bromofluorobenzene (Surrogate) % - 90 108 99
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ANALYTICAL REPORT SE155708 RO

Sample Number SE155708.013 SE155708.014 SE155708.015
Sample Matrix Soil Soil Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016
Sample Name S2 S3 S4
Parameter LOR
Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Soil Method: AN433 Tested: 10/8/2016  (continued)
VPH F Bands
Benzene (F0) mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
TRH C6-C10 minus BTEX (F1) mg/kg 25 <25 <25 <25

TRH (Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons) in Soil Method: AN403  Tested: 10/8/2016

TRH C10-C14 mg/kg 20 <20 <20 40
TRH C15-C28 mg/kg 45 <45 <45 100
TRH C29-C36 mg/kg 45 <45 <45 <45
TRH C37-C40 mg/kg 100 <100 <100 <100
TRH C10-C36 Total mg/kg 110 <110 <110 140
TRH C10-C40 Total mg/kg 210 <210 <210 <210
TRH F Bands

TRH >C10-C16 (F2) mglkg 25 <25 <25 75
TRH >C10-C16 (F2) - Naphthalene mglkg 25 <25 <25 75
TRH >C16-C34 (F3) mglkg 90 <90 <90 <90
TRH >C34-C40 (F4) mg/kg 120 <120 <120 <120
PAH (Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Soil Method: AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Naphthalene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
2-methylnaphthalene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
1-methylnaphthalene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Acenaphthylene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Acenaphthene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Fluorene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Phenanthrene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Anthracene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Pyrene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Benzo(a)anthracene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Chrysene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Benzo(b&j)fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Benzo(k)fluoranthene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Benzo(a)pyrene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Dibenzo(ah)anthracene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Benzo(ghi)perylene mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=0 TEQ 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=LOR TEQ (mg/kg) 0.3 <0.3 <0.3 <0.3
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=LOR/2 TEQ (mg/kg) 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Total PAH (18) mglkg 0.8 <0.8 <0.8 <0.8
Total PAH (NEPM/WHO 16) mg/kg 0.8 <0.8 <0.8 <0.8
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Parameter

PAH (Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Soil

Method: AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

ANALYTICAL REPORT

Sample Number SE155708.013
Sample Matrix Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016

Sample Name S2

LOR

(continued)

SE155708.014
Soil
04 Aug 2016
S3

SE155708 RO

SE155708.015

Soil

04 Aug 2016

S4

Surrogates

d5-nitrobenzene (Surrogate) % - 84 82 88
2-fluorobiphenyl (Surrogate) % - 84 84 88
d14-p-terphenyl (Surrogate) % - 100 102 106
OC Pesticides in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Hexachlorobenzene (HCB) mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Lindane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Heptachlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Aldrin mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Beta BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Delta BHC mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Heptachlor epoxide mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
o,p-DDE mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha Endosulfan mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Gamma Chlordane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Alpha Chlordane mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
trans-Nonachlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
p.p-DDE mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Dieldrin mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Endrin mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
o,p-DDD mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
o,p-DDT mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Beta Endosulfan mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
p.p-DDD mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
p.p-DDT mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endosulfan sulphate mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endrin Aldehyde mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Methoxychlor mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Endrin Ketone mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Isodrin mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Mirex mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Surrogates

Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX) (Surrogate) % ‘ - ‘ 87 81 91
PCBs in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016

Arochlor 1016 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Arochlor 1221 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Arochlor 1232 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Arochlor 1242 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Arochlor 1248 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Arochlor 1254 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Arochlor 1260 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Arochlor 1262 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Arochlor 1268 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Total PCBs (Arochlors) mg/kg 1 <1 <1 <1
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ANALYTICAL REPORT SE155708 RO

Sample Number  SE155708.013 SE155708.014 SE155708.015
Sample Matrix Soil Soil Soil
Sample Date 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016 04 Aug 2016
Sample Name S2 S3 S4
Parameter
PCBs in Soil Method: AN400/AN420 Tested: 10/8/2016 (continued)
Surrogates
Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX) (Surrogate) ‘ % ‘ - ‘ 87 81 91

Total Recoverable Metals in Soil/Waste Solids/Materials by ICPOES Method: AN0O40/AN320 Tested: 12/8/2016

Arsenic, As mg/kg 1 8 7 5

Cadmium, Cd mg/kg 0.3 0.6 0.5 04
Chromium, Cr mg/kg 0.5 14 20 16
Copper, Cu mg/kg 0.5 110 49 29
Lead, Pb mg/kg 1 820 17 14
Nickel, Ni mg/kg 0.5 71 47 4.2
Zinc, Zn mg/kg 2 290 31 27

Mercury in Soil Method: AN312 Tested: 12/8/2016

Mercury ‘ mg/kg ‘ 0.05 ‘ 0.11 ‘ <0.05 ‘ <0.05 ‘

Moisture Content Method: AN002 Tested: 12/8/2016

% Moisture ‘ Y%w/w ‘ 0.5 ‘ 25 ‘ 48 ‘ 15 ‘
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QC SUMMARY

SE155708 RO

MB blank results are compared to the Limit of Reporting

LCS and MS spike recoveries are measured as the percentage of analyte recovered from the sample compared the the amount of analyte spiked into the sample.
DUP and MSD relative percent differences are measured against their original counterpart samples according to the formula : the absolute difference of the two results divided

by the average of the two results as a percentage. Where the DUP RPD is 'NA', the results are less than the LOR and thus the RPD is not applicable.

Mercury in Soil Method: ME-(AU)-[ENV]AN312
Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS MS
Reference %Recovery  %Recovery
Mercury LB107526 mg/kg 0.05 <0.05 0% 101% 97%
LB107527 mg/kg 0.05 <0.05 8-39% 101% 90%

Moisture Content Method: ME-(AU)-[ENV]JAN002

Parameter Qc

Reference
LB107531

% Moisture

Yow/w

LOR

0.5

DUP %RPD

0-3%

OC Pesticides in Soil Method: ME-(AU)-[ENV]AN400/AN420

Parameter Qc

Reference

DUP %RPD

LCS

%Recovery

MS
%Recovery

Hexachlorobenzene (HCB) LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Alpha BHC LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Lindane LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Heptachlor LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% 7% 89%
Aldrin LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% 78% 88%
Beta BHC LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Delta BHC LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% 78% 81%
Heptachlor epoxide LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
o,p'-DDE LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Alpha Endosulfan LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% NA NA
Gamma Chlordane LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Alpha Chlordane LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
trans-Nonachlor LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
p,p-DDE LB107365 malkg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Dieldrin LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% 75% 80%
Endrin LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% 82% 98%
o,p'-DDD LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
0,p'-DDT LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Beta Endosulfan LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% NA NA
p,p'-DDD LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
p,p'-DDT LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% 76% 82%
Endosulfan sulphate LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Endrin Aldehyde LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Methoxychlor LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Endrin Ketone LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Isodrin LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA
Mirex LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 0% NA NA

Surrogates

Parameter Qc

Reference
LB107365

Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX) (Surrogate)

73%

DUP %RPD

0-3%

LCS

%Recovery

75%

MS
%Recovery
83%
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SE155708 RO
QC SUMMARY

MB blank results are compared to the Limit of Reporting

LCS and MS spike recoveries are measured as the percentage of analyte recovered from the sample compared the the amount of analyte spiked into the sample.

DUP and MSD relative percent differences are measured against their original counterpart samples according to the formula : the absolute difference of the two results divided
by the average of the two results as a percentage. Where the DUP RPD is 'NA', the results are less than the LOR and thus the RPD is not applicable.

PAH (Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Soil Method: ME-(AU)-[ENV]AN420

Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS
Reference %Recovery

Naphthalene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 15% 99%
2-methylnaphthalene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 16% NA
1-methylnaphthalene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 21% NA
Acenaphthylene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 23% 100%
Acenaphthene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 52% 105%
Fluorene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 39% NA
Phenanthrene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 43% 97%
Anthracene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 33% 102%
Fluoranthene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 35% 100%
Pyrene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 35% 101%
Benzo(a)anthracene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 34% NA
Chrysene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 38% NA
Benzo(b&j)fluoranthene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 22% NA
Benzo(k)fluoranthene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 40% NA
Benzo(a)pyrene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 35% 104%
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 30% NA
Dibenzo(ah)anthracene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 79% NA
Benzo(ghi)perylene LB107365 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 33% NA
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=0 LB107365 TEQ 0.2 <0.2 37% NA
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=LOR LB107365 TEQ (mg/kg) 0.3 <0.3 37% NA
Carcinogenic PAHs, BaP TEQ <LOR=LOR/2 LB107365 TEQ (mg/kg) 0.2 <0.2 37% NA
Total PAH (18) LB107365 mg/kg 0.8 <0.8 35% NA
Total PAH (NEPM/WHO 16) LB107365 mg/kg 0.8 <0.8 _

Surrogates

Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS

Reference %Recovery

d5-nitrobenzene (Surrogate) LB107365 % - 90% 0% 82%
2-fluorobiphenyl (Surrogate) LB107365 % - 90% 6% 84%
d14-p-terphenyl (Surrogate) LB107365 % - 110% 2% 96%
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QC SUMMARY

SE155708 RO

MB blank results are compared to the Limit of Reporting

LCS and MS spike recoveries are measured as the percentage of analyte recovered from the sample compared the the amount of analyte spiked into the sample.
DUP and MSD relative percent differences are measured against their original counterpart samples according to the formula : the absolute difference of the two results divided

by the average of the two results as a percentage. Where the DUP RPD is 'NA', the results are less than the LOR and thus the RPD is not applicable.

PCBs in Soil Method: ME-(AU)-[ENVJAN400/AN420

Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS
Reference %Recovery

Arochlor 1016 LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% NA
Arochlor 1221 LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% NA
Arochlor 1232 LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% NA
Arochlor 1242 LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% NA
Arochlor 1248 LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% NA
Arochlor 1254 LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% NA
Arochlor 1260 LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% 85%
Arochlor 1262 LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% NA
Arochlor 1268 LB107365 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 0% NA
Total PCBs (Arochlors) LB107365 mg/kg 1 <1 0% NA

Surrogates

Parameter Qc

Reference
Tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX) (Surrogate) LB107365

73%

DUP %RPD

0%

LCS
%Recovery
85%

Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS MS
Reference %Recovery  %Recovery
Arsenic, As LB107534 mg/kg 1 <1 9-52% 98% 85%
LB107536 mg/kg 1 <1 8-41% 100% 93%
Cadmium, Cd LB107534 mg/kg 0.3 <0.3 0-23% 101% 88%
LB107536 mg/kg 0.3 <0.3 23-32% 100% 94%
Chromium, Cr LB107534 mg/kg 0.5 <0.5 11-17% 99% 103%
LB107536 mg/kg 0.5 <0.5 57 - 62% 100% 94%
Copper, Cu LB107534 mg/kg 0.5 <0.5 6-8% 101% 93%
LB107536 mg/kg 0.5 <0.5 9-25% 100% 81%
Lead, Pb LB107534 mg/kg 1 <1 8-18% 100% 95%
LB107536 mg/kg 1 <1 9-16% 100% 89%
Nickel, Ni LB107534 mg/kg 0.5 <0.5 1-15% 101% 88%
LB107536 mg/kg 0.5 <0.5 12-27% 101% 93%
Zinc, Zn LB107534 mg/kg 2 <2 1-24% 100% 91%
LB107536 mg/kg 2 <2 9-24% 101% 87%
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QC SUMMARY

SE155708 RO

MB blank results are compared to the Limit of Reporting
LCS and MS spike recoveries are measured as the percentage of analyte recovered from the sample compared the the amount of analyte spiked into the sample.
DUP and MSD relative percent differences are measured against their original counterpart samples according to the formula : the absolute difference of the two results divided

by the average of the two results as a percentage. Where the DUP RPD is 'NA', the results are less than the LOR and thus the RPD is not applicable.

TRH (Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons) in Soil

Method: ME-(AU)-[ENV]AN403

Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS
Reference %Recovery
TRH C10-C14 LB107365 mg/kg 20 <20 0% 93%
TRH C15-C28 LB107365 mg/kg 45 <45 14% 103%
TRH C29-C36 LB107365 mg/kg 45 <45 17% 80%
TRH C37-C40 LB107365 mg/kg 100 <100 0% NA
TRH C10-C36 Total LB107365 mg/kg 110 <110 14% NA
TRH C10-C40 Total LB107365 mg/kg 210 <210 14% NA
TRH F Bands
Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS
Reference %Recovery
TRH >C10-C16 (F2) LB107365 mg/kg 25 <25 0% 93%
TRH >C10-C16 (F2) - Naphthalene LB107365 mg/kg 25 <25 0% NA
TRH >C16-C34 (F3) LB107365 mg/kg 90 <90 16% 100%
TRH >C34-C40 (F4) LB107365 mg/kg 120 <120 0% 75%

VOC’s in Soil Method: ME-(AU)-[ENV]AN433

Monocyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons

Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS MS
Reference %Recovery  %Recovery

Benzene LB107360 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 NVL 73% 66%

Toluene LB107360 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 NVL 76% 68%

Ethylbenzene LB107360 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 NVL 76% 67%

m/p-xylene LB107360 mg/kg 0.2 <0.2 NVL 7% 69%

o-xylene LB107360 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 NVL 76% 68%

Polycyclic VOCs

Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS MS
Reference %Recovery  %Recovery
Naphthalene LB107360 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 NVL NA NA
Surrogates

Parameter

Qc

Reference

DUP %RPD

LCS
%Recovery

MS
%Recovery

Dibromofluoromethane (Surrogate) LB107360 % - 113% NVL 108% 99%
d4-1,2-dichloroethane (Surrogate) LB107360 % - 120% NVL 114% 106%
d8-toluene (Surrogate) LB107360 % - 114% NVL 114% 98%
Bromofluorobenzene (Surrogate) LB107360 % - 102% NVL 125% 114%

Totals
Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS MS
Reference %Recovery  %Recovery
Total Xylenes* LB107360 mg/kg 0.3 <0.3 NVL NA NA
Total BTEX LB107360 mg/kg 0.6 <0.6 NVL NA NA
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SE155708 RO
QC SUMMARY

MB blank results are compared to the Limit of Reporting
LCS and MS spike recoveries are measured as the percentage of analyte recovered from the sample compared the the amount of analyte spiked into the sample.

DUP and MSD relative percent differences are measured against their original counterpart samples according to the formula : the absolute difference of the two results divided
by the average of the two results as a percentage. Where the DUP RPD is 'NA', the results are less than the LOR and thus the RPD is not applicable.

Volatile Petroleum Hydrocarbons in Soil Method: ME-(AU)-[ENV]AN433

Parameter Qc

DUP %RPD LCS MS
Reference %Recovery  %Recovery
TRH C6-C10 LB107360 mg/kg 25 <25 NVL 84% 85%
TRH C6-C9 LB107360 mg/kg 20 <20 NVL 2% 73%
Surrogates
Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS MS
Reference %Recovery  %Recovery
Dibromofluoromethane (Surrogate) LB107360 % - 113% NVL 108% 99%
d4-1,2-dichloroethane (Surrogate) LB107360 % - 120% NVL 114% 106%
d8-toluene (Surrogate) LB107360 % - 114% NVL 114% 98%
Bromofluorobenzene (Surrogate) LB107360 % - 102% NVL 125% 114%
VPH F Bands
Parameter Qc DUP %RPD LCS MS
Reference %Recovery  %Recovery
Benzene (FO) LB107360 mg/kg 0.1 <0.1 NVL NA NA
TRH C6-C10 minus BTEX (F1) LB107360 mg/kg 25 <25 NVL 105% 128%
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SE155708 RO
METHOD SUMMARY

METHOD
Y METHODOLOGY SUMMARY ™

AN002 The test is carried out by drying (at either 40°C or 105°C) a known mass of sample in a weighed evaporating basin.
After fully dry the sample is re-weighed. Samples such as sludge and sediment having high percentages of
moisture will take some time in a drying oven for complete removal of water.

ANO040 A portion of sample is digested with Nitric acid to decompose organic matter and Hydrochloric acid to complete the
digestion of metals and then filtered for analysis by ASS or ICP as per USEPA Method 200.8.

AN040/AN320 A portion of sample is digested with nitric acid to decompose organic matter and hydrochloric acid to complete the
digestion of metals. The digest is then analysed by ICP OES with metals results reported on the dried sample
basis. Based on USEPA method 200.8 and 6010C.

AN312 Mercury by Cold Vapour AAS in Soils: After digestion with nitric acid, hydrogen peroxide and hydrochloric acid,
mercury ions are reduced by stannous chloride reagent in acidic solution to elemental mercury. This mercury
vapour is purged by nitrogen into a cold cell in an atomic absorption spectrometer or mercury analyser.
Quantification is made by comparing absorbances to those of the calibration standards. Reference APHA
3112/3500

AN400 OC and OP Pesticides by GC-ECD: The determination of organochlorine (OC) and organophosphorus (OP)
pesticides and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in soils, sludges and groundwater. ( Based on USEPA methods
3510, 3550, 8140 and 8080.)

AN403 Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons: Determination of Hydrocarbons by gas chromatography after a solvent
extraction. Detection is by flame ionisation detector (FID) that produces an electronic signal in proportion to the
combustible matter passing through it. Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons (TRH) are routinely reported as four
alkane groupings based on the carbon chain length of the compounds: C6-C9, C10-C14, C15-C28 and C29-C36
and in recognition of the NEPM 1999 (2013), >C10-C16 (F2), >C16-C34 (F3) and >C34-C40 (F4). F2 is reported
directly and also corrected by subtracting Naphthalene (from VOC method AN433) where available.

AN403 Additionally, the volatile C6-C9 fraction may be determined by a purge and trap technique and GC/MS because of
the potential for volatiles loss. Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) follows the same method of analysis after
silica gel cleanup of the solvent extract. Aliphatic/Aromatic Speciation follows the same method of analysis after
fractionation of the solvent extract over silica with differential polarity of the eluent solvents .

AN403 The GC/FID method is not well suited to the analysis of refined high boiling point materials (ie lubricating oils or
greases) but is particularly suited for measuring diesel, kerosene and petrol if care to control volatility is taken. This
method will detect naturally occurring hydrocarbons, lipids, animal fats, phenols and PAHs if they are present at
sufficient levels, dependent on the use of specific cleanup/fractionation techniques. Reference USEPA 3510B,
8015B.

AN420 (S8VOCs) including OC, OP, PCB, Herbicides, PAH, Phthalates and Speciated Phenols (etc) in soils, sediments
and waters are determined by GCMS/ECD technique following appropriate solvent extraction process (Based on
USEPA 3500C and 8270D).

AN420 SVOC Compounds: Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs) including OC, OP, PCB, Herbicides, PAH,
Phthalates and Speciated Phenols in soils, sediments and waters are determined by GCMS/ECD technique
following appropriate solvent extraction process (Based on USEPA 3500C and 8270D).

AN433 VOCs and C6-C9 Hydrocarbons by GC-MS P&T: VOC's are volatile organic compounds. The sample is presented
to a gas chromatograph via a purge and trap (P&T) concentrator and autosampler and is detected with a Mass
Spectrometer (MSD). Solid samples are initially extracted with methanol whilst liquid samples are processed
directly. References: USEPA 5030B, 8020A, 8260.
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| SE155708 RO

FOOTNOTES ~
IS Insufficient sample for analysis. LOR Limit of Reporting
LNR  Sample listed, but not received. T Raised or Lowered Limit of Reporting
* NATA accreditation does not cover the QFH QC result is above the upper tolerance
performance of this service. QFL QC result is below the lower tolerance
> Indicative data, theoretical holding time exceeded. - The sample was not analysed for this analyte

NVL Not Validated

Samples analysed as received.
Solid samples expressed on a dry weight basis.

Where "Total" analyte groups are reported (for example, Total PAHs, Total OC Pesticides) the total will be calculated as the sum of the individual
analytes, with those analytes that are reported as <LOR being assumed to be zero. The summed (Total) limit of reporting is calcuated by summing
the individual analyte LORs and dividing by two. For example, where 16 individual analytes are being summed and each has an LOR of 0.1 mg/kg,
the "Totals" LOR will be 1.6 / 2 (0.8 mg/kg). Where only 2 analytes are being summed, the " Total" LOR will be the sum of those two LORs.

Some totals may not appear to add up because the total is rounded after adding up the raw values.

If reported, measurement uncertainty follow the % sign after the analytical result and is expressed as the expanded uncertainty calculated using a
coverage factor of 2, providing a level of confidence of approximately 95%, unless stated otherwise in the comments section of this report.

Results reported for samples tested under test methods with codes starting with ARS-SOP, radionuclide or gross radioactivity concentrations are
expressed in becquerel (Bq) per unit of mass or volume or per wipe as stated on the report. Becquerel is the Sl unit for activity and equals one
nuclear transformation per second.
Note that in terms of units of radioactivity:

a. 1 Bq is equivalent to 27 pCi

b. 37 MBq is equivalent to 1 mCi

For results reported for samples tested under test methods with codes starting with ARS-SOP, less than (<) values indicate the detection limit for
each radionuclide or parameter for the measurement system used. The respective detection limits have been calculated in accordance with ISO
11929.

The QC criteria are subject to internal review according to the SGS QAQC plan and may be provided on request or alternatively can be found here :
http://www.sgs.com.au/~/media/Local/Australia/Documents/ Technical%20Documents/MP-AU-ENV-QU-022%20QA%20QC%20PIan.pdf

This document is issued, on the Client's behalf, by the Company under its General Conditions of Service available on request and accessible at
http://www.sgs.com/en/terms-and-conditions. The Client's attention is drawn to the limitation of liability, indemnification and jurisdiction issues
defined therein.

Any other holder of this document is advised that information contained hereon reflects the Company's findings at the time of its intervention only
and within the limits of Client's instructions, if any. The Company's sole responsibility is to its Client and this document does not exonerate parties to
a transaction from exercising all their rights and obligations under the transaction documents.

This report must not be reproduced, except in full.
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Appendix 3. Field sampling log

Sampling log
Client Health Infrastructure
Contact Alana Travis
Job number R7367
Location 2 Nullamut Street, Cobar NSW
Date 3 and 4 August 2016
Investigator(s) Andrew Ruming
Weather conditions Fine
%ample Matrix Date Analysis required Observations/comments
-100 Sail 04/08/2016 | Arsenic (As), cadmium (Cd), chromium (Cr), copper (Cu), lead
(Pb), nickel (Ni), zinc (Zn), Organochlorine pesticides (OCP)
C1-300 | Sail 04/08/2016 | As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Ph, Ni, Zn, OCP
C2-100 | Sail 04/08/2016 | As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, OCP
C2-300 | Sail 04/08/2016 | As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, OCP
C3-100 | Sail 04/08/2016 | As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, OCP
C3-300 | Sail 04/08/2016 | As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, OCP
C4-100 | Sail 04/08/2016 | As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, OCP
C4-300 | Sail 04/08/2016 | As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Ph, Ni, Zn, OCP
C5-100 | Sail 04/08/2016 | As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Ph, Ni, Zn, OCP
C5-300 | Sail 04/08/2016 | As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Ph, Ni, Zn, OCP
DB-100 | Soil 04/08/2016 | As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Ph, Ni, Zn, OCP
S1 Sail 04/08/2016 | Total recoverable hydrocarbons (TRH C6-C40), benzene, toluene,
ethyl benzene, xylene and naphthalene (BTEXN), polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), OCP, polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCB), As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, Zn, Hg
S2 Soil 04/08/2016 | TRH (C6-C40), BTEXN, PAH, OCP, PCB, As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni,
Zn, Hyg
S3 Soil 04/08/2016 | TRH (C6-C40), BTEXN, PAH, OCP, PCB, As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni,
Zn, Hg
S4 Soil 04/08/2016 | TRH (C6-C40), BTEXN, PAH, OCP, PCB, As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni,
Zn, Hg




