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23 May 2025 

Ref: EP0689.Ltr1.V1 

 

ROAM Architects 

94 Errol Street,  

North Melbourne VIC 3051 

 

Attention:  Amanda Robinson 
 

RE:  Waste Soil Classification  
Project: Emmaus Catholic Primary School 

1. Investigation Summary 
Soil type: In situ 

Volume of waste soil classified: 2,500 m3 

Soil Category in accordance EPA Publication 1828.3 

September 2024: 
Fill Material 

Contaminants exceeding Fill Material Criteria: 

Nil 

Recommendations: Reasoning: 

Additional Sampling – No N/A 

Waste Designation – No  N/A  

2. Introduction 
Geotesta was engaged by Amanda Robinson (ROAM Architects) to undertake a site 

inspection and implement a soil sampling and analysis program at Emmaus 

Catholic Primary School (‘the site’) located on 370 Sydenham Road, Sydenham. The 

program aimed to provide a waste classification for soil to be generated as part of 

the new building works in the southwestern portion of the site.  

The purpose of this letter is to provide the findings of the sampling and analysis 

program and the classification of waste soil in accordance with the “Waste Disposal 

Categories Characteristics and Thresholds Publication 1828.3” and EPA Industrial 

Waste Resource Guidelines, Publications IWRG702.2. 

3. Scope of works 
2.1 Testing requirements 

Soil type In-situ 

Amount of waste soil classified 2,500 m3 

Minimum samples required to comply 

with EPA IWRG 702.2 Publication 

10 samples 
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Method of collection Hand Auger  

Number of sample locations 5 locations 

Number of primary samples 10 samples 

 

2.2 Laboratory analysis 

EPA Publication 1828.3 Waste Screen  1 sample 

Reduced list of chemicals (TRH, 

BTEXN, PAH and Metals) 

9 samples  

Metals (QA/QC) 1 sample  

4. Results  
3.1 Investigation details 

Inspection date 09/05/2025 

Soil description Sand/silty sand, grey-brown, rootlets 

Odours/Visual contamination Nil 

Foreign objects/materials Geofabric (BH1) 

Geology Newer Volcanics  

3.2 Chemicals/Contaminants above Fill Material upper limits 

Chemicals/ 

Contaminants 

Maximum 

concentration 

recorded 

(mg/kg) 

Fill 

Material 

upper limit 

(mg/kg) 

Category D upper 

limit total / 

leachability (mg/kg) 

/ (mg/L) 

95% 

UCLaverage ASLP* 

results 

(mg/L) 

Nickel 99 60 3,000 / 1 56.21 NR 
Note: NR - Not required 

Nickel was the only chemical to exceed the EPA Publication 1828.3 “Fill Material” 

criteria of 60mg/kg. Statistical analysis conducted on nickel concentrations indicated 

a 95% UCLaverage of 56.21mg/kg, which is below the fill material upper limits.  

No potential asbestos-containing material was observed during fieldwork.  

3.3 Analytical QA/QC Procedures 

Quality control is achieved by utilising NATA-accredited laboratories, using 

standard methods supported by internal duplicates, the checking high, abnormal, or 

otherwise anomalous results against background and other chemical results for the 

sample concerned. 

Quality assurance is achieved by confirming field or anticipated results based on the 

comparison of field observations with laboratory results.  In addition, the laboratory 

undertakes additional duplicate analysis as part of its internal quality assurance 

program based on one duplicate for every 20 analysed. 
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Field observations are reconciled against laboratory results when they are not as 

expected, and confirmation, re-sampling and re-analysis are undertaken if results 

cannot be correlated.  

Field supplicates provide a check on the analytical performance of the laboratory. At 

least 5 percent of soil samples (1 to 20) from a site are collected in duplicate. The 

precision of a duplicate determination can be measured as relative percentage 

difference (RPD). For duplicate samples, because of errors associated with field 

splitting, an RPD of between 80 to 150% (depending on the substance) will be allowed. 

Soil heterogeneity due to the “nugget effect” could results in significantly greater 

differences. Consequently, samples with the most observable field homogeneity are 

selected. Any value >50% RPD will be noted and discussed, as per Standards 

Australia requirements, with respect to it acceptability for inclusion in the dataset.  

A duplicate sample was collected and analysed by the Primary Laboratory (ALS). The 

duplicate samples were BH1 at 0.5m and DUP. The table below presents the RPD 

results for the duplicate collected and pairs of results obtained above the laboratory 

detected limits.  

Chemicals BH1 0.2 DUP RPD % 

Arsenic 19 18 5.4 

Cadmium <1 <1 NC 

Chromium  - 32 NC 

Copper 34 25 30.5 

Lead <5 5 NC 

Nickel 41 36 13 

Zinc 55 58 5.3 

*Tests where the concentration is below the laboratory limit of reporting cannot be calculated and has been 

denoted ‘NC’. 

A total of 7 pairs of analyses were available for assessment.  The RPD for the duplicate 

samples analysed by the primary laboratory were all below 50%. Based on the 

laboratory QA/QC and the duplicate results, the data is considered suitable for use in 

this assessment of the site. 

5. Conclusions 
EPA Waste Transport Information  

Waste Code per Schedule 5 N122 

Soil Category in accordance EPA 1828.3 

September 2024 

Fill Material 

Priority Waste No 

Pre-Classified (‘Pre’) or Mirror Code (‘M’) Pre 
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The sampling and analysis program conducted indicates that soils on site can be 

classified as “Fill Material” in accordance with EPA Publication 1828.3 September 

2024 “Waste Disposal Categories Characteristics and Thresholds Guideline”. The 

material can be reused on or off-site as fill material.   

This conclusion is based on the site inspection and sampling analysis program 

conducted.  If during the excavation works soil conditions vary greatly from those 

described in this letter report or unusual conditions are encountered, such as 

odorous or discoloured soil, we should be contacted immediately to assess the 

situation.   

Should you have any queries regarding this letter, please do not hesitate to contact 

the undersigned on 0479 163 899 or email so@geotesta.com.au.  

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Sean O'Dwyer 

Senior Environmental Scientist 
 

DOCUMENT CONTROL 

Date: Version: Report Prepared By: Report Reviewed By: 

23 May 2025 

 

EP0689.Ltr1.V1 

 

Dilara Yesilbas 

Environmental Engineer  

  

Sean O'Dwyer 

Senior Environmental Scientist  
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Disclaimer 

This disclaimer combined applies to use of this report. This report was prepared in 

accordance with the contracted scope of services. There were several constraints 

(cost, time etc.) and can affect the integrity and completeness of the environmental 

investigation.  

This report has been prepared solely for use by and is confidential to the client who 

contracted the scope of services and Geotesta accepts no responsibility for its use by 

other parties.  

The contract for the preparation of this report includes express limitations upon the 

liability of Geotesta, which should considered carefully. This report is subject to 

copyright protection and the copyright owner reserves its rights and the report does 

not constitute legal advice.  

This report must be read in conjunction with the Statement of Qualifications and 

Limitations contained within it.  

Statement of Qualifications and Limitations  

It is impossible to identify all contaminants in soil and there are potential risks when 

investigating contaminated sites. As such, Geotesta has prepared the following 

information which details the limitations of this environmental report.  

During the preparation of this report, Geotesta has relied on client/third party 

information which was not verified by Geotesta and Geotesta does not accept 

responsibility for omissions or inaccuracies in the client/third party information.  

This report is based solely on the specific instructions received from its client and/or 

the scope of work agreed between Geotesta and its client. Those instructions and/or 

scope of work may not fully be described in this report.  

This report is based on the site conditions identified at the time of inspection. It is 

not possible to identify all contamination or potential contaminants in or under the 

surface of the site.  

Investigations undertaken in respect of this report may have been constrained by the 

particular site conditions such as the locations of buildings, vegetations and services. 

Therefore, not all the site contaminants or potential contaminants may have been 

identified in this report.  

No warranties express or implied, as to the accuracy or completeness of the matters 

contained within it are made.  

Although normal standards of professional practice have been applied, the absence 

of any identified potential for air, soil or groundwater impacts on the subject 

property should not be interpreted as a conclusion that impacts do not exist on the 

site. 

Subsurface conditions can differ across the site, which cannot be wholly defined by 

investigation. Therefore, it is unlikely that the results and estimations presented in 
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this report will reflect the extremes of conditions within the site. Subsurface 

conditions including impact concentrations can change in a limited period. Any 

information provided may be based on "spot" tests. Conditions may vary between or 

beyond those locations from the interpreted conditions based on the actual data. 

The analyses, evaluations, opinions, and conclusions presented in this report are 

based on the information provided, and they could change if the information is in 

fact found to be unrepresentative of conditions between sampling and analysis 

locations. 

The assessment and remediation of contamination is a developing science. Clean Up 

technology is constantly changing as scientific information on data collection, risk 

assessment, toxicology and remediation technologies are published. Further, 

opinions can vary as to the criterion for whether particular conditions constitute 

contamination, and if so, how that contamination should be addressed or 

remediated. Different persons might reasonably or otherwise form opinions 

different to those of Geotesta.  

To ensure its contextual integrity, the report must be read in its entirety and should 

not be copied, distributed, or referred to in part only. Geotesta makes no 

determination or recommendation regarding a decision whether to acquire or 

provide financing with respect to the site. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

BOREHOLE LOCATIONS 
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BH5 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

LABORATORY CERTIFICATES AND CHAIN OF CUSTODY FORMS  
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ATTACHMENT 3 

95% UCLAVERAGE CALCULATIONS 
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A B C D E F G H I J K L

     10      10

      0

      3      38

     99      29.5

     31.41       9.933

      0.827       1.237

      0.831

      0.781

      0.276

      0.304

     56.21      58.49

     56.86

      0.426

      0.74

      0.208

      0.271

      1.48       1.103

     25.67      34.46

     29.6      22.06

     38      36.19

     12.38

     0.0267      11.14

     67.7      75.24

      0.898

      0.869

      0.267

      0.241

10% Shapiro Wilk Critical Value

Lilliefors Test Statistic

10% Lilliefors Critical Value

Data appear Lognormal at 10% Significance Level

Lilliefors Lognormal GOF Test

Data Not Lognormal at 10% Significance Level

Detected data appear Gamma Distributed at 5% Significance Level

Gamma Statistics

5% K-S Critical Value

A-D Test Statistic

5% A-D Critical Value

K-S Test Statistic

Anderson-Darling Gamma GOF Test

Detected data appear Gamma Distributed at 5% Significance Level

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Gamma GOF Test

Detected data appear Gamma Distributed at 5% Significance Level

MLE Sd (bias corrected)MLE Mean (bias corrected)

Adjusted Level of Significance

k hat (MLE)

Theta hat (MLE)

nu hat (MLE)

k star (bias corrected MLE)

Theta star (bias corrected MLE)

nu star (bias corrected)

Assuming Gamma Distribution

   95% Adjusted Gamma UCL

Adjusted Chi Square Value

Approximate Chi Square Value (0.05)

Lognormal GOF Test

Shapiro Wilk Lognormal GOF TestShapiro Wilk Test Statistic

   95% Approximate Gamma UCL

Normal GOF Test

Coefficient of Variation

SD

Maximum Median

Std. Error of Mean

Skewness

Data appear Normal at 1% Significance Level1% Lilliefors Critical Value

Shapiro Wilk Test Statistic

1% Shapiro Wilk Critical Value

Lilliefors Test Statistic

UCL Statistics for Uncensored Full Data Sets

Gamma GOF Test

   95% UCLs (Adjusted for Skewness)

   95% Adjusted-CLT UCL (Chen-1995)

   95% Modified-t UCL (Johnson-1978)

   95% Normal UCL

   95% Student's-t UCL

Data appear Normal at 1% Significance Level

Assuming Normal Distribution

Shapiro Wilk GOF Test

Data appear Normal at 1% Significance Level

Lilliefors GOF Test

ProUCL 5.2 16/05/25 2:51:12 PM

WorkSheet.xls

User Selected Options

Date/Time of Computation   

From File   

OFF

95%

2000Number of Bootstrap Operations   

Confidence Coefficient   

Full Precision   

General Statistics

Nickel

Number of Distinct Observations

Number of Missing Observations

Mean

Total Number of Observations

Minimum
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A B C D E F G H I J K L

      1.099       3.263

      4.595       1.034

   133.1      84.19

   103.5    130.4

   183.1

     54.34      56.5

     53.62      74.58

   184      54.6

     67.8      81.3

   100    136.8

     56.21

However, simulations results will not cover all Real World data sets; for additional insight the user may want to consult a statistician.

Recommendations are based upon data size, data distribution, and skewness using results from simulation studies.

Note: Suggestions regarding the selection of a 95% UCL are provided to help the user to select the most appropriate 95% UCL.

Suggested UCL to Use

95% Student's-t UCL

   95% BCA Bootstrap UCL

   95% Bootstrap-t UCL

   95% Percentile Bootstrap UCL

   95% Chebyshev(Mean, Sd) UCL

   99% Chebyshev(Mean, Sd) UCL 97.5% Chebyshev(Mean, Sd) UCL

   90% Chebyshev(Mean, Sd) UCL

   95% CLT UCL

   95% Standard Bootstrap UCL

   95% Hall's Bootstrap UCL

Nonparametric Distribution Free UCLs

Nonparametric Distribution Free UCL Statistics

Data appear to follow a Discernible Distribution

Assuming Lognormal Distribution

Minimum of Logged Data Mean of logged Data

Maximum of Logged Data SD of logged Data

   95% H-UCL

   95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL

   99% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL

   90% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL

 97.5% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL

Data appear Approximate Lognormal at 10% Significance Level

Lognormal Statistics


