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Rider

Rider Levett Bucknall ACT Pty Ltd
R I_ B Levett ABN 59 008 622 464
BUCknall 16 Bentham Street
PO Box 7035
Yarralumla ACT 2600
1744-0 1/MC Australia
Tel: +61 2 6281 5446
25 June 2018 Fax: +61 2 6281 5378

Email: canberra@au.rlb.com

ProTen Ltd

Attention: Mr Daniel Bryant
Level 10, 201 Miller Street
North Sydney NSW 2060
email: daniel@proten.com.au

Dear Daniel,

Proposed Rushes Creek Development
Initial Budget Estimate — Independent Cost Review

Task

As instructed in your email, we have undertaken an independent cost review of the Initial
Budget Estimate (IBE) for the above mentioned project. This review has been undertaken for
the sole purpose of the Planning lodgement process for this project.

We have only reviewed costs associated directly with building construction and have therefore
excluded other project costs, due diligence and development/permit fees, professional and
management fees, etc.

The total costs associated directly with building construction include:
e site preparation and earthworks
e site infrastructure
¢ building enclosures (sheds, houses, amenities and workshops)
o fit-out
e specialist internal services and equipment

¢ landscaping.

We have identified project costs of $55,197,500 in the owner’s IBE that are directly associated
with building construction.

Information Available

We have based our review on a scope document provided to us by ProTen for the proposed
development. Information provided included:

1. Size and extent of development in terms of number of sheds and overall areas.

2. Similar projects undertaken by ProTen that we have been involved with in the past and
are currently working on.

3. Location of the proposed development.
4. Initial Budget Estimate as prepared by ProTen. BSI

Using this information we have interpolated the construction costs using rates we have e
analysed to give us an opinion of the construction development costs.
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Review and Recommendations

Our summary of the construction costs are:

54 SHEDS
Bulk earthworks

Main power switchboards and electrical

Residential houses

Water tanks and infrastructure
Amenities and workshops

Bird sheds

Concrete structure

Feeders and drinkers
Winching and controllers
Heater and fans

Silos and augers

Cooling units and pads
Minivents

Gas reticulation

Other equipment and sundries

Contingencies (5%)
CONSTRUCTION TOTAL

Consultant and approval fees
Management fees

Land

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COST

Sub-total

$4,336,000
$8,324,000
$2,118,000
$2,200,000
$484,000
$17,783,000
$5,140,000
$1,950,000
$1,792,000
$2,649,000
$987,000
$879,000
$616,000
$449,000
$5,491,000
$55,198,000
$2,760,000

$57,958,000

$2,032,000
Excluded
Excluded

$59,990,000

Rider

RLB R

Bucknall

Our review indicates the total costs indicated in the IBE, that are only associated directly with
building construction, are generally reasonable. Considering the stage of documentation, the
detailed measurements are reasonably accurate and the applied rates to be suitable for this

type of construction.

For the purposes of a Planning lodgement we consider a total building construction cost of
approximately $57,958,000 to be reasonable. We note that this construction cost is inclusive of
a contingency allowance of approximately 5%.

We trust that the above meets your requirements, however, should you have any queries

please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours Sincerely,

I\

““Mark-Chiappe
Director

For Rider Levett Bucknall

SU1744 Rushes Creek
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Secretary's Environmental
Assessment Requirements



Q‘o Industry Assessments
vl‘ "' Contact: Sally Munk
QY>> . Phone: (02) 9228 6431
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H mail: sally.mun anning.nsw.gov.au
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Mr Daniel Bryant SSD 7704
Chief Executive Officer

ProTen Pty Ltd

PO Box 1746

North Sydney NSW 2060

Dear Mr Bryant

Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements,
Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex (SSD 7704)

Please find attached the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs) for the proposed
Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex on Rushes Creek Road in the Tamworth local government area.

The attached SEARs have been prepared in consultation with the relevant State government agencies,
Tamworth Regional Council and Gunnedah Shire Council (see Attachment 2), and are based on the '
information you have provided to date.

Please note that the Department may alter the SEARs at any time. You must consult further with the
Department if you do not lodge a Development Application (DA) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the development within two years of the date of issue of these SEARSs.

| wish to emphasise the importance of effective and genuine community consultation and the need for the
proposal to proactively respond to the community's concerns. Accordingly, you must undertake a
comprehensive, detailed and genuine community consultation and engagement process during the
preparation of the EIS. This process must ensure the community is informed of the development and engaged
with issues of concern to it. Sufficient information must be provided to the community to enable a good
understanding of the development and any potential impacts.

Your development may require a separate approval under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). If EPBC Act approval is required, please advise the
Department accordingly, as the Commonwealth approval process may be integrated into the NSW approval
process, and supplementary SEARs may need to be issued.

Please contact the Department at least two weeks before you lodge the EIS and any associated documentation

for the development. This will enable the Department to determine the:

e applicable fee (under Division 1AA, Part 15 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation
2000); and

e consultation and public exhibition arrangements, including copies and format requirements of the EIS.

If you have any enquiries about these SEARS, please contact Sally Munk on the above details.

Yours sincerely

Chris Ritchie 12 [#]1§,
Director

Industry Assessments
As the delegate of the Secretary

Department of Planning & Environment
23-33 Bridge Street Sydney NSW 2000 | GPO Box 39 Sydney NSW 2001 | T 02 9228 6111 | F 02 9228 6555 | www.planning.nsw.gov.au



Application Number

SSD 7704

Development

Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex

Location

Rushes Creek Road, Rushes Creek

Applicant

Mr Daniel Bryant, ProTen Limited

Date of Issue

12 July 2016

General Requirements

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must meet the minimum form
and content requirements in clauses 6 and 7 of Schedule 2 the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000. The EIS must
include:

¢ a detailed description of the development including:

need for the proposed development;

— justification for the proposed development;

— likely staging of the development;

— likely interactions between the development and existing, approved
and proposed developments in the vicinity of the site, including the
Keepit Dam impoundment; and

— plans of any proposed works.

e consideration of all relevant environmental planning instruments,
including identification and justification of any inconsistencies with these
instruments;

e arisk assessment of the potential environmental impacts of the
development, identifying key issues for further assessment;

e adetailed assessment, where relevant, of the key issues below, and any
other potential significant issues identified in the risk assessment, must
include:

— adescription of the existing environment, using adequate baseline
data;

— consideration of potential cumulative impacts due to other
development in the vicinity; and

— measures to avoid, minimise and if necessary, offset the predicted
impacts, including detailed contingency plans for managing any
significant risks to the environment.

consideration of issues raised at the Planning Focus Meeting; and

a consolidated summary of all the proposed environmental management

and monitoring measures, highlighting commitments included in the EIS.

The EIS must be accompanied by a report from a qualified quantity surveyor

providing:

e a detailed calculation of the capital investment value (CIV) of the
proposal (as defined in clause 3 of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Regulation 2000), including details of all assumptions and
components from which the CIV calculation is derived;

e an estimate of the jobs that will be created by the development during
the construction and operational phases; and

e certification that the information provided is accurate at the date of
preparation.




Key issues

The EIS must include an assessment of the potential impacts of the proposal
(including cumulative impacts) and develop appropriate measures to avoid,
mitigate, manage and/or offset these impacts. The EIS must address the
following specific matters:

o statutory and strategic context — including:

- justification for the proposal and suitability of the site;

- demonstration that the proposal is generally consistent with all
relevant planning strategies and environmental planning
instruments, and justification for any inconsistencies; and

- details of any proposed consolidation or subdivision of [and.

e air quality and odour - including:

- aquantitative odour and air quality impact assessment in
accordance with the relevant Environment Protection Authority
(EPA) guidelines, including appropriate consideration of impacts on
temporary and permanent residents at the Lake Keepit Sport and
Recreation Centre, Lake Keepit Soaring Club and Manilla Ski
Gardens Caravan Park;

- evidence of appropriate meteorological data for use in air dispersion
modelling;

- an investigation and assessment of odour impacts likely to be
associated with ‘cold air drainage’ effects on all identified and
potential receivers;

- inclusion of ‘worst case’ emission scenarios and sensitivity analyses;

- acontingency plan to address unpredicted operational odour
impacts; and

- adescription and appraisal of air quality and odour impact
monitoring, emission control techniques and mitigation measures.

e transport and road traffic — including:

- a quantitative traffic impact assessment prepared in accordance with
relevant Council, Austroads and Roads and Maritime Services
guidelines;

- details of all daily and peak traffic and transport movements likely to
be generated during construction and operation of the development,
including a description of haul routes, vehicle types, vehicle access
routes and the impacts on nearby intersections;

- details of access to the site from the road network including
intersection location, design and sight distance;

- an assessment of predicted impacts on road safety and the capacity
of the road network to accommodate the development including
identification of any necessary infrastructure upgrades and
consideration of cumulative impacts, using SIDRA or a similar
model;

- details of any utility services which will need to be located within or
across Rushes Creek Road or Ski Gardens Road; and

- detailed plans of the proposed layout of the internal road network
and parking on the site in accordance with the relevant Australian
standards.

¢ soils and water — including:

- an accurate description of operational water demands, a breakdown
of water supplies (including any water licensing or approval
requirements), a description of measures to minimise water use and
evidence of an adequate and secure water supply;

- adetailed water balance;

- details of water supply infrastructure to extract, transfer, treat and
store water from the Namoi River;

- acontingency plan for water supply in the event extraction from the
Namoi River is restricted (e.g. drought conditions);

- details of erosion, sediment, stormwater and leachate control during
construction;




a description of surface, groundwater and stormwater management
systems, including on site detention, surface water diversions, flood
impact mitigation and measures to treat or reuse water;

an assessment of potential surface water, flooding and groundwater
impacts, including impacts on nearby waterbodies (including Namoi
River and Lake Keepit), surrounding properties, any licensed water
users, landholder rights or groundwater dependent ecosystems;

an assessment of any potential existing soil contamination in
accordance with Managing Land Contamination Planning
Guidelines: SEPP55 — Remediation of Land (DUAP, 1998); and

a description and appraisal of impact mitigation, management,
maintenance and monitoring measures.

waste and wastewater management — including:

identification and classification of waste streams that would be
generated at the site in accordance with the Waste Classification
Guidelines (EPA, 2014);

a description of waste transport, storage, handling, processing and
disposal;

a description of proposed management and disposal of wastewater,
leachate and effluent;

details on containment and monitoring of wastewater; and

a description and appraisal of waste impact mitigation, contingencies
and management.

biodiversity — including:

an assessment of biodiversity impacts in accordance with the
Framework for Biodiversity Assessment (OEH 2014) and the NSW
Biodiversity Offsets Policy for Major Projects (OEH 2014); and
accurate predictions of any vegetation clearing on or off the site,
including buildings, access roads and servicing and support
infrastructure.

heritage — including:

an assessment of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage items and
values of the site and surrounding area in accordance with the
relevant Office of Environment and Heritage guidelines.

animal welfare, bio-security and disease management — including:

details of how the proposed development would comply with relevant
codes of practice and guidelines;

details of all bio-security and disease control measures; and

a detailed description of the contingency measures that would be
implemented for the mass disposal of livestock in the event of a
disease outbreak.

noise and vibration — including:

a quantitative noise and vibration impact assessment in accordance
with the relevant EPA guidelines;

a description of all potential noise and vibration sources during
construction and operation, including traffic noise along primary
haulage routes; and

a description of noise and vibration monitoring, management and
mitigation measures.

hazards and risk — including:

a preliminary risk screening completed in accordance with State
Environmental Planning Policy No. 33 — Hazardous and Offensive
Development and Applying SEPP 33 (DoP, 2011), with a clear
indication of class, quantity and location of all dangerous goods and
hazardous materials associated with the development; and

should the preliminary screening indicate that the project is
"potentially hazardous,” a Preliminary Hazard Analysis must be
prepared in accordance with the Hazardous Industry Planning




Aavisory Paper No. 6 - Guidelines for Hazard Analysis (DoP, 2011)
and the Multi-Level Risk Assessment (DoP, 2011).
¢ visual impacts — including:
- adescription of the visual catchment and visual impacts including
lighting impacts on surrounding receivers and public areas; and
- an appraisal of visual impact mitigation measures.
e socio-economic — including an analysis of the economic and social
impacts of the development, particularly of any benefits to the community.
o infrastructure — including details of any upgrade or extension to existing
services infrastructure (e.g. electricity supply).
e contributions — including consideration of Tamworth Regional Council’s
Section 94/94A Contribution Plan and/or details of any Voluntary Planning
Agreement.

Plans and Documents

The EIS must include all plans, architectural drawings, diagrams and
relevant documentation required under Schedule 1 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000. These documents should be
included as part of the EIS rather than as separate documents.

Consultation

During the preparation of the EIS, you must consult with the relevant local,
State or Commonwealth Government authorities, service providers,
community groups and affected landowners. In particular you must consult
with:

Tamworth Regional Council;

Gunnedah Shire Council;

Environment Protection Authority;

Office of Environment and Heritage;

Department of Primary Industries;

Essential Energy;

WaterNSW;

Roads and Maritime Services;

Hunter New England Local Health District;

NSW Sport and Recreation; and

Local community and other stakeholders.

The EIS must describe the consultation process and the issues raised, and
identify where the design of the development has been amended in
response to these issues. Where amendments have not been made to
address an issue, an explanation should be provided.

Further consultation
after 2 years

If you do not lodge a development application and EIS for the development
within 2 years, you must consult further with the Secretary in relation to the
preparation of the EIS.

References

The assessment of the key issues listed above must take into account
relevant guidelines, policies, strategies and plans. While not exhaustive,
Attachment 1 contains a list that may be relevant to the assessment of this
proposal.




ATTACHMENT 1
Technical and Policy Guidelines

The following guidelines may assist in the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement. This
list is not exhaustive and not all of these guidelines may be relevant to your proposal.

Many of these documents can be found on the following websites:
http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au

http://www.bookshop.nsw.gov.au

http://www.publications.gov.au

Policies, Guidelines & Plans

Plans and
Documents

The EIS must include all relevant plans, architectural drawings, diagrams and
relevant documentation required under Schedule 1 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000. Provide these as part of the EIS
rather than as separate documents.

In addition, the EIS must include the following:

1. An existing site survey plan drawn at an appropriate scale illustrating:

o the location of the land, boundary measurements, area (in square metres)
and north point;

the existing levels of the land in relation to buildings and roads;

location and height of existing structures on the site;

location and height of adjacent buildings and private open space; and

all levels to be to Australian Height Datum (AHD).

2. A locality/context plan drawn at an appropriate scale should be submitted

indicating:

» significant local features such as watercourses, drainage lines, residential
and recreational areas, roads, and heritage items;

e |ocation of similar agricultural activities;
the location and uses of existing buildings and employment areas; and
traffic and road patterns, pedestrian routes and public transport nodes.

3. Drawings at an appropriate scale illustrating:

e plans, sections and elevations of the proposed buildings, manager’s
residences and other related infrastructure;

e detailed plans of proposed access driveways, internal roads, carparking and
services infrastructure; and

o detailed plans of any proposed boundary adjustment or subdivision,
including details of the existing and proposed lot boundaries, lot areas and
north point.

Documents to
be Submitted

Documents to submit include:

e 1 hard copy and 1 electronic copy of all the documents and plans; and

e Other copies as determined by the Department once the development
application is lodged




Air Quality

Protection of the Environment Operations (Clean Air) Regulation 2010

Approved Methods for the Sampling and Analysis of Air Pollutants in NSW
(EPA, 2005)

Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in New
South Wales (EPA, 2005)

Action for Air (DECC)

Assessment and Management of Odour from Stationary Sources in NSW (EPA,
2006)

Best Practice Guidance for the Queensiand Poultry Industry — Plume Dispersion
Modelling and Meteorological Processing (PAE Holmes, 2011)

Generic Guidance and Optimum Model Settings for the CALPUFF Modelling
System for Inclusion into the ‘Approved Methods for the Modelling and
Assessments of Air Pollutants in NSW, Australia (TRC Environmental
Corporation, 2011)

Odour

Technical Framework: Assessment and Management of Odour from Stationary
Sources in NSW (DEC)

Technical Notes: Assessment and Management of Odour from Stationary
Sources in NSW (DEC)

Level 1 odour assessment calculator for meat chicken (broiler) farm
developments

Traffic

Guide to Traffic Generating Development (RTA)

Road Design Guide (RTA)

Soil and Water

Soil

Managing Urban Stormwater: Soils & Construction (Landcom)

Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for the Assessment and Management of
Contaminated Sites (ANZECC & NHMRC)

National Environment Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure
1999 (NEPC)

State Environmental Planning Policy No. 55 — Remediation of Land

Acid Sulfate Soils Manual (Stone et al, 1998)

Acid Sulfate Soils Laboratory Methods Guidelines (Ahern et al, 2004)

Guidelines for Consultants Reporting on Contaminated Sites

Managing Land Contamination - Planning Guidelines SEPP 55 — Remediation of
Land (DUAP and EPA)

Surface Water

National Water Quality Management Strategy: Water quality management - an
outline of the policies (ANZECC/ARMCANZ)

National Water Quality Management Strategy: Policies and principles - a
reference document (ANZECC/ARMCANZ)

National Water Quality Management Strategy: Implementation guidelines
(ANZECC/ARMCANZ)

National Water Quality Management Strategy: Australian Guidelines for Fresh
and Marine Water Quality (ANZECC/ARMCANZ, 2000)

National Water Quality Management Strategy: Australian Guidelines for Water
Quality Monitoring and Reporting (ANZECC/ARMCANZ, 2000)

Using the ANZECC Guideline and Water Quality Objectives in NSW (EPA,
2006)

Water Quality Objectives

State Water Management Outcomes Plan

NSW Government Water Quality and River Flow Environmental Objectives
(DECC)

Approved Methods for the Sampling and Analysis of Water Pollutants in NSW
(DEC)

Sorting and Handling Liquids: Environmental Protection — Participants Manual
(DECC)




Managing Urban Stormwater: Council Handbook. Draft (EPA)

Managing Urban Stormwater: Treatment Techniques (EPA, 1997)

Managing Urban Stormwater: Source Control. Draft (EPA)

Managing Urban Stormwater: Soils & Construction (Landcom, 2004)

Technical Guidelines: Bunding & Spill Management (DECC)

Groundwater

National Water Quality Management Strategy Guidelines for Groundwater
Protection in Australia (ARMCANZ/ANZECC, 1995)

NSW State Groundwater Policy Framework Document (DLWC, 1997)

NSW State Groundwater Quality Protection Policy (DLWC, 1998)

NSW State Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems Policy (DLWC, 2002)

Flooding

Floodplain Development Manual

Waste

NSW Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Strategy 2014-21 (EPA, 2014)

Waste Classification Guidelines (EPA)

Environmental Guidelines: Assessment Classification and Management of Non-
Liquid and Liquid Waste (NSE EPA)

Environmental Guidelines: Use and Disposal of Biosolids Products (EPA, 1997)

Biodiversity

NSW Biodiversity Offsets Policy for Major Projects (OEH, 2014)

Framework for Biodiversity Assessment (OEH, 2014)

Fisheries NSW Policies and Guidelines

State Environmental Planning Policy No 44 — Koala Habitat Protection (SEPP
44)

The NSW State Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem Policy (DLWC)

Heritage

The Burra Charter (The Australia ICOMOS charter for places of cultural
significance)

Statements of Heritage Impact 2002

NSW Heritage Manual (Heritage Office and DUAP, 1996)

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents
(DECCW, 2010)

Code of Practice for the Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in
NSW (DECCW, 2010)

Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal heritage in NSW
(OEH, 2011)

Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) Registrar

Animal Welfare
and
Biosecurity

National Farm Biosecurity Manual — Poultry Production (2009)

National Farm Biosecurity Manual for Chicken Growers (Australian Chicken
Meat Federation 2009)

Model Code of Practice: Domestic Poultry (CSIRO Publishing, 2002)

Model Code of Practice: Land Transport of Poultry (CSIRO Publishing, 2006)

Best Practice Management for Meat Chicken Production in New South Wales
Manual 1 Site Selection & Development (DPI 2012)

Best Practice Management for Meat Chicken Production in New South Wales
Manual 2 — Meat Chicken Growing Management (DPI 2012)

Noise and
Vibration

NSW Industrial Noise Policy (EPA, 2000) and Industrial Noise Policy Application
Notes

NSW Road Noise Policy (EPA, 2011)

Environmental Noise Control Manual (DECC)

Assessing Vibration: a Technical Guide (EPA, 2006)




Interim Construction Noise Guidelines (EPA, 2009)

Hazards and
Risk

State Environmental Planning Policy No. 33 — Hazardous and Offensive
Development

Applying SEPP 33 — Hazardous and Offensive Development Application
Guidelines (DUAP)

Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory Paper No. 6 — Guidelines for Hazard
Analysis




ATTACHMENT 2
State Government Agency and Council Submissions



EPA

Industry Assessments

Attention: Sally Munk

Notice Number 1541681
File Number SF 16/24271
Date 29-Jun-2016

RE: Environmental Assessment Requirements - Proposed Rushes Creek Poultry Production
Farm - SSD 7704

| refer to a request for the Environment Protection Authority’s (EPA) requirements for an environmental
impact study (EIS) in regard to the above proposal, received by the EPA on 16 June 2016.

The EPA has considered the details of the proposal as provided by SLR Consulting Australia Pty Ltd (the
consultant) on behalf of Proten Tamworth Limited (the proponent), and has identified the information it
requires to consider its general terms of approval in Attachment A. In summary, the EPA's key information
requirements for the proposal include an adequate assessment of:

1 Air quality impacts, particularly odour assessments

e Sensitive locality: The proposal is located in the upper catchment of Lake Keepit and incorporates
unique temporary and permanent residents at the Lake Keepit Sport and Recreation Centre, Lake
Keepit Soaring Club and Manilla Ski Gardens Caravan Park. The predicted impact on these receptors
needs to be fully understood and considered in the odour assessment.

o Status of Neighbouring Building Occupancy and Entitlements: There are clusters of buildings around
the site with unknown residential occupancy status. There may also be building entitlements on land
within the odour impact zones. The residential status of each building and potential building entitlements
is essential to determine the appropriate odour criteria for modelling.

e Odour Criterion: It important that the total population affected by the project including maximum
capacity of the recreation centre, soaring club, caravan park and building entitlements are accounted for
in determining the odour criterion for the development.

While the preliminary Environmental Assessment suggests 6 odour units (OU) may be appropriate for
single rural residences, it does acknowledge that the recreation centre, soaring club and caravan park
populations may require an alternative odour criterion. The EPA's initial advice to the proponent's
consultants is that a single odour criterion for all receptors is the desired approach. An odour criterion
below 6 OU may prove to be more appropriate when all receptors are considered.

e Local Meteorological Data: A minimum of six and ideally twelve months local weather data is necessary
to provide accurate input data to validate CALMET generated data for odour modelling at the site.
There is no local weather station on the proposed development site.

It is important to validate the CALMET generated data (using TAPM data inputs) to ensure it captures
the meteorological conditions at the project site and provides accurate data to be used as input to
CALPUFF. The proponent should refer to the guidance document ‘Generic Guidance and Optimum
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Model Settings for the CALPUFF Modeling System for Inclusion in the Approved Methods for the
Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW, Australia’ when setting up CALMET and
CALPUFF.

It is proposed to extrapolate local weather data using weather data from Tamworth Airport. The site is
located in the upper reaches of Lake Keepit and adjacent terrain that is ideal for the Soaring Club. It is
reasonable to expect that weather conditions may be unique to the location given the topographical
features are distinctly different from the Tamworth Airport. The proponent needs to obtain sufficient
local weather data to clearly demonstrate that the use of CALMET generated data is appropriate for this
site.

Any weather station should collect wind speed data using an ultrasonic wind speed sensor to ensure
accurate representation of low wind speed frequencies to allow more accurate prediction of likely
katabatic impacts on receivers.

o K Factor: The proposal includes discussion on modifying the K Factor used in odour modelling for the
development. Any variation from the industry standard for K factor needs to be fully explained and
justified.

o Katabatic Cold Air Drainage: Development sites that have a slope toward receptors on lower elevations
have proven to experience katabatic "cold air drainage" that can drive odour impacts. The assessment
must investigate and assess odour impacts likely to be associated with katabatic "cold air drainage”
effects on all identified and potential receivers

¢ The odour assessment completed under guidance of the EPA’s Technical Framework - Assessment
and Management of Odour from Stationary Sources in NSW should demonstrate a "clear pass"
compliance with the determined odour criterion. Where the assessment cannot demonstrate a "clear
pass" with the odour criterion, a modified development proposal may be required.

The EPA may also require that a contingency plan be developed to address unpredicted post
development odour impacts. This may included "end of shed" technology and vegetation buffers to
ensure that the proponent can comply with their obligations under section 129 of the Protection of the
Environment Act to prevent off site offensive odours.

2 Waste Water

¢ Contaminated wash down from shed cleaning is proposed to be evaporated in small holding ponds near
each farm complex. Specific detail on containment and monitoring of this wastewater is necessary given
the location of the development in the catchment of Lake Keepit.

3 Mass deaths
o The size of the development warrants a detailed mass death disposal plan to protect the environment.

This will need to provide sufficient confidence that all birds can be quickly disposed of in accordance
with best practice management.

In carrying out the assessment, the proponent should also refer to the relevant guidelines listed in
Attachment B and any relevant industry codes of practice and best practice management guidelines.

Please note that this response does not cover biodiversity or Aboriginal cultural heritage issues, which are
the responsibility of the Office of Environment and Heritage.
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The Proponent should be made aware that any commitments made in the EIS may be formalised as
approval conditions and may also be placed on an environment protection licence (EPL) if applicable, as
formal licence conditions.

The Proponent should be made aware that, consistent with provisions under Part 9.4 of the Protection of
the Environment Operations Act 1997 (the Act) the EPA may require the provision of a financial assurance
and/or assurances. The amount and form of the assurance(s) are determined by the EPA and included as
a condition in an Environment Protection Licence (EPL).

In addition, the EPA requires all holders of licences to prepare, implement and annually test a Pollution
Incident Response Management Plan (PIRMP) in accordance with Section 153A of the Act.

Yours sincerely

Robert O'Hern
Head Regional Operation Unit
North - Armidale

(by Delegation)
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ATTACHMENT A: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) REQUIREMENTS FOR THE

PROPOSED RUSHES CREEK POULTRY PRODUCTION FARM

1 Environmental impacts of the project

1.1 Impacts related to the following environmental issues need to be assessed, quantified and reported on:

e Air Issues
o Air quality
Noise and vibration
Waste including hazardous materials and radiation
o General waste — disposal options
o Hazardous materials and radiation
¢ Water and Soils
o Soils - general
o Water quality - catchment description, water balance

The EIS should address the specific requirements outlined under each heading below and assess
impacts in accordance with the relevant guidelines mentioned. A list of guidelines is included in
Attachment B.

2 Licensing requirements

2.1 On the basis of the information submitted to date, the proposal constitutes one or more scheduled
activities as defined in Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 the
Act) and will therefore require an Environment Protection Licence (EPL) if approval is granted. The
EIS should address the requirements of Section 45 of the Act, determining the extent of each
impact and providing sufficient information to enable the EPA to determine appropriate limits for the
EPL.

2.1.  Should project approval be granted, the proponent will need to make a separate application to the
EPA for an EPL for the proposed facility prior to undertaking any on site works. Additional
information is available through the EPA Guide to Licensing document
(www.epa.nsw.gov.au/licensing/licenceguide.htm).

SPECIFIC ISSUES
3 Air issues
The EIS should include an air quality impact assessment (AQIA) and should comprise the following:

3.1.  An assessment of the risk associated with potential discharges of fugitive and point source
emissions for all stages of the proposal. Assessment of risk relates to environmental harm, risk to
human heath and amenity.

3.2.  Justification of the level of assessment undertaken on the basis of risk factors, including but not
limited to:
¢ the location of the proposal;
e characteristics of the receiving environment; and
o the type and quantity of pollutants emitted.


http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/licensing/licenceguide.htm

&
EPA

3.3. A description of the receiving environment in detail. The proposal must be contextualised within the
receiving environment (local, regional and inter-regional as appropriate). The description must
include but need not be limited to:

e meteorology and climate;

o topography;
e topography;
e surrounding land-use; receptors; and
e ambient air quality.
3.4. Inclusion of a detailed description of the proposal. All processes that could result in air emissions

must be identified and described. Sufficient detail to accurately communicate the characteristics and
quantity of all emissions must be provided.

3.5. Inclusion of a consideration of ‘worst case’ emission scenarios and impacts at proposed emission
limits.

3.6.  Accounting for cumulative impacts associated with existing emission sources as well as any
currently approved developments linked to the receiving environment.

3.7.  Inclusion of air dispersion modelling where there is a risk of adverse air quality impacts, or where
there is sufficient uncertainty to warrant a rigorous numerical impact assessment. Air dispersion
modelling must be conducted in accordance with the Approved Methods for the Modelling and
Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/air/ammodelling05361.pdf.

3.8. A demonstration of the proposal’s ability to comply with the relevant regulatory framework,
specifically the Protection of the Environment Operations (POEQ) Act (1997) and the POEO (Clean
Air) Regulation 2010. Particular consideration should be given to section 129 of the POEO Act
concerning control of “offensive odour”.

3.9. Details of emission control techniques/practices that will be employed by the proposal.
Odour

3.10. Aninvestigation and assessment of odour impacts likely to be associated with cold air drainage
effects on all identified and potential receivers.

3.11. A requirement to install a meteorological station as soon as possible on or near the proposed site to
obtain site-specific meteorological data for a minimum of 3 months and ideally 6 to 12 months to aid
in refining odour assessment and modelling.

3.12. Collection of wind speed data using an ultrasonic wind speed sensor to ensure accurate
representation of low wind speed frequencies to allow more accurate prediction of likely katabatic
impacts on receivers.

3.13. Improved and stronger justification of the K-Factor proposed to be used in updated odour modelling
for the project.


http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/air/ammodelling05361.pdf

3.14.

3.15.

3.16.

3.17.

3.18.

3.19.

3.20.
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The use of a more conservative odour impact assessment criterion may be appropriate in assessing
odour impacts in accordance with the Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air
Pollutants in NSW given that the population of the affected community is considered by the EPA to
be higher than the figure used in odour modelling in SLR Consulting's preliminary environmental
assessment prepared 3 June 2016.

Include a consideration of 'worst case' emission scenarios, and sensitivity analysis around the timing
of peak emissions (i.e. different initial placement dates).

Account for cumulative impacts associated with existing emission sources as well as any currently
approved developments linked to the receiving environment.

Air dispersion modelling must be conducted in accordance with the Approved Methods for the
Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW (2005)
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/airyfammodelling05361.pdf and the Generic Guidance and
Optimum Model Settings for the CALPUFF Modeling System for Inclusion into the ‘Approved
Methods for the Modeling and Assessments of Air Pollutants in NSW, Australia’ (TRC Environmental
Corporation, 2011) available at:

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/air/ CALPUFFModelGuidance.pdf.

Demonstrate the proposal’s ability to comply with the relevant regulatory framework, specifically the
Protection of the Environment Operations (POEQ) Act (1997) and the POEO (Clean Air) Regulation
(2002). Particular consideration should be given to section 129 of the POEO Act concerning control
of “offensive odour”.

Odour emissions must be assessed in accordance with the Technical Framework - Assessment and
Management of Odour from Stationary Sources in NSW and/or the Technical Notes - Assessment
and Management of Odour from Stationary Sources in NSW (DEC, 2006) available at:
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/air/odour.htm. Any odour dispersion modelling should also be consistent
with the Best Practice Guidance for the Queensland Poultry Industry — Plume dispersion Modelling
and Meteorological Processing available at:

https://www.daff.qld.gov.au/ __data/assets/pdf file/0004/60358/Poultry-Modelling-Guidance-Report-2

-pdf.

Detail emission control techniques/practices that will be employed by the proposal

4 Noise and Vibration

In relation to noise, the following matters should be addressed (where relevant) as part of the EIS.

General

4.21.

4.22.

4.23.

Construction noise associated with the proposed development should be assessed using the Interim
Construction Noise Guideline (DECC, 2009).
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/constructnoise.htm

Vibration from all activities (including construction and operation) to be undertaken on the premises
should be assessed using the guidelines contained in the Assessing Vibration: a technical guideline
(DEC, 2006). http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/vibrationguide.htm

If blasting is required for any reasons during the construction or operational stage of the proposed
development, blast impacts should be demonstrated to be capable of complying with the guidelines


http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/constructnoise.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/vibrationguide.htm
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contained in Australian and New Zealand Environment Council — Technical basis for guidelines to
minimise annoyance due to blasting overpressure and ground vibration (ANZEC, 1990).
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/blasting.htm

Industry

4.24.

Road

4.25.

Operational noise from all industrial activities (including private haul roads and private railway lines)
to be undertaken on the premises should be assessed using the guidelines contained in the NSW
Industrial Noise Policy (EPA, 2000) and Industrial Noise Policy Application Notes.
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/industrial.htm

Noise on public roads from increased road traffic generated by land use developments should be
assessed using the guidelines contained in the Environmental Criteria for Road Traffic Noise (EPA,
1999). http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/traffic.htm

5 Waste, chemicals and hazardous materials and radiation

5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

Identify, characterise and classify all waste that will be generated onsite through excavation,
demolition or construction activities, including proposed quantities of the waste.
Note: All waste must be classified in accordance with the EPA’s Waste Classification Guidelines.

Identify, characterise and classify all waste that is proposed to be disposed of to an offsite location,
including proposed quantities of the waste and the disposal locations for the waste. This includes
waste that is intended for re-use or recycling.

Note: All waste must be classified in accordance with the EPA’s Classification Guidelines.

Include a commitment to retaining all sampling and classification results for the life of the project to
demonstrate compliance with EPA’s Waste Classification Guidelines.

Provide details of how waste will be handled and managed onsite to minimise pollution, including:

a) Stockpile location and management
o Labelling of stockpiles for identification, ensuring that all waste is clearly identified and

stockpiled separately from other types of material (especially the separation of any
contaminated and non-contaminated waste).
Proposed height limits for all waste to reduce the potential for dust and odour.
Procedures for minimising the movement of waste around the site and double handling.
Measures to minimise leaching from stockpiles into the surrounding environment, such as
sediment fencing, geofabric liners etc.

b) Erosion, sediment and leachate control including measures to be implemented to minimise
erosion, leachate and sediment mobilisation at the site during works. The EIS should show the
location of each measure to be implemented. The Proponent should consider measures such
as:

Sediment traps

Diversion banks

Sediment fences

Bunds (earth, hay, mulch)

Geofabric liners

Other control measures as appropriate


http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/blasting.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/industrial.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/traffic.htm

5.5.

5.6.

5.7.

5.8.

5.9.

5.10.

The Proponent should also provide details of:

e how leachate from stockpiled waste material will be kept separate from stormwater runoff;
o treatment of leachate through a wastewater treatment plant (if applicable); and
e any proposed transport and disposal of leachate off-site.

Provide details of how the waste will be handled and managed during transport to a lawful facility. If
the waste possesses hazardous characteristics, the Proponent must provide details of how the
waste will be treated or immobilised to render it suitable for transport and disposal.

Include details of all procedures and protocols to be implemented to ensure that any waste leaving
the site is transported and disposed of lawfully and does not pose a risk to human health or the
environment.

Include a statement demonstrating that the Proponent is aware of the EPA’s requirements with
respect to notification and tracking of waste.

Include a statement demonstrating that the Proponent is aware of the relevant legislative
requirements for disposal of the waste, including any relevant Resource Recovery Exemptions, as
gazetted by the EPA from time to time.

Outline contingency plans for any event that affects operations at the site that may result in
environmental harm, including: excessive stockpiling of waste, volume of leachate generated
exceeds the storage capacity available on-site etc.
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6 Water and soils

6.1 Soils

The EIS should include:

6.1.1.

An assessment of potential impacts on soil and land resources should be undertaken, being guided

by Soil and Landscape Issues in Environmental Impact Assessment (DLWC 2000). The nature and

extent of any significant impacts should be identified. Particular attention should be given to:

a. Soil erosion and sediment transport - in accordance with Managing urban stormwater: soils
and construction Volume 1 (Landcom 2004) and Volume 2 (2A Installation of services; 2B
Waste landfills; 2C Unsealed roads; 2D Main Road Construction; 2E Mines and Quarries)

(DECC 2008).

b. Mass movement (landslides) — in accordance with Landslide risk management guidelines
presented in Australian Geomechanics Society (2007).

C. Urban and regional salinity — guidance given in the Local Government Salinity Initiative

booklets which includes Site Investigations for Urban Salinity (DLWC, 2002).

. A description of the mitigation and management options that will be used to prevent, control, abate

or minimise identified soil and land resource impacts associated with the project. This should include
an assessment of the effectiveness and reliability of the measures and any residual impacts after
these measures are implemented. Where required, add any specific assessment requirements
relevant to the project.

6.2 Water

Describe Proposal

6.2.1.

6.2.2.

6.2.3.

Describe the proposal including position of any intakes and discharges, volumes, water quality and
frequency of all water discharges.

Demonstrate that all practical options to avoid discharge have been implemented and environmental
impact minimised where discharge is necessary.

Where relevant include a water balance for the development including water requirements (quantity,
quality and source(s)) and proposed storm and wastewater disposal, including type, volumes,
proposed treatment and management methods and re-use options.

Background Conditions

6.3.1.

Describe existing surface and groundwater quality. An assessment needs to be undertaken for any
water resource likely to be affected by the proposal.

Proponents are generally only expected to source available data and information. However,
proponents of relatively large and/or high risk developments may be required to collect some
ambient water quality / river flow / groundwater data to enable a suitable level of impact
assessment. Issues to include in the description of the receiving waters could also include, for
example:
. water chemistry
. a description of receiving water processes, circulation and mixing characteristics and

hydrodynamic regimes

lake or estuary flushing characteristics

sensitive ecosystems or species conservation values

specific human uses (e.g. fishing, proximity to recreation areas)



6.3.1.

6.3.2.

6.3.3.
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a description of any impacts from existing industry or activities on water quality
a description of the condition of the local catchment e.g. erosion, soils, vegetation cover, etc.
an outline of baseline groundwater information, including, for example, depth to watertable,
flow direction and gradient, groundwater quality, reliance on groundwater by surrounding users
and by the environment

. historic river flow data

State the Water Quality Objectives for the receiving waters relevant to the proposal. These refer to
the community’s agreed environmental values and human uses endorsed by the NSW Government
as goals for ambient waters (http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/ieo/index.htm). Where
groundwater may be impacted the assessment should identify appropriate groundwater
environmental values.

State the indicators and associated trigger values or criteria for the identified environmental values.
This information should be sourced from the ANZECC (2000) Guidelines for Fresh and Marine
Water Quality (http://www.environment.gov.au/water/policy-programs/nwgms/).

State any locally specific objectives, criteria or targets which have been endorsed by the NSW
Government.

Impact Assessment

6.4.1.

6.4.2.

Describe the nature and degree of impact that any proposed discharges will have on the receiving
environment.

Depending on the nature, scale and/or risk of the proposal, this could include specific requirements
to consider impacts on, for example:
. water circulation, current patterns, water chemistry and other appropriate characteristics such
as clarity, temperature, nutrient and toxicants
. changes to hydrology (including drainage patterns, surface runoff yield, flow regimes, and
groundwater)
disturbance of acid sulphate soils and potential acid sulfate soils
stream bank stability and impacts on macro invertebrates

Depending on the nature, scale and/or risk of the proposal, modelling, monitoring, or both, may
need to be undertaken to assess the potential impact of discharges on the receiving environment. If
modelling is required to assess the potential impact of any discharge(s), this could include, for
example:

. a range of scenarios that encompass any variations in discharge quality and quantity as well
as the relevant range of environmental conditions of the receiving waters. The scenarios could
describe a set of worst-case conditions and typical conditions to ensure that both acute and
chronic impacts are assessed,

o assumptions used in the modelling, including identification and discussion of the limitations
and assumptions to ensure full consideration of all factors, including uncertainty in predictions.

Assess impacts against the relevant ambient water quality outcomes.

Demonstrate how the proposal will be designed and operated to:

° protect the Water Quality Objectives for receiving waters where they are currently being
achieved; and

. contribute towards achievement of the Water Quality Objectives over time where they are not
currently being achieved.


http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/ieo/index.htm
http://www.environment.gov.au/water/policy-programs/nwqms/

6.4.3.
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Where a discharge is proposed that includes a mixing zone, the proposal should demonstrate how
wastewater discharged to waterways will ensure the ANZECC (2000) water quality criteria for
relevant chemical and non-chemical parameters are met at the edge of the initial mixing zone of the
discharge, and that any impacts in the initial mixing zone are demonstrated to be reversible.

6.4.4. Assess impacts on groundwater and groundwater dependent ecosystems.
6.4.5. Describe how stormwater will be managed both during and after construction.
Monitoring

6.5.1. Describe how predicted impacts will be monitored and assessed over time.

For relatively large and/or high risk developments, proponents should develop a water quality and

aquatic ecosystem monitoring program to monitor the responses for each component or process

that affects the Water Quality Objectives that includes, for example:

. adequate data for evaluating compliance with water quality standards and/or Water Quality
Objectives,

o measurement of pollutants identified or expected to be present in any discharge.

Water quality monitoring should be undertaken in accordance with the Approved Methods for the
Sampling and Analysis of Water Pollutants in NSW
(http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/legislation/approvedmethods-water.pdf).



http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/legislation/approvedmethods-water.pdf
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ATTACHMENT B: GUIDANCE MATERIAL

Title

Web address

Relevant Legislation

Contaminated Land Management Act
1997

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+140+19
97+cd+0+N

Environmentally Hazardous Chemicals
Act 1985

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+14+198
5+cd+0+N

Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+203+19
79+cd+0+N

Protection of the Environment Operations
Act 1997

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+156+19
97+cd+0+N

Best Practice Management for Meat
Chicken Production in NSW (DPI, 2012)

http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/agriculture/livestock/poultry/development/

bpm

Water Management Act 2000

http://www.leqislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+92+200
0+cd+0+N

Licensing

Guide to Licensing

www.epa.nsw.gov.au/licensing/licenceguide.htm

Air Issues

Air Quality

Approved methods for modelling and
assessment of air pollutants in NSW
(2005)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/airfammodelling05361.pdf

Technical framework: Assessment
and management of odour from
stationary sources in NSW (DEC,
2006)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/air/odour.htm

Technical notes: Assessment and
management of odour from stationary

sources in NSW (DEC, 2006)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/air/odour.htm

Level 1 odour assessment calculator for
meat chicken (broiler) farm developments

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/air/odour.htm

Generic Guidance and Optimum Model
Settings for the CALPUFF Modeling
System for Inclusion into the ‘Approved
Methods for the Modeling and
Assessments of Air Pollutants in NSW,
Australia’ (TRC Environmental
Corporation, 2011)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/air/ CALPUFFModelGuidance.

pdf

Best Practice Guidance for the
Queensland Poultry Industry — Plume
dispersion Modelling and Meteorological

Processing (PAE Holmes, 2011)

https://www.daff.qld.gov.au/ _data/assets/pdf file/0004/60358/Poultr

y-Modelling-Guidance-Report-2.pdf



http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act25�2B14025�2B199725�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act25�2B14025�2B199725�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act25�2B1425�2B198525�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act25�2B1425�2B198525�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act25�2B20325�2B197925�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act25�2B20325�2B197925�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act25�2B15625�2B199725�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act25�2B15625�2B199725�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act25�2B9225�2B200025�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act25�2B9225�2B200025�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/licensing/licenceguide.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/air/ammodelling05361.pdf
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POEO (Clean Air) Regulation 2010

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/subordleg+
428+2010+cd+0+N

Noise and Vibration

Interim Construction Noise Guideline
(DECC, 2009)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/constructnoise.htm

Assessing Vibration: a technical guideline
(DEC, 2006)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/vibrationguide.htm

NSW Industrial Noise Policy (EPA, 2000)
and Application Notes

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/industrial.htm

NSW Road Noise Policy (DECCW, 2011)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/traffic.htm

Rail Infrastructure Noise Guideline (EPA,
2013)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/railinfranoise.htm

Environmental assessment requirements
for rail traffic-generating developments

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/railnoise.htm



http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/subordleg25�2B42825�2B201025�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/subordleg25�2B42825�2B201025�2Bcd25�2B025�2BN
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/constructnoise.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/vibrationguide.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/applicnotesindustnoise.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/noise/roadnoise.pdf
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/railinfranoise.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/railnoise.htm
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Waste, Chemicals and Hazardous Materials and Radiation

Waste

Environmental Guidelines: Solid Waste

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/waste/envguidins/solidlandfill

Landfills (EPA, 1996) .pdf
Draft Environmental Guidelines - http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/waste/envguidins/industrialfill
Industrial Waste Landfilling (April 1998) .pdf

Waste Classification Guidelines (DECC,
2009)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/waste/envguidlns/index.htm

Resource recovery exemption

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/waste/RRecoveryExemptions.htm

Chemicals subject to Chemical
Control Orders

Chemical Control Orders (regulated
through the EHC Act)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/pesticides/CCOs.htm

National Protocol - Approval/Licensing of
Trials of Technologies for the
Treatment/Disposal of Schedule X Wastes
- July 1994

Available in libraries

National Protocol for Approval/Licensing
of Commercial Scale Facilities for the
Treatment/Disposal of Schedule X
Wastes - July 1994

Available in libraries

Water and Soils

Acid sulphate soils

Coastal acid sulfate soils guidance
material

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/acidsulfatesoil/

Acid Sulfate Soils Planning Maps

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/acidsulfatesoil/riskmaps.htm

Contaminated Sites Assessment and
Remediation

Managing land contamination: Planning
Guidelines — SEPP 55 Remediation of
Land

http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/assessingdev/pdf/qu contam.pdf

Guidelines for Consultants Reporting on
Contaminated Sites (EPA, 2000)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/cim/20110650consultantsglin
es.pdf

Guidelines for the NSW Site Auditor
Scheme - 2nd edition (DEC, 2006)

http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/cim/auditorglines06121.pdf

Sampling Design Guidelines (EPA, 1995)

Available by request from EPA’s Environment Line

Page 14



http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/waste/envguidlns/solidlandfill.pdf
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/waste/envguidlns/solidlandfill.pdf
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/waste/envguidlns/industrialfill.pdf
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/waste/envguidlns/industrialfill.pdf
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/waste/envguidlns/index.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/waste/RRecoveryExemptions.htm
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/pesticides/CCOs.htm
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/acidsulfatesoil/
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/acidsulfatesoil/riskmaps.htm
http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/assessingdev/pdf/gu_contam.pdf
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/clm/97104consultantsglines.pdf
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/clm/97104consultantsglines.pdf
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/clm/20110650consultantsglines.pdf
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/clm/20110650consultantsglines.pdf
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/clm/auditorglines06121.pdf
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National Environment Protection
(Assessment of Site Contamination)
Measure 1999 (or update)

http://www.scew.gov.au/nepms/assessment-site-contamination

Soils — general

Managing land and soll

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/soils/landandsoil.htm

Managing urban stormwater for the
protection of soils

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/stormwater/publications.htm

Landslide risk management guidelines

http://www.australiangeomechanics.org/resources/downloads/

Site Investigations for Urban Salinity
(DLWC, 2002)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/salinity/booklet3sitei

nvestigationsforurbansalinity.pdf

Local Government Salinity Initiative
Booklets

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/salinity/solutions/urban.htm

Water

Water Quality Objectives

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/ieo/index.htm

ANZECC (2000) Guidelines for Fresh
and Marine Water Quality

http://www.environment.gov.au/water/publications/quality/nwgms-g

uidelines-4-vol1.html

Applying Goals for Ambient Water Quality

Guidance for Operations Officers —
Mixing Zones

Contact the EPA on 131555

Approved Methods for the Sampling and
Analysis of Water Pollutant in NSW (2004)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/leqgislation/approved
methods-water.pdf
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http://www.scew.gov.au/nepms/assessment-site-contamination
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/soils/landandsoil.htm
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/stormwater/publications.htm
http://www.australiangeomechanics.org/resources/downloads/
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/salinity/booklet3siteinvestigationsforurbansalinity.pdf
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/salinity/booklet3siteinvestigationsforurbansalinity.pdf
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/salinity/solutions/urban.htm
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/ieo/index.htm
http://www.environment.gov.au/resource/australian-and-new-zealand-guidelines-fresh-and-marine-water-quality-volume-1-guidelines
http://www.environment.gov.au/resource/australian-and-new-zealand-guidelines-fresh-and-marine-water-quality-volume-1-guidelines
http://deccnet/water/resources/AWQGuidance7.pdf
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/legislation/approvedmethods-water.pdf
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/legislation/approvedmethods-water.pdf
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hTSW Roads & Maritime
sovemment | Services

File No: NTH16/00056/02
Your Ref: SSD_7704

The Director

Industry Assessments

Department of Planning and Environment
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Attention: Sally Munk — Senior Environmental Planner

Dear Sir/Madam

Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements SSD 7704 — Poultry Production Rushes Creek

| refer to your email of 16 June 2016 requesting input to the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment
Requirements (EARSs) for the abovementioned state significant development.

Roles and Responsibilities

The key interests for Roads and Maritime Services are the safety and efficiency of the road network, traffic
management, the integrity of infrastructure assets and the integration of land use and transport.

The Oxley Highway is a classified (state) road. Tamworth Regional Council and Gunnedah Shire Council are
the Roads Authorities for all public roads in their respective local government areas in accordance with
Section 7 of the Roads Act 1993. Roads and Maritime is the Roads Authority for freeways and has
responsibilities for classified roads in accordance with the Act.

Roads and Maritime Response

Roads and Maritime requests that the Environmental Assessment be supported by a Traffic Impact
Assessment (TIA) prepared by a suitably qualified person in accordance with the Austroads Guide to Traffic
Management Part 12, the complementary Roads and Maritime Supplement and RTA Guide to Traffic
Generating Developments. The TIA is to address the following;

e The total impact of existing and proposed development on the road network with consideration for a
10 year horizon.

e The peak daily volume and distribution of traffic generated by the proposed development.

e Intersection sight distances at key intersections along the primary haulage route/s.

e Existing and proposed site access standards.

e Details of impacts on, and proposed improvements to, intersections along the primary haulage
route/s.

o Details of servicing and parking arrangements.

Roads and Maritime Services
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e Impact on public transport (public and school bus routes) and consideration for alternative transport
modes such as walking and cycling.

e Impacts of road traffic noise and dust generated along the primary haulage route/s.

e Consideration for the preparation of a Code of Conduct for haulage operators, which could include,
but not be limited to;

a. A map of the primary haulage route/s highlighting critical locations.

b. Safety initiatives for haulage through residential areas and/or school zones.
c. Aninduction process for vehicle operators and regular toolbox meetings.

d. A complaints resolution and disciplinary procedure.

e. Any community consultation measures for peak haulage periods.

Where road safety concerns are identified at a specific location along the identified haulage route/s, Roads
and Maritime suggests that the TIA be supported by a targeted Road Safety Audit undertaken by suitably
qualified persons.

The current Austroads Guidelines, Australian Standards and Roads and Maritime Supplements are to be
adopted for any proposed works on the classified road network.

The Developer would be required to enter into a ‘Works Authorisation Deed’ (WAD) with Roads and Maritime
for any works deemed necessary on the classified road network. The developer would be responsible for all
costs associated with the works and administration for the WAD

Further information on undertaking private developments adjacent to classified roads can be accessed at:

http://www.rms.nsw.gov.au/projects/planning-principles/index.html|

Advice to the Consent Authority

Roads and Maritime highlights the Consent Authority is responsible for considering the environmental
impacts of any road works which are ancillary to the development. This includes any works which form part
of the proposal and/or any works deemed necessary to include as requirements in the conditions of
development consent.

If you have any further enquiries regarding the above comments please contact Liz Smith, Manager Land
Use Assessment on (02) 6640 1362 or via email at: development.northern@rms.nsw.gov.au

Yours faithfully

for Monica Sirol
Network & Safety Manager, Northern Region

30 June 2016


http://www.rms.nsw.gov.au/projects/planning-principles/index.html
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Ms Sally Munk

Industry Assessments

NSW Department of Planning and Environment
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Sally.munk@planning.nsw.gov.au

Dear Ms Munk

Poultry Production Farm, Rushes Creek (SSD 7704)
Request for Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements

| refer to your email dated 16 June to the Department of Primary Industries in
respect to the above matter. Comment has been sought from relevant divisions of
DPI. Any further referrals to DPI can be sent by email to
landuse.enquiries@dpi.nsw.gov.au.

DPI has reviewed the request and recommends that the following matters be
addressed in the SEARs:

The proposal should consider the guidelines for Best Practice Management
for Meat Chicken Production in NSW. The proponent should provide
justification where they propose that the standard does not apply or where
the development diverges from the standard.

Adequate consultation with the surrounding Landholders and community
should be undertaken. The consultation program should consider and avoid
key periods for Agricultural activities such as Harvest, Sowing, Sales and
Holiday periods. The issues identified during consultation and measures to
address these issues should be stated in the Environmental Impact
Statement.

Landuse conflict arising from odour from the poultry industry is a significant
issue that has the potential to inflame community tensions and prevent future
poultry development in the region. A carefully considered approach to odour
modelling, site selection and mitigation measures should be adopted.

It is further recommended that the EIS be required to include:

Assessment of any volumetric water licensing requirements required for the
project, including the identification of an adequate and secure water supply

NSW Department of Primary Industries
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for the life of the project. This includes confirmation that water can be
sourced from an appropriately authorised and reliable supply. This should
also include an assessment of the current market depth where water
entitlement is required to be purchased.

A detailed and consolidated site water balance, including a table outlining
inputs, water use, outputs.

A detailed description of surface water management on the site including
proposed sediment basins and information on whether the basin will be lined.

A detailed description of groundwater and surface water resources (both
quality and quantity) on the site and adjacent to the site. This should include
a description of potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures.

Assessment of impacts on related infrastructure, adjacent licensed water
users, basic landholder rights and groundwater dependent ecosystems and
measures proposed to reduce and mitigate these impacts.

A description of proposed surface and groundwater monitoring activities and
methodologies. DPI Water would require a number of monitoring bores
across the site to monitor potential impacts to groundwater quality particularly
with regards to the proposed sediment basins and swales. The EIS should
include a groundwater monitoring plan for the project.

Assessment of any potential cumulative impacts on water resources, and any
proposed options to manage the cumulative impacts.

The EIS will need to identify all riparian areas on the site including any
creeks, rivers, drainage lines and outline any impacts the development may
have on these areas, outline the intended management of these areas,
including monitoring and mitigation measures, or any works proposed for
these areas. All watercourses and drainage lines in the area should be
clearly located on a plan in the EIS.

It is important appropriate buffers are provided adjacent to all watercourses
and drainage lines affected by the development.

Design and construction of works within 40 metres of watercourses are to be
in accordance with the “Guidelines for Controlled Activities on Waterfront
Land” (DPI 2012).

The NSW Farm Dams Policy must be addressed in the EIS and the proposal
needs to satisfy the Harvestable Rights Order published in accordance with
section 54 of the Water Management Act 2000. Any current or additional
dams, storages, detention basins constructed as part of the development will
need to be in accordance with this policy or be otherwise appropriately
approved and volumes of water taken in excess of Harvestable Rights need
to be licenced.

The EIS must address erosion and sediment control measures on the site
during the construction and operations. It is important any riparian areas
adjacent to the site are not affected by the proposed development.

Consideration of all relevant State and Federal policies and guidelines.



e A statement of where each element of the SEARSs is addressed in the EIS
(i.e. in the form of a table).

Further detailed generic assessment requirements that may assist the proponent
are included at Attachment A and B.

Yours sincerely

M

Mitchell Isaacs
Director, Planning Policy & Assessment Advice



Attachment A

Poultry Production Farm, Rushes Creek (SSD 7704)
Request for Secretary’s Environment Assessment Requirements
Detailed comments — DPI Water

DPI Water General Assessment Requirements for general projects

The following detailed assessment requirements are provided to assist in adequately addressing
the assessment requirements for this proposal.

For further information visit the DPI Water website, www.water.nsw.qgov.au

Key Relevant Legislative Instruments

This section provides a basic summary to aid proponents in the development of an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS), and should not be considered a complete list or comprehensive
summary of relevant legislative instruments that may apply to the regulation of water resources
for a project.

The EIS should take into account the objects and regulatory requirements of the Water Act 1912
(WA 1912) and Water Management Act 2000 (WMA 2000), and associated regulations and
instruments, as applicable.

Water Management Act 2000 (WMA 2000)
Key points:
¢ Volumetric licensing in areas covered by water sharing plans
e Works within 40m of waterfront land
e SSD & SSI projects are exempt from requiring water supply work approvals and controlled
activity approvals as a result of the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979
(EP&A Act).
¢ No exemptions for volumetric licensing apply as a result of the EP&A Act.
e Basic landholder rights, including harvestable rights dams
e Aquifer interference activity approval and flood management work approval provisions
have not yet commenced and are regulated by the Water Act 1912

e Maximum penalties of $2.2 million plus $264,000 for each day an offence continues apply
under the WMA 2000

Water Act 1912 (WA 1912)

Key points:
e Volumetric licensing in areas where no water sharing plan applies
¢ Monitoring bores

e Aquifer interference activities that are not regulated as a water supply work under the
WMA 2000.

o Flood management works

o No exemptions apply to licences or permits under the WA 1912 as a result of the EP&A
Act.

¢ Regulation of water bore driller licensing.

Water Management (General) Regulation 2011

Key points:
e Provides various exemptions for volumetric licensing and activity approvals
¢ Provides further detail on requirements for dealings and applications.

Water Sharing Plans — these are considered regulations under the WMA 2000




Access Licence Dealing Principles Order 2004

Harvestable Rights Orders

Water Sharing Plans

It is important that the proponent understands and describes the ground and surface water
sharing plans, water sources, and management zones that apply to the project. The relevant

water sharing plans can be determined spatially at www.ourwater.nsw.gov.au. Multiple water
sharing plans may apply and these must all be described.

The Water Act 1912 applies to all water sources not yet covered by a commenced water sharing
plan.

The EIS is required to:

e Demonstrate how the proposal is consistent with the relevant rules of the Water Sharing
Plan including rules for access licences, distance restrictions for water supply works and
rules for the management of local impacts in respect of surface water and groundwater
sources, ecosystem protection (including groundwater dependent ecosystems), water
quality and surface-groundwater connectivity.

e Provide a description of any site water use (amount of water to be taken from each water
source) and management including all sediment dams, clear water diversion structures
with detail on the location, design specifications and storage capacities for all the existing
and proposed water management structures.

¢ Provide an analysis of the proposed water supply arrangements against the rules for
access licences and other applicable requirements of any relevant WSP, including:
o Sufficient market depth to acquire the necessary entitlements for each water
source.

0 Ability to carry out a “dealing” to transfer the water to relevant location under
the rules of the WSP.

o Daily and long-term access rules.

o0 Account management and carryover provisions.

o Provide a detailed and consolidated site water balance.
Further detail on licensing requirements is provided below.
Relevant Policies and Guidelines

The EIS should take into account the following policies (as applicable):
o NSW Guidelines for Controlled Activities on Waterfront Land (NOW, 2012)
e NSW Aquifer Interference Policy (NOW, 2012)
¢ Risk Assessment Guidelines for Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (NOW, 2012)
e Australian Groundwater Modelling Guidelines (NWC, 2012)
o NSW State Rivers and Estuary Policy (1993)
e NSW Wetlands Policy (2010)
o NSW State Groundwater Policy Framework Document (1997)
e NSW State Groundwater Quality Protection Policy (1998)
e NSW State Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems Policy (2002)
o NSW Water Extraction Monitoring Policy (2007)




DPI Water policies can be accessed at the following links:
http://www.water.nsw.gov.au/\Water-management/Law-and-policy/Key-policies/default.aspx
http://www.water.nsw.gov.au/\Water-licensing/Approvals/Controlled-activities/default.aspx

An assessment framework for the NSW Aquifer Interference Policy can be found online at:
http://www.water.nsw.gov.au/Water-management/Law-and-policy/Key-policies/Aquifer-
interference.

Licensing Considerations

The EIS is required to provide:
¢ Identification of water requirements for the life of the project in terms of both volume and
timing (including predictions of potential ongoing groundwater take following the cessation
of operations at the site — such as evaporative loss from open voids or inflows).

e Details of the water supply source(s) for the proposal including any proposed surface
water and groundwater extraction from each water source as defined in the relevant
Water Sharing Plan/s and all water supply works to take water.

e Explanation of how the required water entitlements will be obtained (i.e. through a new or
existing licence/s, trading on the water market, controlled allocations etc.).

¢ Information on the purpose, location, construction and expected annual extraction
volumes including details on all existing and proposed water supply works which take
surface water, (pumps, dams, diversions, etc).

e Details on all bores and excavations for the purpose of investigation, extraction,
dewatering, testing and monitoring. All predicted groundwater take must be accounted for
through adequate licensing.

e Details on existing dams/storages (including the date of construction, location, purpose,
size and capacity) and any proposal to change the purpose of existing dams/storages

e Details on the location, purpose, size and capacity of any new proposed dams/storages.

e Applicability of any exemptions under the Water Management (General) Regulation 2011
to the project.

Water allocation account management rules, total daily extraction limits and rules governing
environmental protection and access licence dealings also need to be considered.

The Harvestable Right gives landholders the right to capture and use for any purpose 10% of the
average annual runoff from their property. The Harvestable Right has been defined in terms of an
equivalent dam capacity called the Maximum Harvestable Right Dam Capacity (MHRDC). The
MHRDC is determined by the area of the property (in hectares) and a site-specific run-off factor.
The MHRDC includes the capacity of all existing dams on the property that do not have a current
water licence. Storages capturing up to the harvestable right capacity are not required to be
licensed but any capacity of the total of all storages/dams on the property greater than the
MHRDC may require a licence.

For more information on Harvestable Right dams, including a calculator, visit:
http://www.water.nsw.gov.au/\Water-licensing/Basic-water-rights/Harvesting-runoff/Harvesting-
runoff

Dam Safety

Where new or modified dams are proposed, or where new development will occur below an
existing dam, the NSW Dams Safety Committee should be consulted in relation to any safety
issues that may arise. Conditions of approval may be recommended to ensure safety in relation
to any new or existing dams.

See www.damsafety.nsw.gov.au for further information.

Surface Water Assessment




The predictive assessment of the impact of the proposed project on surface water sources should
include the following:

Identification of all surface water features including watercourses, wetlands and
floodplains transected by or adjacent to the proposed project.

Identification of all surface water sources as described by the relevant water sharing plan.

Detailed description of dependent ecosystems and existing surface water users within the
area, including basic landholder rights to water and adjacent/downstream licensed water
users.

Description of all works and surface infrastructure that will intercept, store, convey, or
otherwise interact with surface water resources.

Assessment of predicted impacts on the following:
o flow of surface water, sediment movement, channel stability, and hydraulic regime,
o water quality,
o flood regime,
o dependent ecosystems,
o existing surface water users, and

o planned environmental water and water sharing arrangements prescribed in the
relevant water sharing plans.

Groundwater Assessment
To ensure the sustainable and integrated management of groundwater sources, the EIS needs to
include adequate details to assess the impact of the project on all groundwater sources.

Where it is considered unlikely that groundwater will be intercepted or impacted (for example by
infiltration), a brief site assessment and justification for the minimal impacts may be sufficient,
accompanied by suitable contingency measures in place in the event that groundwater is
intercepted, and appropriate measures to ensure that groundwater is not contaminated.

Where groundwater is expected to be intercepted or impacted, the following requirements should
be used to assist the groundwater assessment for the proposal.

The known or predicted highest groundwater table at the site.
Works likely to intercept, connect with or infiltrate the groundwater sources.

Any proposed groundwater extraction, including purpose, location and construction details
of all proposed bores and expected annual extraction volumes.

Bore construction information is to be supplied to DPI Water by submitting a “Form A”
template. DPI Water will supply “GW” registration numbers (and licence/approval numbers
if required) which must be used as consistent and unique bore identifiers for all future
reporting.

A description of the watertable and groundwater pressure configuration, flow directions
and rates and physical and chemical characteristics of the groundwater source (including
connectivity with other groundwater and surface water sources).

Sufficient baseline monitoring for groundwater quantity and quality for all aquifers and
GDEs to establish a baseline incorporating typical temporal and spatial variations.

The predicted impacts of any final landform on the groundwater regime.

The existing groundwater users within the area (including the environment), any potential
impacts on these users and safeguard measures to mitigate impacts.




An assessment of groundwater quality, its beneficial use classification and prediction of
any impacts on groundwater quality.

An assessment of the potential for groundwater contamination (considering both the
impacts of the proposal on groundwater contamination and the impacts of contamination
on the proposal).

Measures proposed to protect groundwater quality, both in the short and long term.
Measures for preventing groundwater pollution so that remediation is not required.
Protective measures for any groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs).

Proposed methods of the disposal of waste water and approval from the relevant
authority.

The results of any models or predictive tools used.

Where potential impact/s are identified the assessment will need to identify limits to the level of
impact and contingency measures that would remediate, reduce or manage potential impacts to
the existing groundwater resource and any dependent groundwater environment or water users,
including information on:

Any proposed monitoring programs, including water levels and quality data.

Reporting procedures for any monitoring program including mechanism for transfer of
information.

An assessment of any groundwater source/aquifer that may be sterilised from future use
as a water supply as a consequence of the proposal.

Identification of any nominal thresholds as to the level of impact beyond which remedial
measures or contingency plans would be initiated (this may entail water level triggers or a
beneficial use category).

Description of the remedial measures or contingency plans proposed.

Any funding assurances covering the anticipated post development maintenance cost, for
example on-going groundwater monitoring for the nominated period.

Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems

The EIS must consider the potential impacts on any Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
(GDEs) at the site and in the vicinity of the site and:

Identify any potential impacts on GDEs as a result of the proposal including:

o the effect of the proposal on the recharge to groundwater systems;

o the potential to adversely affect the water quality of the underlying groundwater system
and adjoining groundwater systems in hydraulic connections; and

o the effect on the function of GDEs (habitat, groundwater levels, connectivity).

Provide safeguard measures for any GDEs.

Watercourses, Wetlands and Riparian Land

The EIS should address the potential impacts of the project on all watercourses likely to be
affected by the project, existing riparian vegetation and the rehabilitation of riparian land. It is
recommended the EIS provides details on all watercourses potentially affected by the proposal,
including:

Scaled plans showing the location of:
o wetlands/swamps, watercourses and top of bank;
o riparian corridor widths to be established along the creeks;




0 existing riparian vegetation surrounding the watercourses (identify any areas to be
protected and any riparian vegetation proposed to be removed);

o the site boundary, the footprint of the proposal in relation to the watercourses and
riparian areas; and

0 proposed location of any asset protection zones.

Photographs of the watercourses/wetlands and a map showing the point from which the
photos were taken.

A detailed description of all potential impacts on the watercourses/riparian land.

A detailed description of all potential impacts on the wetlands, including potential impacts
to the wetlands hydrologic regime; groundwater recharge; habitat and any species that
depend on the wetlands.

A description of the design features and measures to be incorporated to mitigate potential
impacts.

Geomorphic and hydrological assessment of water courses including details of stream
order (Strahler System), river style and energy regimes both in channel and on adjacent
floodplains.

Landform rehabilitation

Where significant modification to landform is proposed, the EIS must include:

Justification of the proposed final landform with regard to its impact on local and regional
surface and groundwater systems;

A detailed description of how the site would be progressively rehabilitated and integrated
into the surrounding landscape;

Outline of proposed construction and restoration of topography and surface drainage
features if affected by the project; and

An outline of the measures to be put in place to ensure that sufficient resources are
available to implement the proposed rehabilitation.

Consultation and general enquiries
General licensing enquiries can be made to Advisory Services: water.enquiries@dpi.nsw.gov.au,
1800 353 104.

End Attachment A




Attachment B

Poultry Production Farm, Rushes Creek (SSD 7704)
Request for Secretary’s Environment Assessment Requirements
Detailed comments — DPI Agriculture

Summary of issues outlined in ‘Best Practice Management for Meat Chicken Production in
NSW’ guidelines.

ISSUE Detail

Site suitability Determine whether the size of the site is adequate for:
e the poultry sheds and feed silos,

e any amenity block,

e storage sheds,

e internal roads,

e litter composting and stockpile areas,

e dead bird management and storage areas.

Size of site, topography and drainage and its location within the area and
impact on the development’s design.

Separation distances and management practices to minimise odour, dust
and noise sources to sensitive receptors (including residences, agricultural
operations; other similar existing developments present in the immediate
range of the proposed development).

Biosecurity risk Consideration of separation distances to other poultry farms to minimize
assessment disease outbreaks.

Address management factors that can assist in disease management
including:

e the management of litter, feed and water,
e disinfection of sheds,

e vermin removal,




ISSUE

Detail

e disposal of used litter and

e dead bird management. If dead birds are to be composted,
composting management needs to be outlined.

Separation distances and management practices to minimise odour, dust
and noise sources to sensitive receptors.

Consideration of other poultry farms (including any breeder or duck farms)
and potential water bird habitat in the locality ( see Section 3.2.5 Biosecurity
separation page 13) of Best Practice Management for Meat Chicken
Production in New South Wales Site Selection and

Development http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf file/0019/44821
0/BPMformeatchickenproductioninnswmanuali.pdf).

Power and water
supply

Power supply is to be assessed for its ability to be sufficient for farm
requirements including accessibility to 3 phase power, back up
arrangements in case of power failure and sufficient power for future farm
expansion.

Water should be provided to be sufficient for bird drinking, shed cooling,
shed clean out, bush fire management and other facilities such as rest
rooms, landscaping requirements etc.

The source of water and treatment method should also be outlined as well
as back up arrangements in case of loss of supply or break down.

Bushfire risk

Risk assessment level and mitigation plan developed to address this.

Road access

Road access should be assessed for its suitability to provide all weather
vehicle access to support articulated vehicles for the transport of feed, litter,
birds and waste etc. Consideration of the route for truck movements needs
to be taken into account so that impacts on sensitive receptors is
minimised.

Internal access also needs to be considered to avoid impacts and minimise




ISSUE

Detail

noise and dust.

Shed design Sheds should be designed to be able to control the internal environment
regardless of the external environment conditions.
Distances between sheds should enable vehicles to maneuver between
sheds.
Sheds are to have an impermeable floor and stormwater management
around sheds is to be managed.
Surface & Farm management to minimise off site surface water movement and
Groundwater groundwater interference.
Community Outline consultation undertaken with neighbours and notifications within the
consultation and wider area. Include details of a complaints register that includes reporting
management and investigating procedures and timelines, and liaison with Council in

relation to complaint issues.

Landscaping

Amenity impacts and arrangements to mitigate visual impacts.

Bird mortality and
waste
management

Details of litter storage and dead bird management areas need to be
provided as well as outlining type of dead bird composting system, if
applicable and the fate and management of the litter.

Any poultry reuse areas should be appropriately designed on the basis of a
nutrient budget that considers proposed annual litter volumes and nutrient
loads, soil types, current soil nutrient levels and pasture use rates.

This should list;
e relevant contact details within and off the farm,

e identify roles,




ISSUE

Detail

e quarantine measures and contingency plans for managing the
disposal of dead birds.

Contingency and
Environmental
Management Plan?

Commitment to the preparation of an Emergency Management plan that
outlines procedures and responsibilities for responding to bushfire threats
and for possible mass deaths events which might result from extreme
climatic conditions, routine or exotic disease outbreaks.

Details of review and updates of this plan.

Animal welfare

Demonstrated compliance with the Model Code of Practice: Domestic
Poultry (www.publish.csiro.au) (ARMCANZ 2002) and the Model Code of
Practice: Land transport of poultry (www.publish.csiro.au)

End Attachment B




Sally Munk

From: Leanne Dunstan <leanne.dunstan@crownland.nsw.gov.au>

Sent: Thursday, 7 July 2016 9:29 AM

To: Sally Munk

Cc: Kylee Warner; wrike+97063636@wrike.com

Subject: Fwd: Lake Keepit State Park Affected - Request for Secretary's Environmental
Assessment Requirements - Proposed Poultry Production Farm, Rushes Creek (SSD
7704)

Hi Sally,

Please see below the NSW Crown Holiday Park Trust (NSWCHPT) response regarding the proposed
development for poultry farm near Lake Keepit. Thank you for accepting these late comments.

"The proposed development is approximately 9 km north east of Lake Keepit. | have read
through the document and | think everything seems to be covered, although | would suggest that
the park be noted as a sensitive land use in the vicinity of the proposed farm to ensure potential
impacts are identified and addressed. Table 4 identifies separation distances to key features and
this is where the park could be covered.

Russell Chaplin

Kind regards,

Leanne Dunstan | Senior Natural Resources Management Officer

Department of Primary Industries, Lands

25-27 Fitzroy Street | TAMWORTH NSW 2340

P O Box 2185 | DANGAR NSW 2309

T:1300 886 235 | F: 02 4925 3517 | E: tamworth.crownlands@crownland.nsw.gov.au
W: www.crownland.nsw.gov.au

Please Note: Our office opening hours are 9.00am to 12.00pm Monday to Friday and outside of these hours by
appointment only

MAKING IT HAPPEN

This message is intended for the addressee named and may contain confidential information. If you are not the
intended recipient, please delete it and notify the sender. Views expressed in this message are those of the individual
sender, and are not necessarily the views of their organisation.
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Ms Sally Munk

Senior Environmental Planner

Industry Assessments

Department of Planning and Environment
Sally.munk@planning.nsw.gov.au

Dear Ms Munk
Rushes Creek Poultry Farm SEARs — SSD 7704

| refer to your e-mail dated 16 June 2016 seeking input into the Department of Planning and
Environment Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARS) for the preparation of
an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIS) for the Rushes Creek Poultry Farm (SSD 7704).

The Office of Environment and Hertiage (OEH) has considered your request and provides SEARs for
the proposed development in Attachments A and B and guidance material in Attachment C.

OEH recommends the EIS needs to appropriately address the following:

Biodiversity and offsetting;
Aboriginal cultural heritage;
Historic heritage;

Water and soils; and
Flooding.

arwpdE

OEH notes that there are a number of endangered ecological communities (EECs) and threatened
species potentially affected by the development, and that Aboriginal cultural heritage items may also
be present.

In particular, there is remnant native vegetation on the development site, and this has the potential to
contain EECs including:

« White Box Yellow Box Blakely's Red Gum Woodland;

« Inland Grey Box Woodland in the Riverina, NSW South Western Slopes, Cobar Peneplain,
Nandewar and Brigalow Belt South Bioregions; and

» Brigalow within the Brigalow Belt South, Nandewar and Darling Riverine Plains Bioregions.

OEH recommends that the design of the poultry farm and all associated infrastructure (including
pipelines, access tracks and residences) avoids areas of native vegetation as much as possible.

PO Box 2111 Dubbo NSW 2830
Level 1, 48-52 Wingewarra Street Dubbo NSW 2830
Tel: (02) 6883 5330 Fax: (02) 6884 8675
ABN 30 841 387 271
WWWw.environment.nsw.gov.au



Page 2

Please note that the NSW Biodiversity Offsets Policy for Major Projects
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/biodiversity/140672biopolicy.pdf is now being
implemented. The policy provides a standard method for assessing impacts of major projects on
biodiversity and determining offsetting arrangements.

The policy is underpinned by the Framework for Biodiversity Assessment (FBA)
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/biodiversity/140675fba.pdf which contains the
assessment methodology that is adopted by the policy to quantify and describe the impact
assessment requirements and offset guidance that applies to Major Projects. The FBA must be used
by a proponent to assess all biodiversity values on the development site.

If you have any questions regarding this matter further please contact Liz Mazzer on 02 6883 5325 or
email liz.mazzer@environment.nsw.gov.au.

Yours sincerely,

STEVEN COX
Senior Team Leader Planning
North West Region

Date: 30 June 2016

Contact officer: LIZ MAZZER
6883 5325

Attachment A - Environmental Assessment Requirements
Attachment B — Species/Populations/Ecological Communities which require further consideration

Attachment C - Guidance material



Attachment A — Standard Environmental Assessment Re guirements

Biodiversity

1.

Biodiversity impacts related to the proposed development are to be assessed and documented in
accordance with the Framework for Biodiversity Assessment, unless otherwise agreed by OEH, by a
person accredited in accordance with s142B(1)(c) of the Threatened Species Conservation Act
1995.

Aboriginal cultural heritage

2.

The EIS must identify and describe the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the
whole area that will be affected by the development and document these in the EIS. This may
include the need for surface survey and test excavation. The identification of cultural heritage
values should be guided by the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage in NSW (DECCW, 2011) and consultation with OEH regional officers.

Where Aboriginal cultural heritage values are identified, consultation with Aboriginal people must
be undertaken and documented in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation
requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW). The significance of cultural heritage values for Aboriginal

people who have a cultural association with the land must be documented in the EIS.

Impacts on Aboriginal cultural heritage values are to be assessed and documented in the EIS.
The EIS must demonstrate attempts to avoid impact upon cultural heritage values and identify
any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are unavoidable, the EIS must outline measures
proposed to mitigate impacts. Any objects recorded as part of the assessment must be

documented and notified to OEH.

Historic heritage

5.

The EIS must provide a heritage assessment including but not limited to an assessment of
impacts to State and local heritage including conservation areas, natural heritage areas, places
of Aboriginal heritage value, buildings, works, relics, gardens, landscapes, views, trees should be
assessed. Where impacts to State or locally significant heritage items are identified, the
assessment shall:

a. outline the proposed mitigation and management measures (including measures to avoid
significant impacts and an evaluation of the effectiveness of the mitigation measures)
generally consistent with the NSW Heritage Manual (1996),

b. be undertaken by a suitably qualified heritage consultant(s) (note: where archaeological
excavations are proposed the relevant consultant must meet the NSW Heritage Council’s
Excavation Director criteria),

c. include a statement of heritage impact for all heritage items (including significance
assessment),

d. consider impacts including, but not limited to, vibration, demolition, archaeological
disturbance, altered historical arrangements and access, landscape and vistas, and
architectural noise treatment (as relevant), and

e. where potential archaeological impacts have been identified develop an appropriate
archaeological assessment methodology, including research design, to guide physical
archaeological test excavations (terrestrial and maritime as relevant) and include the results

of these test excavations.
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Water and soils

6. The EIS must map the following features relevant to water and soils including:

a.

b.

C.
d.

e.

Acid sulfate soils (Class 1, 2, 3 or 4 on the Acid Sulfate Soil Planning Map).

Rivers, streams, wetlands, estuaries (as described in Appendix 2 of the Framework for
Biodiversity Assessment).

Groundwater.
Groundwater dependent ecosystems.

Proposed intake and discharge locations.

7. The EIS must describe background conditions for any water resource likely to be affected by the

development, including:

a.
b.

Existing surface and groundwater.

Hydrology, including volume, frequency and quality of discharges at proposed intake and
discharge locations.

Water Quality Objectives (as endorsed by the NSW Government

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/ieo/index.htm) including groundwater as appropriate that

represent the community’s uses and values for the receiving waters.
Indicators and trigger values/criteria for the environmental values identified at (c) in
accordance with the ANZECC (2000) Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality and/or local

objectives, criteria or targets endorsed by the NSW Government.

8. The EIS must assess the impacts of the development on water quality, including:

a.

b.

The nature and degree of impact on receiving waters for both surface and groundwater,
demonstrating how the development protects the Water Quality Objectives where they are
currently being achieved, and contributes towards achievement of the Water Quality
Objectives over time where they are currently not being achieved. This should include an
assessment of the mitigating effects of proposed stormwater and wastewater management
during and after construction.

Identification of proposed monitoring of water quality.

9. The EIS must assess the impact of the development on hydrology, including:

a.
b.

C.

Water balance including quantity, quality and source.

Effects to downstream rivers, wetlands, estuaries, marine waters and floodplain areas.
Effects to downstream water-dependent fauna and flora including groundwater dependent
ecosystems.

Impacts to natural processes and functions within rivers, wetlands, estuaries and floodplains
that affect river system and landscape health such as nutrient flow, aquatic connectivity and
access to habitat for spawning and refuge (eg river benches).

Changes to environmental water availability, both regulated/licensed and unregulated/rules-
based sources of such water.

Mitigating effects of proposed stormwater and wastewater management during and after
construction on hydrological attributes such as volumes, flow rates, management methods
and re-use options.

Identification of proposed monitoring of hydrological attributes.
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Flooding

10. The EIS must map the following features relevant to flooding as described in the Floodplain
Development Manual 2005 (NSW Government 2005) including:
a. Flood prone land
b. Flood planning area, the area below the flood planning level.

c. Hydraulic categorisation (floodways and flood storage areas).

11. The EIS must describe flood assessment and modelling undertaken in determining the design
flood levels for events, including a minimum of the 1 in 10 year, 1 in 100 year flood levels and the

probable maximum flood, or an equivalent extreme event.

12. The EIS must model the effect of the proposed development (including fill) on the flood behaviour
under the following scenarios:
a. Current flood behaviour for a range of design events as identified in 11 above. This includes
the 1 in 200 and 1 in 500 year flood events as proxies for assessing sensitivity to an increase

in rainfall intensity of flood producing rainfall events due to climate change.

13. Modelling in the EIS must consider and document:
a. The impact on existing flood behaviour for a full range of flood events including up to the
probable maximum flood.
b. Impacts of the development on flood behaviour resulting in detrimental changes in potential
flood affection of other developments or land. This may include redirection of flow, flow
velocities, flood levels, hazards and hydraulic categories.

c. Relevant provisions of the NSW Floodplain Development Manual 2005.

14. The EIS must assess the impacts on the proposed development on flood behaviour, including:

a. Whether there will be detrimental increases in the potential flood affectation of other
properties, assets and infrastructure.

b. Consistency with Council floodplain risk management plans.

c. Compatibility with the flood hazard of the land.

d. Compatibility with the hydraulic functions of flow conveyance in floodways and storage in
flood storage areas of the land.

e. Whether there will be adverse effect to beneficial inundation of the floodplain environment,
on, adjacent to or downstream of the site.

f.  Whether there will be direct or indirect increase in erosion, siltation, destruction of riparian
vegetation or a reduction in the stability of river banks or watercourses.

g.- Anyimpacts the development may have upon existing community emergency management
arrangements for flooding. These matters are to be discussed with the SES and Council.

h. Whether the proposal incorporates specific measures to manage risk to life from flood.
These matters are to be discussed with the SES and Council.

i. Emergency management, evacuation and access, and contingency measures for the
development considering the full range or flood risk (based upon the probable maximum
flood or an equivalent extreme flood event). These matters are to be discussed with and
have the support of Council and the SES.

j- Any impacts the development may have on the social and economic costs to the community

as consequence of flooding.
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Attachment B

Table 1

Species/Populations/Ecological Communities which re

consideration

Page 6

quire further

Class Scientific Name Common Name NSW Status Comm Status
EEC Brigalow within the Brigalow | Brigalow within the EEC Endangered
Belt South, Nandewar and Brigalow Belt South,
Darling Riverine Plains Nandewar and Darling
Bioregions Riverine Plains Bioregions
Fauna Anthochaera phrygia Regent Honeyeater Critically Critically
Endangered Endangered
Flora Hakea pulvinifera Lake Keepit Hakea Endangered Endangered
Table 2

Critically endangered entities specifically exclude
consideration*

d from requiring further

Class Scientific Name Common Name NSW Status Comm Status
EEC White Box Yellow Box White Box Yellow Box EEC Critically
Blakely's Red Gum Blakely's Red Gum Endangered
Woodland Woodland
Fauna Lathamus discolor Swift Parrot Endangered Critically
Endangered

* Further information, as detailed in section 9.2.5.2 of the FBA, is not required for the excluded

entities in Table 2. However, assessment of impacts and offset requirements must still be included in
the biodiversity assessment report for these entities in accordance with the FBA.
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Attachment C — Guidance material

Title

Web address

Relevant Legislation

Coastal Protection Act 1979

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+13+19
79+cd+0+N

Commonwealth Environment Protection
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol act/epabcal999588/

Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+203+1
979+cd+0+N

Fisheries Management Act 1994

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+38+19
94+cd+0+N

Marine Parks Act 1997

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+64+19
97+cd+0+N

National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+80+19
74+cd+0+N

Protection of the Environment Operations
Act 1997

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+156+1
997+cd+0+N

Threatened Species Conservation Act
1995

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+101+1
995+cd+0+N

Water Management Act 2000

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/maintop/view/inforce/act+92+20
00+cd+0+N

Wilderness Act 1987

http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/viewtop/inforce/act+196+1987 +
FIRST+0+N

Biodiversity

NSW Biodiversity Offsets Policy for Major
Projects (OEH, 2013)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/biodiversity/14067
2biopolicy.pdf

Framework for Biodiversity Assessment
(OEH, 2013)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/biodiversity/14067
5fba.pdf

Fisheries NSW policies and guidelines

http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/fisheries/habitat/publications/policies,-
guidelines-and-manuals/fish-habitat-conservation

List of national parks

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/NationalParks/parksearchato
Z.aspx

Revocation, recategorisation and road
adjustment policy (OEH, 2012)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/policies/RevocationOfLandPo
licy.htm

Guidelines for developments adjoining
land and water managed by the
Department of Environment, Climate
Change and Water (DECCW, 2010)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/parks/policyRevoc
ations.pdf

Heritage

The Burra Charter (The Australia
ICOMOS charter for places of cultural
significance)

http://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/The-Burra-Charter-
2013-Adopted-31.10.2013.pdf

Statements of Heritage Impact 2002 (HO
& DUAP)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/heritagebranch/heri
tage/hmstatementsofhi.pdf

NSW Heritage Manual (DUAP) (scroll
through alphabetical list to ‘N’)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/Heritage/publications/index.ht
m#M-O
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Title

Web address

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation
Requirements for Proponents (DECCW,
2010)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/cultureheritage/com
mconsultation/09781ACHconsultreg.pdf

Code of Practice for the Archaeological
Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in
New South Wales (DECCW, 2010)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/cultureheritage/107
83FinalArchCoP.pdf

Guide to investigating, assessing and
reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage
in NSW (OEH 2011)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/cultureheritage/201
10263ACHguide.pdf

Aboriginal Site Recording Form

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/parks/SiteCardMain
V1 1.pdf

Aboriginal Site Impact Recording Form

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/cultureheritage/120
558asirf.pdf

Aboriginal Heritage Information
Management System (AHIMS) Registrar

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/contact/AHIMSRegistrar.htm

Care Agreement Application form

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/cultureheritage/201
10914TransferObject.pdf

Water and Soils

Acid sulphate soils

Acid Sulfate Soils Planning Maps via
‘The NSW Natural Resource Atlas’

www.nratlas.nsw.gov.au/

Acid Sulfate Soils Manual (Stone et al.
1998)

Manual available for purchase from:
http://www.landcom.com.au/whats-new/the-blue-book.aspx

Chapters 1 and 2 are on DPI's Guidelines Register at:
Chapter 1 Acid Sulfate Soils Planning Guidelines:

http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/rdaguidelines/documents/NSW %2
0Acid%20Sulfate%20S0ils%20Planning%20Guidelines.pdf

Chapter 2 Acid Sulfate Soils Assessment Guidelines:

http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/rdaguidelines/documents/NSW %2
0Acid%20Sulfate%20So0ils%20Assessment%20Guidelines.pdf

Acid Sulfate Soils Laboratory Methods
Guidelines (Ahern et al. 2004)

http://www.advancedenvironmentalmanagement.com/Reports/Sav
annah/Appendix%2015.pdf

This replaces Chapter 4 of the Acid Sulfate Soils Manual above.

Flooding and Coastal Erosion

Reforms to coastal erosion management

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/coasts/coastalerosionmgmt.ht
m

Floodplain development manual

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/floodplains/manual.htm

Guidelines for Preparing Coastal Zone
Management Plans

Guidelines for Preparing Coastal Zone Management Plans

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/coasts/130224CZM
PGuide.pdf

NSW Climate Impact Profile

NSW Climate Impact Profile

Climate Change Impacts and Risk
Management

Climate Change Impacts and Risk Management: A Guide for
Business and Government, AGIC Guidelines for Climate Change
Adaptation

Water

Water Quality Objectives

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/ieo/index.htm
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Title

Web address

ANZECC (2000) Guidelines for Fresh
and Marine Water Quality

www.environment.gov.au/water/publications/quality/australian-
and-new-zealand-guidelines-fresh-marine-water-quality-volume-1

Applying Goals for Ambient Water
Quality Guidance for Operations Officers
— Mixing Zones

http://deccnet/water/resources/AWQGuidance?.pdf

Approved Methods for the Sampling and
Analysis of Water Pollutant in NSW
(2004)

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/legislation/approve

dmethods-water.pdf
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LSS More than just a city. More than just one place.

Department of Planning and Environment
GPO BOX 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

REQUEST FOR SECRETARY’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT REQUIREMENTS
PROPOSED POULTRY PRODUCTION FARM, RUSHES CREEK

| refer to your correspondence received 16 June 2016 requesting Council provide comments in
relation to the subject proposal and to nominate any issues to be addressed in the Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIS). In this regard, the following information is provided:

Public Exhibition

e The public notice should be placed in the Manilla Express (published weekly) in addition to
the Northern Daily Leader.

e The EIS should be displayed in Manilla and Tamworth. There is a branch office of
Tamworth Regional Council located in Manilla.

e The public notification should include the provision of all documentation on USBs or CDs to
the any person who requests a copy, at the locations where the EIS is displayed.

General

e The judgement from the Woolcott Group Pty Ltd v Rostry Pty Ltd [2015] NSWLEC 46
should be used as a guide with respect to potential impacts, documentation and
assessment requirements

e The proposal should consider the Ski Gardens Caravan Park as a receptor.

e The application should detail any public consultation, the issues identified by the public and
the manner in which the issues have been addressed prior to the submission of the
application.

e Details (including operational details) of any co-use such as grazing and/or cropping on the
property should be identified and an assessment of the cumulative impacts undertaken.

e Details of the proposed methods of water supply, water supply requirements and the
method in which water will be obtained and stored on the site should be addressed.

All correspondence should be addressed to the General Manager:

Telephone: 6767 5555 PO Box 555 (DX 6125) trc@tamworth.nsw.gov.au
Facsimile: 6767 5499 Tamworth NSW 2340 www.tamworth.nsw.gov.au

~ Toyota Country Music Festival Tamworth 2017 - Friday 20 January to Sunday 29 January 2017 ~ www.fchif.com.au




e Details of any existing and/or proposed Water Access Licence should be provided,
including a contingency in the event water cannot be drawn from the Namoi River because
it is not flowing over the weir in Manilla.

e Details of any proposed consolidation and/or subdivision of the land should be provided.
e Details of any existing structures to be demolished or retained should be provided.

e Full operational details, including the detail from the despatch of day old chicks to the site,
transportation of mature birds to the processing facility and all associated activities e.g.
grain and bedding deliveries should be provided.

o The Department of Primary Industries Best Practice Management for Meat Chicken
Production in NSW Parts 1 and 2 should be addressed.

e The potential impact of any views of the sheds, particularly from the west should be
considered.

o Contributions pursuant to section 94 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act
1979 should be levied in accordance with the Tamworth Regional Council Section 94A
(Indirect) Development Contributions Plan 2013.

e Approvals will be required pursuant to section 68 of the Local Government Act 1993 to
carry out water supply work, sewerage work and operate a system of sewerage
management from Council as the Water Supply Authority.

Roads & Access

e An approval will be required pursuant to section 138 of the Roads Act 1993 from Council as
the Local Roads Authority.

s A traffic control plan (TCP) will need to be submitted to Council for approval prior to issue of
a Construction Certificate.

e When the driveway intersections and internal roads are being constructed, there will be
continuous truck movements into and out of the site for the delivery of gravel. This should
be addressed in the Traffic Impact Assessment report.

e The estimated traffic volumes contained in the EIS should be separated into day time and
night time trips.

¢ Any upgrade works to Rushes Creek Road will be subject to the recommendations of the
Traffic Impact Assessment report and associated traffic movements into and out of the
sites.

o The Traffic Impact Assessment report should address the relevant RMS, AUSTROADS,
and Council guidelines/standards.

e The following condition was imposed for “Strathfield” to allow birds to be processed at
Oakburn upon commencement of the operations without the need for a modification.

All live birds must be processed by one processor only at all times. To achieve this
requirement, all live birds collected from the Subject Land must only be delivered to:
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(a) the Out Street Processing Plant; or
(b) once the approved Oakburn Processing Plant becomes operational, the
Oakburn Processing Plant.

Once the Oakburn Processing Plant is fully commissioned, live birds must not be
delivered to the Out Street Processing Plant.

Notwithstanding the above, live birds may also be delivered to another suitable
processing plant operated by the same processor, outside the Tamworth region, in
the case of circumstances which make it unfeasible to deliver live birds to the
relevant processing plant in the Tamworth region.

Surface Water Management:

e If the proposed detention basins are designed only for a 1 in 20 year storm event, how is
drainage from the development is managed in a larger event?

e A spillway should be designed into each basin, and an overland flow path for water
discharged (via the spillways).

e A maintenance plan should be prepared for each of the basins and the drainage swales

around the site. This maintenance plan should include (but not be limited to) de-silting of
the basins to ensure that the required capacity of the basins in maintained.

If you require any clarification in relation to the matters raised above, please contact Lucy Walker
of Council’'s Development and Approvals Division on the number below.

As you would be aware, the Tamworth region is a core location for the poultry industry and Council
encourages and supports all future growth and investment in this sector.

Yours faithfully

Peter Thompson
Director Planning and Compliance

Contact: Lucy Walker (02) 6767 5530 or |.walker@tamworth.nsw.gov.au

Reference: LF9690
30 June 2016
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Gunnedah

Land of Opportunity

Department Planning & Environment
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Sally.munk@planning.nsw.gov.au

29 June 2016

Dear Madam

Re: Request for Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements
Proposed Poultry Production Farm, Rushes Creek (SSD 7704)

| refer to your correspondence regarding the abovementioned.

The following comments are provided in regard to the proposal:
o SEPP No. 44 Koala Habitat Protection — the development site is located in the former Manilla
Local Government Area, which is listed in Schedule 1 of this SEPP. An assessment under
SEPP 44 is required for the proposed development.
o Detailed traffic impact assessment is required, with particularly reference to the intersection of
Rushes Creek Road and the Oxley Highway

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Council's Manager Development &

Planning, Carolyn Hunt on 6740 2100.

Yours faithfully

Carolyn Hunt
MANAGER DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING

Contact: 02 6740 2100 oy
Reference: 977238 Depar’(m@m At Flenning
Ch;vg AT t_j‘ i ,"4‘

T JUL 1016

Scanning Koom

T T T
Gunnedah Shire Council
63 Elgin Street, PO Box 63 GUNNEDAH NSW 2380
Tel: (02) 6740 2100 Fax: (02) 6740 2119
Email: council@infogunnedah.com.au
Web: www.gunnedah.nsw.gov.au
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ProTen c/o SLR Consulting

Disclaimer

Pacific Environment acts in all professional matters as a faithful advisor to the Client and
exercises all reasonable skill and care in the provision of its professional services.

Reports are commissioned by and prepared for the exclusive use of the Client. They are
subject to and issued in accordance with the agreement between the Client and Pacific
Environment. Pacific Environment is not responsible for any liability and accepts no
responsibility whatsoever arising from the misapplication or misinterpretation by third parties
of the contents of its reports.

Except where expressly stated, Pacific Environment does not attempt to verify the accuracy,
validity or comprehensiveness of any information supplied to Pacific Environment for its
reports.

Reports cannot be copied or reproduced in whole or part for any purpose without the prior
written agreement of Pacific Environment.

Where site inspections, testing or fieldwork have taken place, the report is based on the
information made available by the client or their nominees during the visit, visual observations
and any subsequent discussions with regulatory authorities. The validity and
comprehensiveness of supplied information has not been independently verified and, for the
purposes of this report, it is assumed that the information provided to Pacific Environment is
both complete and accurate. It is further assumed that normal activities were being
undertaken at the site on the day of the site visit(s), unless explicitly stated otherwise.
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1. Introduction

ERM Australia Pacific Pty Ltd (formally Pacific Environment) was engaged by SLR Consulting
Australia Pty Ltd (SLR) on behalf of ProTen Tamworth Limited (ProTen) to prepare an odour and dust
assessment of a proposed intensive poultry broiler farm (the “Rushes Creek Poultry Production
Complex”) located approximately 43 km northwest of Tamworth and 33 km northeast of Gunnedah in
the New England North West Region of New South Wales (NSW).

1.1 Secretary’s Environmental Assessment
Requirements

This air quality assessment has been prepared in response to the Secretary’s Environmental
Assessment Requirements (SEARS) issued on the 29 June 2016 (Notice Number 1541681; File
Number SF 16/24271).

The SEARSs relevant to air quality and where they are assessed in the report are detailed below in
Table 1-1.

Table 1-1 Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements relevant to air quality

Specific | Description Report

issues Section

An assessment of the risk associated with potential discharges of fugitive and point source emissions | Section 6,

3.1 for all stages of the proposal. Assessment of risk relates to environmental harm, risk to human health 7,8,9
and amenity.

3.2 Justification of the level of assessment undertaken on the basis of risk factors, including but not Section
limited to: 13,35

- the location of the proposal;
- characteristics of the receiving environment; and

- the type and quantity of pollutants emitted.

3.3 A description of the receiving environment in detail. The proposal must be contextualised within the Section 3,
receiving environment (local, regional and inter-regional as appropriate). The description must include | 4.1.1,4.1.4
but need not be limited to:

- meteorology and climate;

- topography;

- topography;

- surrounding land-use; receptors; and

- ambient air quality.

3.4 Inclusion of a detailed description of the proposal. All processes that could result in air emissions Section
must be identified and described. Sufficient detail to accurately communicate the characteristics and 1.2,5

quantity of all emissions must be provided.

3.5 Inclusion of a consideration of ‘worst case’ emission scenarios and impacts at proposed emission Section 5.5
limits.

3.6 Accounting for cumulative impacts associated with existing emission sources as well as any currently | Section
approved developments linked to the receiving environment. 6.1.1,6.2.1
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3.7 Inclusion of air dispersion modelling where there is a risk of adverse air quality impacts, or where Section 4
there is sufficient uncertainty to warrant a rigorous numerical impact assessment. Air dispersion
modelling must be conducted in accordance with the Approved Methods for the Modelling and

Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW

3.8 A demonstration of the proposal’s ability to comply with the relevant regulatory framework, specifically | Section 6,
the Protection of the Environment Operations (POEOQO) Act (1997) and the POEO (Clean Air) 9
Regulation 2010. Particular consideration should be given to section 129 of the POEO Act concerning

control of “offensive odour”.

3.9 Details of emission control techniques/practices that will be employed by the proposal Section 7

3.10 An investigation and assessment of odour impacts likely to be associated with cold air drainage Section
effects on all identified and potential receivers. 41,6.1

3.11 A requirement to install a meteorological station as soon as possible on or near the proposed site to Section

obtain site-specific meteorological data for a minimum of 3 months and ideally 6 to 12 months to aid in | 4.1.5

refining odour assessment and modelling.

3.12 Collection of wind speed data using an ultrasonic wind speed sensor to ensure accurate Section
representation of low wind speed frequencies to allow more accurate prediction of likely katabatic 4.15

impacts on receivers.

3.13 Improved and stronger justification of the K-Factor proposed to be used in updated odour modelling Section 5.2

for the project.

3.14 The use of a more conservative odour impact assessment criterion may be appropriate in assessing Section
odour impacts in accordance with the Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air 2.1.4
Pollutants in NSW given that the population of the affected community is considered by the EPA to be
higher than the figure used in odour modelling in SLR Consulting's preliminary environmental

assessment prepared 3 June 2016.

3.15 Include a consideration of ‘worst case' emission scenarios, and sensitivity analysis around the timing Section 5.5

of peak emissions (i.e. different initial placement dates).

3.16 Account for cumulative impacts associated with existing emission sources as well as any currently Section
approved developments linked to the receiving environment. 6.1,6.2
3.17 Air dispersion modelling must be conducted in accordance with the Approved Methods for the Section 4

Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW (2016) and the Generic Guidance and Optimum
Model Settings for the CALPUFF Modeling System for Inclusion into the ‘Approved Methods for the
Modeling and Assessments of Air Pollutants in NSW, Australia’ (TRC Environmental Corporation,
2011)

3.18 Demonstrate the proposal’s ability to comply with the relevant regulatory framework, specifically the Section 6,
Protection of the Environment Operations (POEO) Act (1997) and the POEO (Clean Air) Regulation 9
(2002). Particular consideration should be given to section 129 of the POEO Act concerning control of

“offensive odour”.

3.19 Odour emissions must be assessed in accordance with the Technical Framework - Assessment and Section 2,
Management of Odour from Stationary Sources in NSW and/or the Technical Notes — Assessment 4,5

and Management of Odour from Stationary Sources in NSW (DEC, 2006). Any odour dispersion
modelling should also be consistent with the Best Practice Guidance for the Queensland Poultry

Industry — Plume dispersion Modelling and Meteorological Processing.

3.20 Detail emission control techniques/practices that will be employed by the proposal Section
51,7
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1.2 Background

The proposed Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex will comprise four poultry production units
(PPU) with a total of 54 tunnel-ventilated, fully-enclosed and climate-controlled poultry sheds. Each
shed will have the capacity to house a maximum of 56,500 birds (at 19.6 birds per square metre). The
proposed population is 3,051,000 birds. The proposed number of sheds for each PPU are as follows
and is presented in Figure 1-1:

e Farm 1- 10 sheds
e Farm 2- 18 sheds
e Farm 3 - 10 sheds
e Farm 4 — 16 sheds
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Figure 1-1 Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex development site
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1.3 Sensitive Receptors

The existing and future sensitive receptors identified by SLR are presented in Figure 1-2. The future
sensitive receptors have been identified through a review of relevant development applications lodged
in the vicinity of the Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex based on information provided by
Tamworth Regional Council. Future receptors are those that have an approved development
application to construct a dwelling, however construction had not commenced. Future sensitive
receptors include: R16 and R35.

It is noted that during the review of receptors, it was identified that two dwellings directly east and
southeast of the Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex are derelict and uninhabited. The
dwellings are shown on Figure 1-2, but have been excluded from the assessment.
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Figure 1-2 Sensitive receptors and shed fan locations
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1.4 Study Objectives

The objective of the assessment was to determine odour and dust impacts from the proposed
operation in accordance with relevant requirements including:

e “Approved methods for the modelling and assessment of air pollutants in NSW” (NSW EPA,
2016) (hereafter referred to as the Approved Methods); and

e “Assessment and management of odours from stationary sources in NSW” (NSW EPA, 2006).

1.5 Study Approach

The methodology for this project included the following stages (see Figure 1-3):
e Information and data review.
e Emissions estimation.
e Meteorological data processing.
o Dispersion modelling.

e Assessment of impacts on sensitive receptors.

e Reporting.
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Figure 1-3 Assessment Methodology
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2. Impact Assessment Criteria
2.1 Odour

2.1.1 Measuring odour concentration

Dynamic olfactometry when performed in line with AS4323.3 (Standards Australia, 2001) is the
standard method for measuring odour in Australia.

Olfactometers operate by passing a diluted sample of odour to a trained panel of people (panellists)
who then rate the odour based on whether they can detect the odour (certain), think they can detect
the odour (inkling) or are simply guessing. Forced choice refers to the panellists having to provide a
response even if they cannot detect odour. The concentration presented to the panellists is increased
from where they can’t detect a difference to where they can detect a difference by doubling the
concentration until each panellist can detect the odour with certainty.

The theoretical minimum concentration is referred to as the “odour threshold” and is the definition of 1
odour unit (ou). Therefore, an odour concentration of less than 1 ou means there is no detectable
difference between clean air and the odorous sample. It is important to note that 1 ou is not the point
at which an odour is recognisable. 1 ou is the detection threshold. The recognition threshold, is a
higher concentration, which enables someone to define what that odour is.

2.1.2 Odour performance criteria

The determination of air quality criteria for odour and their use in the assessment of odour impacts is
recognised as a difficult topic in air pollution science. The topic has received considerable attention in
recent years and the procedures for assessing odour impacts using dispersion models have been
refined considerably. There is still debate in the scientific community about appropriate odour criteria
as determined by dispersion modelling.

The EPA has developed odour criteria and the way in which they should be applied with dispersion
models to assess the likelihood of nuisance impact arising from the emission of odour.

There are two factors that need to be considered:

e What "level of exposure" to odour is considered acceptable to meet current community
standards in NSW?

e How can dispersion models be used to determine if a source of odour meets the criteria which
are based on this acceptable level of exposure?

The term "level of exposure" has been used to reflect the fact that odour impacts are determined by
several factors, the most important of which are the so-called FIDOL factors:

e frequency of the exposure
e intensity of the odour
e duration of the odour episodes

e offensiveness of the odour
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¢ location of the source.

In determining the offensiveness of an odour, it needs to be recognised that for most odours the
context in which an odour is perceived is also relevant. Some odours, for example the smell of
sewage, hydrogen sulphide, butyric acid, landfill gas etc., are likely to be judged offensive regardless
of the context in which they occur. Other odours such as the smell of jet fuel may be acceptable at an
airport, but not in a house, and diesel exhaust may be acceptable near a busy road, but notin a
restaurant.

In summary, whether or not an individual considers an odour to be a nuisance will depend on the
FIDOL factors outlined above and although it is possible to derive formulae for assessing odour
annoyance in a community, the response of any individual to an odour is still unpredictable. Odour
criteria need to take these factors into account.

2.1.3 Peak-to-mean ratios

It is common practice to use dispersion models to determine compliance with odour criteria. This
introduces a complication because Gaussian dispersion models are only able to directly predict
concentrations over an averaging period of 3 minutes or greater. The human nose, however,
responds to odours over periods of the order of a second or so. During a 3-minute period, odour
levels can fluctuate significantly above and below the mean depending on the nature of the source.

To determine more rigorously the ratio between the one-second peak concentrations and three-minute
and longer period average concentrations (referred to as the peak-to-mean ratio) that might be
predicted by a Gaussian dispersion model, the EPA commissioned a study by (Katestone Scientific,
1995; Katestone Scientific, 1998). This study recommended peak-to-mean ratios for a range of
circumstances. The ratio is also dependent on atmospheric stability and the distance from the source.
For this assessment, we have assumed a peak-to-mean ratio of 2.3 (to convert from 1-hour averaging
periods to 1 second) for all stability classes as all sources are treated as point sources. Stability
classes for the meteorological dataset are described in Section 3.2. A summary of the factors is
provided in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1: Factors for estimating peak concentrations on flat terrain

Source type Pasquil-Gifford Stability Near Field P/M60* Near Field P/M60*

Class

A B, C D 2.5 2.3
Area

E, F 2.3 1.9
Line A-F 6 6
Surface point A B, C 12 4

D, EF 25 7
Tall wake-free point A B, C 17 3

D, E F 35 6
Wake effected point A-F 2.3 2.3
Volume A-F 2.3 2.3

* Ratio of peak 1-second average concentrations to mean 1-hour average concentrations
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The Approved Methods (NSW EPA, 2016) take account of this peaking factor and the criteria shown
in Table 2-2 are based on nose-response time, which is effectively assumed to be 1 second.

2.1.4 Odour Criterion

The Approved Methods (NSW EPA, 2016) include ground-level concentration (gic) criterion for
complex mixtures of odorous air pollutants. They have been refined by the EPA to take account of
population density in the area. Table 2-2 lists the odour glc criterion to be exceeded not more than
1% of the time, for different population densities.

Table 2-2: Odour Performance Criteria for the Assessment of Odour

Population of affected community Criterion for complex mixtures of odorous air pollutants (ou)

~10 6
~30 5
~125 4
~500 3
Urban (2000) and/or schools and hospitals 2

The surrounding neighbourhood is primarily characterised by traditional agricultural production, along
with recreational activities around Lake Keepit, including:

e Manilla Ski Gardens Caravan Park (R20) and Manilla Fishing Club (R17) (caravan park and
camping ground), which is located approximately 2 km to the northwest of the nearest PPU.

e Lake Keepit Sport and Recreation Centre (R32) (cabins, a conference centre and recreational
facilities), which is located approximately 7 km to the southwest of the nearest PPU.

e Lake Keepit Soaring Club (gliding facilities, a clubhouse and cabins), which is located
approximately 8.2 km to the southwest of the nearest PPU.

¢ Inland Waters Holiday Park (caravan park, cabins, camping ground and recreational facilities),
which is located approximately 9.4 km to the southwest of the nearest PPU. This is located
within the Lake Keepit State Park.

The odour assessment criterion has been calculated based on the total population affected by the
Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex. Practically, this has been determined by counting the
number of affected residents within the 2 ou contour line. There are 7 dwellings and no recreational
receptors located within the 2 ou contour line for all three staging model scenarios (refer Section 6.1).
The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) Census data for 2016 gave an average population per
house of 2.4 people for rural communities in NSW. It is understood that the EPA adopts an average of
2.8 people per house. This assessment has conservatively adopted the EPA’s value (of 2.8 people
per house), which has resulted in an estimated population of 20 people.

Therefore, the applied odour criterion for the Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex:
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e Coo 1 sec=5 ou for all sensitive receptors

2.2 Particulate Matter

The Approved Methods (NSW EPA, 2016) specifies the air quality assessment criteria relevant for
assessing impacts from dust generating activities. Table 2-3 summarises the air quality criteria for
dust that are relevant to this assessment. For this assessment, particulate matter less than 10
micrometres (PMaio) was included as the assessment parameter for dust emissions.

The limiting air emission from chicken farms is generally odour. Meaning that the odour criterion is
typically the air quality criteria with the largest footprint from chicken farm operations.

As dust was also required for assessment, PMio emissions were selected as the assessment
parameter. PMao as it is the size fraction related to human health impacts and is generally the limiting
dust parameter from chicken farms (i.e. dust generated from mechanical processes). Meaning that if
the PM1o air quality criteria is met, there is minimal risk of exceedances of dust deposition or
particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometres (PMz2.s) criteria.

Table 2-3: Air Quality Impact Assessment Criteria for Particulate Matter Concentrations

Pollutant Standard/Criteria Averaging Period

Particulate matter <10um | 50 pg/m? 24-hour maximum NSW EPA

(PMuo) 25 pg/m?3 Annual mean NSW EPA
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3. Existing Environment

The primary meteorological parameters involved in modelling plume dispersion from poultry sheds are
wind direction, wind speed, turbulence (atmospheric stability) and mixing height (depth of turbulent
layer). The meteorological data for 2005 as generated by CALMET and used in the dispersion
modelling are discussed below. The validation for the representative year is presented in section
4.1.1.

3.1 Wind

The wind roses show the frequency of occurrence of winds by direction and strength. The bars
correspond to the 16 compass points (north, north-north-east, north-east etc.). The bar at the top of
each wind rose diagram represents winds blowing from the north (i.e. northerly winds), and so on. The
length of the bar represents the frequency of occurrence of winds from that direction, and the colour
and width of the bar sections correspond to wind speed categories, as per the legend. Thus, it is
possible to visualise how often winds of a certain direction and strength occur over any period of time.

The wind roses plotted from data extracted from CALMET is presented in Figure 3-1 and Figure 3-2.
The annual wind rose (Figure 3-1) shows that the prevailing winds are from both the north-east and
east with some winds from the west. This is consistent with expectations when the terrain in the area
is considered.

In the early morning and late at night winds (Figure 3-2) are typically light (3 m/s) and can be seen to
be from north-east to east directions. This is a function of the local and regional terrain (which is
discussed further in Section 4.1.4, below). During the morning and afternoon, the winds are typically
stronger with less winds from the north-east and a higher proportion of winds from the west and
southwest. As expected, the data for the afternoon period (12pm — 6pm) has the highest wind speed
with an average of 3.5 m/s.

Overall the wind data show a high frequency of calm to light winds (up to 3 m/s), occurring 50% of the
time. The wind speed frequency is shown in Figure 3-3.
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Figure 3-1 Annual wind rose for the Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex
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Figure 3-2 Time of day wind roses for the Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex
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Figure 3-3 Wind speed frequency (hourly average)

3.2 Stability

Atmospheric turbulence is an important factor in plume dispersion. Turbulence acts to increase the
cross-sectional area of the plume due to random motions, thus diluting or diffusing a plume. As
turbulence increases, the rate of plume dilution or diffusion increases. Weak turbulence limits plume
diffusion and is a critical factor in causing high plume concentrations downwind of a source,
particularly when combined with very low wind speeds.

Turbulence is related to the vertical temperature gradient, the condition of which determines what is
known as stability, or thermal stability. For traditional dispersion modelling using Gaussian plume
models, categories of atmospheric stability are used in conjunction with other meteorological data to
describe atmospheric conditions and thus dispersion.

The most well-known stability classification is the Pasquill-Gifford scheme?, which denotes stability
classes from A to F. Class A is described as highly unstable and occurs in association with strong
surface heating and light winds, leading to intense convective turbulence and much enhanced plume
dilution. At the other extreme, class F denotes very stable conditions associated with strong
temperature inversions and light winds, which commonly occur under clear skies at night and in early
mornings. Under these conditions plumes can remain relatively undiluted for considerable distances
downwind.

Intermediate stability classes grade from moderately unstable (B), through neutral (D) to slightly stable
(E). Whilst classes A and F are strongly associated with clear skies, class D is linked to windy and/or
cloudy weather, and short periods around sunset and sunrise when surface heating or cooling is

2 A more accurate turbulence scheme within CALPUFF, based on micrometeorological parameters was used for the modelling.
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small. As a general rule, unstable (or convective) conditions dominate during the daytime and stable
flows are dominant at night. This diurnal pattern is most pronounced when there is relatively little cloud
cover and light to moderate winds.

The frequency distributions of stability classes in the CALMET meteorological file are presented in
Figure 3-4. The data shows a typical frequency of occurrence of E and F class stability (41%) for
inland locations, albeit with a relatively high proportion of F class because of low wind speeds (<2 m/s)
at night.

30%

27.5% 26.4%

25%
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15.8%
14.6%

15% 13.4%

10%

Percent Occurence

5%

2.2%
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Figure 3-4 Frequency distribution of the estimated stability classes at the Rushes Creek Poultry Production
Complex

3.3 Mixing Height

Mixing height is the depth of the atmospheric mixing layer beneath an elevated temperature inversion.
It is an important parameter in air pollution meteorology as vertical diffusion or mixing of a plume is
generally considered to be limited by the mixing height. This is because the air above this layer tends
to be stable, with restricted vertical motions.

The estimated diurnal variation of mixing height at the site is presented in Figure 3-5. The diurnal
cycle is clear in this figure. At night, mixing height is normally relatively low. After sunrise, it increases
in response to convective mixing due to solar heating of the earth’s surface. The estimated mixing
height behaviour is consistent with expectations in that the mixing height is lower during the night, and
highest during the day.
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Figure 3-5 Estimated mixing heights at the Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex

3.4 Background Air Quality

Air quality criteria refer to cumulative air quality levels which include existing and proposed sources.
To fully assess impacts against all the relevant air quality criteria (detailed in Section 2) it is necessary
to have information on existing dust concentration, deposition levels and dust sources in the vicinity of
the Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex .

No on-site air quality measurements have been made specifically for the complex, and the closest
Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) monitoring site is located approximately 44 km south-east
of the Development Site in the city of Tamworth. However, as the complex is situated in a largely rural
area, the data collected in the urban area of Tamworth are not considered representative of the local
air quality in the vicinity of the Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex.

The EPA have made available PM1o monitoring data through the Namoi Region Air Quality Monitoring
Project (NRAQMP)P, which aims to provide community members with access to baseline ambient air
quality data from privately-owned monitoring stations in the Namoi region. The monitoring station
located at Wil-gai is located in a rural area, approximately 40 km north-east of the complex. As these
data are collected in rural area, similar to the location of the complex, these data were considered
more representative of existing air quality in the vicinity.

Data from Wil-gai were only available for the period July 2015 to September 2017, and thus it is not
possible to use data from the same year as the meteorological data used in the modelling (2005).

b http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/your-environment/air/regional-air-quality/namoi-air-quality-monitoring-project
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Since 2016 is the only complete
cumulative assessment.

year, as discussed further below, these data were used in the

The NRAQMP data were provided as 1-hour and rolling 24-hour averages. As the impact assessment
criteria relate to a fixed 24-hour average (midnight to midnight), the 1-hour average data were
processed to determine the fixed 24-hour average. There were a few occasions where the 24-hour
average was calculated to be negative (despite each 1-hour average being identified as valid in the
raw data files). These values were removed from the dataset to calculate the averages presented in

Table 3-1.

Whilst there is an increase in average concentration over time, this is in part a function of the data for
2015 and 2017 not being for a complete year. As presented on Figure 3-6, the rolling annual average
has remained relatively constant until May 2017, when a gradual increase is observed. As shown in
Figure 3-7, the Bureau of Meteorology (BoM) have identified that much of NSW has experienced
serious to severe rainfall deficiencies in the four months ending September 2017 (Commonwealth of
Australia, 2017) that will have had a direct influence on these data.

Table 3-1: Summary — averages of PMio monitoring data collected at Wil-gai

Average (Ug/m?3)

June — Dec 2015 8.0
January — December 2016 11.2
January — September 2017 13.3
Criteria 25 pg/m?
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Figure 3-6 24-hour average and rolling annual average PMaio concentrations at Wil-Gai (June 2015 to September
2017)
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Figure 3-7 4-month Rainfall deficiencies

As the only complete year of data are for 2016, these were considered to represent current air quality
in the area.

For the purposes of the cumulative assessment of 24-hour average PMio concentrations (see Section
6.2.2) any missing values were replaced with the annual average.
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4. Modelling Methodology

4.1 Meteorological Modelling

Meteorological modelling was performed using TAPM and CALMET for the site in accordance with
NSW EPA (2016) and the Generic Guidance and Optimum Model Settings for the CALPUFF
modelling system for inclusion in the ‘Approved methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air
Pollutants in NSW (NSW OEH, 2011).

The meteorological data used in the dispersion modelling was processed in two steps. Synoptic scale
meteorological data were first processed in The Air Pollution Model (TAPM) and then further
processed in CALMET to produce the wind field and weather data suitable for dispersion modelling
with CALPUFF.

This method is known as the ‘No Observation’ approach as detailed in the (NSW OEH, 2011). The no
observation approach is considered appropriate for regulatory screening modelling.

4.1.1 Representative Year

To determine which year to model we assessed meteorological data from the nearest BoM station,
Tamworth Airport for the years 2005-2012. This meteorological station was selected as it was the
nearest BoM station to the complex with long term data.

The Mann-Whitney U test for large sample sizes was used to analyse the data for wind speed,
temperature and relative humidity. The Mann-Whitney U-test is a statistical comparison with a null
hypothesis where there is no significant difference between an individual year and the long-term
average values. These meteorological parameters were selected as they show a clear diurnal cycle.

A summary of the best performing to least performing for wind speed, temperature and relative
humidity are presented in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1 Summary of representative years

Statistical Rank Wind Speed Temperature Relative Humidity

Best performing (Rank 1) 2009 2007 2012
Rank 2 2005 2010 2007
Rank 3 2006 2006 2005
Rank 4 2008 2005 2009

The year 2005 was selected as the most representative year for this assessment as it performed, on
average, better than any other year for the most important parameters used in dispersion modelling
(i.e. wind speed, temperature and relative humidity).

The wind roses for the eight years assessed are presented in Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2. It can be
seen that the wind roses look similar across all the years which, indicates minor inter-annual variation.
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Figure 4-1 Tamworth Wind rose comparison 2005 — 2008
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Figure 4-2 Tamworth Wind rose comparison 2009 - 2012

4.1.2 TAPM

TAPM (version 4), is a three-dimensional meteorological and air pollution model developed by the
CSIRO Division of Atmospheric Research. Detailed description of the TAPM model is provided in the
TAPM user manual (Hurley P, 2008a). The Technical Paper on TAPM (Hurley P, 2008b) describes
technical details of the model equations, parameterisations, and numerical methods. A summary of
some verification studies using TAPM is also available (Hurley P, 2008c).
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The use of TAPM to produce meteorological data for a site where no local data is available is
consistent with the Generic Guidance and Optimum Model Settings for the CALPUFF modelling
system for inclusion into the 'Approved methods for the Modeling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in
NSW, Australia (NSW OEH, 2011).

TAPM v4 solves the fundamental fluid dynamics and scalar transport equations to predict meteorology
and (optionally) pollutant concentrations. It consists of coupled prognostic meteorological and air
pollution concentration components. The model predicts airflow important to local scale air pollution,
such as sea breezes and terrain induced flows, against a background of larger scale meteorology
provided by synoptic analyses.

4.1.3 CALMET

CALMET is the meteorological pre-processor to CALPUFF and includes a wind field generator
containing objective analysis and parameterised treatments of slope flows, terrain effects, and terrain
blocking effects. The pre-processor uses the meteorological inputs in combination with land use and
geophysical information for the modelling domain to predict a gridded three-dimensional
meteorological field (containing data on wind components, air temperature, relative humidity, mixing
height, and other micro meteorological variables) for the domain used in the CALPUFF dispersion
model.

CALMET uses the meteorological data generated by TAPM in combination with land use and
geophysical information to predict a gridded meteorological field for the modelling domain. The model
setup for TAPM and CALMET is presented in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2 TAPM and CALMET parameters

TAPM Value

Number of grids and spacing 5 (30km, 10km, 3km, 1km, 0.3km)
Number of grid points 25x 25 x 25

Duration of analysis 28/12/2004 to 31/12/2005

Centre of TAPM model 30°49'60"South, 150°35'30"East

Data assimilation with observations No

Centre of CALMET 269,500 m East; 6,585,500 m South
Meteorological grid domain 20km x 20km (200 x 200 x 9 grid dimensions)
Meteorological grid resolution 0.1 km

Surface meteorological stations None

Upper air meteorological station None

3D windfield 3D windfields from TAPM (1 km resolution) input as an initial guess
Terrad (radius of influence of terrain features) 1.3 km
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4.1.4 Topographically Induced Winds

With regard to the surrounding terrain, the temperature gradient between slopes and valleys often
produces local pressure gradients, which drive local winds along slopes and within valleys. The
temperature gradients between mountains (escarpments) and open flat plains, often produces
regional airflows on a larger scale (Ahrens, 2003). Such conditions occur in the Tamworth region.

Known as mountain-plain winds, they produce large scale regional airflow between cooler plains and
warmer mountains by night. The opposite occurs between cooler mountains and warmer plains by
night and are known as plain-mountain winds (Preston-Whyte, 1988).

The Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex is situated west of the Great Dividing Range with the
general topography of the area considered to be relatively flat albeit surrounded by areas of elevated
terrain. The regional winds therefore are driven by the influence of the nearby ranges which do
produce large scale topographically induced winds.

CALMET accounts for mountain and valley breezes in the initial-guess wind field where it is adjusted
for kinematic effects of terrain, slope flows, and terrain blocking effects.

An example of the mountain-plain winds is presented in Figure 4-3. The figure shows a wind field for
the area, with the length of the arrows representing the wind speed, and the direction of the arrow,
representing the direction of wind flow.
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Figure 4-3 Example of CALMET produced wind vectors showing the influence of terrain
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4.1.5 Evaluation of CALMET

To assist in evaluating wind fields, data were obtained for 2016 from a nearby poultry operation (the
chicken farm “Moana” located approximately 11.5 km from the Development Site) for comparison with
the output of the CALMET model. The CALMET dataset was extracted approximately 1.5 km north of
the Moana poultry operation as Moana itself was outside the modelling domain.

To assess the data, a combination of wind roses, a radar plot and quantile-quantile (g-q) plots was
used. The g-q plot is a graphical technique for determining if two data sets come from populations with
a common distribution. A g-q plot is a plot of the quantiles of the first data set against the quantiles of
the second data set (National Institute of Standards and Technology, 2013).

Wind roses and statistical analysis for the comparison of the CALMET and observational data is
presented in the following figures;

e Figure 4-4 Windrose comparison

e Figure 4-5 Quantile-Quantile plot of wind direction
e Figure 4-6 Quantile-Quantile plot of wind speed

e Figure 4-7 Wind speed

It is noted that when comparing two years of data, one measured and one modelled, some variation is
expected.

The wind direction analysis has been presented in wind roses and a g-q regression plot. When looking
at Figure 4-4, the CALMET data has predicted the general northeast to southeast direction with a
degree of accuracy, particularly with the light winds (0.5 to 2.1 m/s) indicating that katabatic drift has
been predicted correctly.

The differences between the two wind roses is due primarily to the differences in the topographical
features in the immediate area. The CALMET data shows slightly more winds from the northeast
which indicates drainage flows from the hills to the north-east of the Development Site. Whereas the
observational data is showing more drainage flows from the south-east and east due to the fact that
the station sits below the plain upon which the proposed site sits, and is influenced by local drainage
flows along the river area. CALMET has under predicted the frequency of wind speeds between O -
0.5 m/s as presented in Figure 4-6 and Figure 4-7 however shows good agreement for wind speeds
to 8 m/s. Given the location of the Moana site, the fact that the Moana data shows more light winds
than CALMET is expected simply due to local drainage flows, due to the protection of the river area.
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Observational Data 2016 - Moana CALMET 2005 — Extract 1.5km north of Moana
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Figure 4-4 Windrose comparison
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Figure 4-5 Quantile-Quantile plot of wind direction
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Figure 4-6 Quantile-Quantile plot of wind speed
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Figure 4-7 Wind speed frequency

Overall, the comparison of the data shown in Figure 4-5, Figure 4-6 and Figure 4-7 above indicates a
reasonable agreement (irrespective of possible sources of variation) between the observed
measurements and the output of the CALMET model. Overall, the data shows good agreement
especially considering the extract location for CALMET is on more open ground, to the north of the
Moana farm site.
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4.2 Dispersion Modelling

CALPUFF (DEC NSW, 2016) is a multi-layer, multi species, non-steady state puff dispersion model
that can simulate the effects of time and space varying meteorological conditions on emissions
transport, transformation and removal. The model contains algorithms for near source effects such as
building downwash, partial plume penetration, sub-grid scale interactions as well as longer range
effects such as substance removal, chemical transformation, vertical wind shear and coastal
interaction effects. The model uses dispersion equations based on a Gaussian distribution of
emissions across released puffs and takes into account the complex arrangement of emissions from
point, area, volume and line sources.

In addition to the three-dimensional meteorological data output from CALMET; CALPUFF requires the
following input data:

e emission data and plant layout,
e receptor information.
Dispersion modelling using CALPUFF was performed in line with:

e The Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW” (NSW
EPA, 2016).

e Generic Guidance and Optimum Model Settings for the CALPUFF modelling system for
inclusion into the ‘Approved methods for the Modeling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in
NSW, Australia (NSW OEH, 2011).
A summary of the key settings for CALPUFF are presented in Table 4-3.

Table 4-3 Calpuff settings

Calpuff setting

Height of pseudo point source on the end of each shed 1m

Sigma Z 1m

Sigma Y 45m

Distance pseudo point source is located from the shed 9m

Building wakes Not modelled (See Section 4.2.2)
Sigma v (minimum horizontal turbulence parameter) 0.2m/s

The receptor grid for the dispersion modelling of concentration was, as for the meteorological
modelling, at a grid spacing of 100 m with additional discrete receptors representing the nearest
houses to the site.

Each shed was represented as a pseudo point source on the end of each shed with a diameter the
same as the shed width. The source diameter and vertical velocity were set as to ensure the
momentum of the plume was maintained. The vertical momentum of the point sources was set to
zero by using the ‘rain hat’ switch in CALPUFF. This switch accounts for the horizontal release of
emissions from tunnel-ventilated poultry sheds. It then removes the need to apply dimensional
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adjustments to source parameters (i.e. increasing diameter to achieve minimal exit velocity while
conserving volumetric flow rate) to achieve the same end result.

4.2.1 Source Parameters and Model Inputs

Site specific source parameters and model inputs are required to ensure the dispersion modelling
results will accurately reflect proposed farm operation. A summary of the shed and bird data used to
calculate the odour and particulate emissions as well as inputs into CALPUFF are presented in Table
4-4 and Table 4-5.

Sigma Z and Sigma Y describe the initial plume size for a time varying point source. Sigma Z
represents the vertical size of the plume at 1.0 m which is a conservative estimate. This was based
on the assumption that the height of the plume would be roughly the height of the shed just after
leaving the shed. A larger Sigma Z would result in an unrealistically high initial dilution, although
considering most modern farms have double fan banks on the ends of the sheds, a higher Sigma Z
may still be appropriate. Sigma Y is taken as a one quarter of the width of the shed to describe the
width of the plume as it exits the shed.

Table 4-4: Summary of shed and bird data used ©

Shed Type Length Width Total Birds  Density Sigma Z
(birds/m?)
Tunnel 160m 18m 56,500 19.6 1.0m 4.5m
ventilated

Table 4-5: Summary of batch data used

Parameter

Batch Length 55 days
Cleanout 10 days
Day of first thin / % remain 32 (75%)
Day of second thin / % remain 38 (50%)
Day of third thin / % remain 44 (25%)
K Factor 2.0

4.2.2 Building Wake Effects

Building wake effects are normally not modelled on chicken farms. This is because experience has
shown that the building downwash has negligible impacts on ground level plumes from narrow
sources. The plume rise from chicken sheds is expected to be similar regardless of whether buildings
are, or are not, included in the modelling. The lack of downwash, as an example, can be seen in
various photographs in RIRDC (RIRDC, 2010). This is in part supported by Schulman (Schulman,

° Note that the long sheds have ventilation fans in the middle to ensure optimal cooling.
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2000) showed that wake effects decrease to nothing at a distance of 6 to 8 times the building height.
Thus, for an approximately 5 m high building (noting the sheds will be 4.2 m high), no effects would be
expected within 40 m.

Moreover, it is noted that the equations used for calculating building wake effects were developed and
tested using wind-tunnel data for a specific range of building dimensions with relatively small aspect
ratios (length to width ratios were limited). Because of this, PRIME is known to over predict downwash
and near-field impacts (Petersen, 2009). In their work, Petersen showed that PRIME lead to the over
prediction of ground level concentrations up to 20 building heights downwind.

Considering the distances here and the findings above, building wake effects are not theoretically or
practically relevant for this assessment.
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5. Emission Estimation

5.1 Odour Emission Estimation

The odour emissions model of Ormerod and Holmes (2005) were used for this assessment. The
methodology is consistent with that recommended in the Best Practice Guidance for the Queensland
Poultry Industry — Plume Dispersion Modelling and Meteorological Processing (PAEHolmes, 2011) as
prepared for the Queensland Government for inclusion in the Queensland Guidelines — Meat Chicken
Farms (DAFF, 2012).

5.1.1 Basis of Odour Emissions Data

Odour emission rates (OERs) for this assessment were based on data from a variety of meat chicken
farms in Australia, as well as theoretical considerations.

The approach generates hourly varying emission rates from meat chicken farm sheds based on the
following factors:

e The number of birds, which varies later in the batch as harvesting takes place;

e The stocking density of birds, which is a function of bird numbers, bird age and shed size;
e Ventilation rate, which depends on bird age and ambient temperature; and

¢ Design and management practices, particularly those aimed at controlling litter moisture.

Data from existing farms were gathered from tunnel-ventilated sheds (many with nipple drinkers) and
chicken batches at approximately five weeks of age or more. Given that maximum emissions occur
around 5 weeks and later, these samples represent the maximum odour generating potential.

5.1.2 Analysis of Odour Data

Odour data from various farms and under various conditions were standardised to relate the OER per
unit bird density and shed area to the ventilation rate at the time of sampling. The resulting
relationship is shown in Figure 5-1.
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Figure 5-1 Data used in odour emissions modelling
The data can be segregated into two groups:
e Farms operating under typical conditions.

e Farms that were experiencing elevated odour emissions due to problems with shed design or
management at the time of sampling.

High moisture litter is a common issue that can lead to increased odour emissions (Clarkson &
Misselbrook, 1991). High moisture litter can be caused by using foggers in heatwave conditions, which
was once common with older shed designs, and water spillage from drinkers, which can be avoided
with newer technology. More frequent changing of litter between batches also minimises odour
impacts. A vigilant approach to identifying and removing wet litter is now a well-accepted tenet of
management. Further information on litter management can be found in DPI (2012).

Design factors include inadequate ventilation and retrofitted sheds. Many older sheds had lower
maximum ventilation rates than newer sheds, thereby reducing the effectiveness of airflow to control
litter moisture. Retrofitted sheds also did not often have the insulation properties of new sheds and
were therefore more difficult to cool by ventilation in hot weather.

As illustrated by Figure 5-1, the degree to which these issues affect odour levels is highly variable.
The curves represent a conservative estimate of the relationship between ambient temperature and
odour emissions for tunnel ventilated sheds operating under varying degrees of management. The
‘best’ curve (green) represents a well-designed and managed shed with a high level of control over
(for example) litter moisture levels. The 'worst’ curve (red) represents a shed experiencing difficulties
due to factors such as adverse weather conditions, equipment failure, poor design or management, or
a combination of these factors.

Most of the farms for which data are presented in Figure 5-1 differ significantly from the best practice
design and management criteria for modern farms which include:

e decreased bird density

e RSPCA acting as a third party auditor of operations (i.e. litter inspection)
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e rotary hoeing the litter during the batch
o efficient mechanical ventilation

e nipple and cup drinkers

e fully insulated sheds

e impervious floors

e single or dual batch litter used

e dalily litter inspection and replacement (if litter becomes wet).

5.1.3 Odour Emissions Estimation

To estimate odour emissions the relationship between the 'standardised’ OER and shed ventilation
can be taken from Figure 5-1. This relationship is expressed as:

OERs = 0.025 K V 05 (1)

where:

OERs = standardised odour emission rate (ou.m?3/s) per unit shed area (m?2) per unit of bird
density (in kg/m?2)

V = ventilation rate (m3/s)

K = scaling factor between 1 and 5¢ where a value of 1 represents a very well designed and
managed shed operating with minimal odour emissions.

The scaling factor (K) referred to in equation 1 is essentially a scale rating for the design and
management of the sheds. The calculation of K for any given farm is based on several components of
farm management.

Equation 1 can be expanded to provide a prediction of the OER from a shed at any given stage of the
growth cycle as follows:

OER =0.025 KA DV 05 2)
where:

OER = odour emission rate (ou.m3/s)

A =total shed floor area (m?)

D = average bird density (in kg/m?)

Bird density (D) is related to the age of the birds and the stocking density (i.e. the number of birds
placed per unit area). It is common practice within the meat chicken industry to vary the stocking
density with the time of year and market demands. Lower ambient temperatures during the winter
months allow for higher bird densities. For this assessment, a maximum stocking density of

4 The most recent research has shown no significant difference between single and dual use litter see Poultry CRC.

¢ Note that a K factor of 5 would be very uncommon and would represent a shed with serious odour management issues.
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~19.6 birds/m2 has been adopted'. With a known stocking density, a value of the mass per unit area
can be estimated based on the relationship shown in Figure 5-2.
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Figure 5-2 Average bird weight by age?

The ventilation rate (V) at any given time is a function of the age of the birds and the ambient
temperature and humidity. Table 5-1 provides an estimate of the ventilation required for a tunnel
ventilated shed as a percentage of the maximum for summertime conditions.

fWhilst stocking density is a relevant consideration with regard to site management, the key input for odour emission estimation
is total bird numbers per shed.

9 Source: Ross Broiler Manual www.ross-intl.aviagen.com.
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Table 5-1 Example - Shed ventilation as a percentage of maximum ventilation

Bird Age (weeks)

Temperature (°C) Ventilation Rate (as a percentage of the maximum)
above Target

<1 1.7 2.6 5.1 7.7 9.8 115 17.0 17.0
2 1.7 125 125 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
3 1.7 25.0 25.0 37.5 37.5 37.5 37.5 37.5
4 1.7 375 375 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
5 17 375 375 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
6 17 375 375 62.5 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0
7 1.7 37.5 37.5 62.5 75.0 75.0 87.5 100.0
8 1.7 62.5 62.5 62.5 75.0 75.0 100.0 100.0
9 1.7 62.5 62.5 87.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Based on data from the University of Georgia www.poultryventilation.com

5.2 Odour Emissions

In addition to the methodology mentioned above the emissions used for the Rushes Creek Poultry
Production Complex were based on the following assumptions

e aKfactor of 2.0 represents expected emissions
e the minimum ventilation rates were based on birds placed (i.e. maximum bird numbers)
e design and management practices are best practice

e maximum ventilation rates of 10 m3/hr/bird.

In the year prior to the publication of the Queensland DAFF guidelines, ERM reviewed the results of
10 samples collected at a ProTen farm near Tamworth by The Odour Unit. The first six samples
(duplicated samples collected in three sheds) were collected in the week leading up to first pickup
(days 27 and day 28) and the remaining samples were collected at day 41. These data are
summarised in Figure 5-3 where the red line represents a K factor of 2.2. The average K factor for this
period for the ProTen farm was K = 1.5. Other data was erroneously collected at day 55 but was
discarded as sampling this late in the batch produces unrealistic results if sampled immediately after
thinning (which was the case).
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Figure 5-3 K factors - ProTen Tamworth — May and June 2011

This data is consistent with sample data held by ERM for sites in Queensland and New South Wales
collected between 2012 and the present, for bird ages between 26 and 38 days. Overall, the emission
rate data held by PE shows a downward trend in emissions towards an average of around K=1.5,
which means the K factor of 2 used for this assessment is likely an upper value, rather than average
emission rate value.

It is our experience that the majority of modern farms comply with the best practice management
requirements detailed in Best Practice Management for Meat Chicken Production in New South Wales
- Manual 2 — Meat Chicken Growing Management (DPI, 2012). As such the lower K factors are
expected. And with the movement toward the RSPCA requirements, additional management
measures, including rotary hoeing the litter during the batch (farms often use this irrespective of being
RSPCA compliant or not), has led to even better on-site management, compared to 10 years ago
when farms (with high K factors) were observed to not comply with what is now best practice. The
Complex will comply with RSPCA requirements for poultry stocking density within mechanical
ventilated sheds, which is 34 kilograms of live bird weight per square metre of floor space (kg/m?).
This is a significant reduction from the traditional industry adopted standard of 40 kg/m?2.

Figure 5-4 below shows the variability of odour emissions for a shed during a grow-out cycle based on
Equation 2. The emissions presented in the figure is for the Day 1 (calendar day 4) batch staging as
described in Section 5.5.
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We have assumed that all sheds were placed in accordance with the batch staging presented in Table
5-3.

The decline in emissions 55 days after each batch placement represents the total removal of birds
from the site and the clean out of the sheds. The shed clean-out may result in elevated odour release
during disturbance of the litter, but odour emissions from the sheds can be easily managed by
minimising the amount of air exchange through the shed during clean-out and cleaning only during the
daytime when atmospheric dispersion is most effective.
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Figure 5-4 Example of modelled OER variations over time for a proposed shed (K=2)

5.3 Ventilation rate

Ventilation rate is critical with odour assessment as it is directly related to the OER. Much of the data
available to date shows that odour emissions are non-linearly related to rate. Some of the more recent
research has shown the ventilation rate is not as significant, however the data in some of the research
(i.e. Poultry CRC (2011)) suffered from forced ventilation. That is, the ventilation rates were artificially
raised irrespective of target or ambient temperature. This means that the data does not show the
relationship as clearly as shown in earlier work including RIRDC (2010).

The ventilation rate (V) at any given time is a function of the age of the birds, the ambient temperature,
humidity and the internal shed temperature. The primary aim of ventilation is to remove heat from the
sheds, so the sheds are at “target temperature”, which is the temperature at which the birds grow
optimally. The method used for the modelling to date provides an estimate of the ventilation required
for a tunnel ventilated shed as a percentage of the maximum ventilation rate.
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The data presented in Table 5-2 is based on the University of Georgia Poultry Ventilation studies as
described in Ormerod and Holmes (2005) and Section 5.1 and has been applied successfully in
Australia for over 10 years. The minimum ventilation rate for each week of bird age increases over
time based on literature values.

Table 5-2 Example - Shed ventilation as a percentage of maximum ventilation

Bird Age (weeks)

Temperature (°C) Ventilation Rate (as a percentage of the maximum)
above Target

<1 1.7 2.6 5.1 7.7 9.8 115 17.0 17.0
2 1.7 125 125 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
3 17 25.0 25.0 375 37.5 37.5 375 375
4 1.7 375 375 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
5 1.7 37.5 37.5 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
6 1.7 37.5 37.5 62.5 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0
7 1.7 37.5 37.5 62.5 75.0 75.0 87.5 100.0
8 17 62.5 62.5 62.5 75.0 75.0 100.0 100.0
9 17 62.5 62.5 875 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Recently, a report titled Monitoring mechanical ventilation rates in poultry buildings: For the application
of odour and dust control technologies (RIRDC, 2014) was published. As noted in the executive
summary of the report: “This project was designed to quantify the daily, seasonal, and batch-age
trends in ventilation rates for mechanically ventilated poultry sheds across different climatic zones of
eastern Australia to support improved strategic design of odour and dust reducing technologies at
critical periods of ventilation. In addition, this project will identify a suitable method to monitor
ventilation rates of poultry production sheds”.

The report notes in numerous locations that the aim of the report was not for odour dispersion
modelling of sheds, but for the assessment of odour control systems which could be used on new
sheds.

The project tested five farms on the east coast of Australia which included an unknown site in the
Tamworth area. As such, it is not clear if tested farm have new well sealed sheds, like those proposed
here. The “tightness"” of the sheds is important, as the better the sheds are, the better they perform
with regard to ventilation.

" A term used to refer to how well sealed sheds are. Sheds which have leaks in them, need more air to account for leakages

where additional hot air is drawn into the sheds when ventilating.
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The report included three “Fan Activity Prediction Models” for each farm, each with different inputs
(e.g. bird age, ambient temperature etc). All three could be applied to a farm to derive a site-specific
ventilation profile. The first two methods (1 and 2) used a number of easily obtained inputs, and the
third made use of solar radiation data, which cannot be obtained without an on-site weather station.
As such, we have focussed on the first two methods.

The predictions from the two methods is shown below as a scatter plot in Figure 5-5. The figure shows
that the methods generally agree, but there are significant differences at both maximum and minimum
(up to 30%) ventilation.

% Maximum Airflow Method 2

0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0
% Maximum Airflow Method 1

Figure 5-5 Predicted Ventilation, Tamworth methods 1 and 2

A summary of the predicted ventilation rate (m?3/s) for the Tamworth Farm (method 1 and 2) from the
RIRDC and the modelled ventilation derived from the method described in Ormerod and Holmes
(2005) is presented in Figure 5-6.

Figure 5-6 shows that the predicted ventilation rates are different between the RIRDC and the
modelled ventilation rates presented here and specifically shows:

e Both the RIRDC methods (1 and 2) predict similar ventilation rates across the year.

e Peak ventilation rates are similar between the two RIRDC and modelled ventilation methods
during the warmer summer months where peak emissions and impacts are expected to occur.

e Both RIRDC methods indicate higher minimum ventilation rates throughout the year but most
noticeably during winter when compared to the Pacific Environment method (i.e. the minimum
ventilation rate is high throughout winter, with little difference between peak and minimum
ventilation rates predicted).
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Figure 5-6 Predicted ventilation for the RIRDC Tamworth farm and University of Georgia ventilation — Whole year

As shown in Figure 5-6, there are differences in the predicted ventilation rates between the RIRDC
and modelled ventilation rates. The odour emissions modelled in this air quality assessment are
based on the “Pacific Environment” ventilation rates in Figure 5-6 (blue lines). What is clearly shown
is the overprediction of the minimum ventilation of both RIRDC methods during early stages of the
batch and most importantly during winter. This method does not provide a realistic representation of
the ventilation rates in the real world. This is explained further below.

As discussed, the RIRDC methods collected ventilation data from five farms on the east coast of
Australia. However, the data presented in the RIRDC report (RIRDC, 2014) must be viewed in
context of the intent of the project. As noted above, the report was never intended to be used for the
purpose shown in the above figure. With regard to this, the document states:

The target audience of the report is as follows;

e poultry producers, who may be considering installation of add-on technologies, and require
knowledge of ventilation rates and fan activity

e the chicken meat industry, which is under pressure to reduce odour and dust impacts and
need to know actual ventilation rates and fan activity of modern poultry sheds to assess
potential add-on technologies and whether they will be an appropriate odour reduction
strategy

e environmental regulators/government agencies, who require information when making
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decisions on how to resolve or prevent odour impacts

e consultants, who require greater knowledge of ventilation rates and fan activity when
advising poultry producers, environmental regulators and community groups about odour
and dust emission/dispersion and potential reduction strategies.

Based on the above, it is clear that the intent of the report was never to be used as a methodology of
estimating emissions to use in dispersion modelling assessments. To check this, Geordie Galvin
contacted the author of the report, Dr Mark Dunlop, in July 2017. Dr Dunlop confirmed that the intent
of the report was aimed at defining the potential flow rates used to design odour control systems. As
the systems need to be designed based on maximum flow rates, the data was considered more useful
for that purpose.

Whilst the predicted airflow is based on a research based dataset from the RIRDC report, and putting
aside the issues in the preceding paragraphs, it is important to understand how these new data
correlate with real world odour emission data.

Figure 5-7 below shows a comparison between the predicted RIRDC and modelled ventilation rates
with actual data from the Rotem control system at the ProTen farm known as “Murrami” near Griffith,
NSW. For simplicity, the data has been analysed with regard to whether or not the ambient
temperature is above or below the target temperature of the birds at a point in time. That is, if the
target temperature is below the ambient temperature, more air would be needed to cool the birds.
With regard to this, the shed temperature sensor locations, especially on the outside of the shed may
not be optimal, and may be subject to direct sunlight, which can lead to hotter temperatures than are
actually occurring. This creates scatter in the data.

The figure includes the following assumptions and inputs:

e The Murrami Farm sheds are of similar size, bird capacity and design as the proposed sheds
at the Development.

e Ventilation data is taken from the 21 to 24 July from batch age 42 to 46 days.

e Data is presented as volumetric flow (m?3/s; y-axis') and the difference between ambient
temperature and shed target temperature (x-axis).

e A negative value on the x-axis indicates that the ambient temperature is below shed target
temperature typical of colder months and minimum ventilation conditions.

e Ambient temperatures are measured at the Murrami farm from an on-site weather station.

e Ambient temperatures for the modelled ventilation rates (Ormerod and Holmes (2005) are
based on temperatures from an output of the CALMET model as described in Section 4.1.3.

e The RIRDC and modelled ventilation rates (Ormerod and Holmes (2005) have been
calculated to be of a similar time and stage (day 42 growth) as measured at the ProTen
Murrami Farm.

' Based on the CFM design limits in the Rotam controllers. In reality, the values could be less than this due to back pressure on

the fans and maintenance of the fans.
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Figure 5-7 Predicted ventilation for the RIRDC Method 1 and Modelled Ventilation with real world data from the
Murrami Farmi

Whilst based on a limited dataset, Figure 5-7 clearly shows that the RIRDC method (Method 1C)
significantly over predicts ventilation rates when the ambient temperature is under the target
temperature. For example, when the ambient temperature is ten degrees below the target temperature
the RIRDC method predicts ventilation rates from 55 to 80 m3/s whereas the modelled ventilation
rates and the Murrami Farm data is less than half this ventilation. In the real world, if the RIRDC
ventilation rates were used in a shed, this would result in the birds being cooled to a point which they
would either not grow, or die.

The differences in the data presented for the modelled ventilation rates and when ambient and target
temperature is approaching zero could be as a result of a difference in climatic conditions between the
Development site northwest of Tamworth and the Murrami Farm southeast of Griffith. Furthermore,
the difference could be associated with a difference between the target temperature in the system, the
fact that the temperature sensors could be in the sun, and the pulsing of fans (where they turn off and
on in each hour).

Whilst there is limited data for the modelled ventilation rates when ambient temperature is five
degrees below target (-5 to 5 on the graph), the data presented between -20 and -5 shows a good
relationship between the modelled ventilation rates and the Murrami Farm data.

I Murrami data is 15 minute data averaged to hourly data. The higher values around -8° are considered to be associated with

direct sun on the sensors.
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In summary, the RIRDC method has shown to be unrealistic, whereas the modelled ventilation rates
and real world data taken from the Murrami farm are similar in prediction (considering the difference in
inputs used to generate the data).

5.4 Particulate Emission Estimation

Particulate emission rates in this air quality assessment are based on the method and data presented
in Mirrabooka (2002) measured at a meat chicken farm in NSW as well as theoretical considerations.

The approach generates hourly varying emission rates from each shed based on the following factors:

e the total weight of all birds, which varies later in the batch as harvesting takes place
e ventilation rate, which depends on bird age and ambient temperature
e design and management practices.

Data from Mirrabooka (2002) were from an existing farm (constructed prior to 2002) with tunnel-
ventilated sheds and cup drinkers and were gathered for chicken batches between one to eight weeks
of age to represent particulate emissions over a full batch cycle. The data were standardised to relate
the particulate matter concentration to the total bird mass at the time of sampling. The resulting
relationship is shown in Figure 5-8. The shed ventilation rate was also related to particulate matter
concentration (as a fraction of the maximum) and is presented in Figure 5-9.

The data were gathered between July and August and therefore may not represent worst case
meteorological conditions (i.e. maximum ventilation rates). However, Mirrabooka (2002) showed that
the emission factors generated from these data were comparable to Victorian EPA recommended
emission rates, which were in use in assessments at the time of the Mirrabooka publication.
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Figure 5-8 Data Used in Particulate Emissions Modelling (Mirrabooka 2002)

From Figure 5-8, the relationship between the maximum particulate emission concentration (PEC) and
bird mass, assuming a single fan operating, is expressed as:
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PEC =aM +b 3
where:

PEC = maximum particulate emission concentration (mg/m3)

M = Total mass of birds (tonnes)

a =0.270 for TSP or 0.115 for PM1o

b =0.385 for TSP or 0.917 for PM1o

To account for the dilution that occurs under higher flow rates, equation (4) has been taken from
Figure 5-9:

PEC, = PEC x(cV*") )

where:
PEC, = particulate emission concentration (mg/ms3)
PEC = maximum particulate emission concentration (mg/m3)
V = Ventilation rate (m3/s) and
¢ = 3.3 for TSP and 4.11 for PMuo

d =-0.49 for TSP and —0.58 for PM1o
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Figure 5-9 Relationship between Particulate Concentration and Flow Rate

A particulate matter emission rate (PER) can be calculated by multiplying the PEC by the ventilation
rate (V).

The ventilation rate (V) used at any given time is a function of the age of the birds and the ambient
temperature and humidity.
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More recently two new datasets have become available for meat chickens. The first is the PM1o
emission data detailed in Australian Poultry CRC (2011) and the second is data collected by Pacific
Environment at a farm in South East Queensland (PAEHoImes, 2012). These data are compared in
Figure 5-10 as standardised for number of birds and bird age. As there is a relatively consistent
relationship between bird age and bird mass (across the industry), the data in Figure 5-10 are
comparable from site to site when standardised by age and on a per 1,000 birds basis. The data are
presented in Figure 5-10 as follows:

e Green Markers — particulate emissions based on the data in Mirrabooka (2002) and used in
this assessment

e Red markers — data from PAEHoImes (2012)
e Blue Markers — CRC data from Australian Poultry CRC (2011)

It is noted that the red data markers (PAEHoImes, 2012) were collected over a period of five days
every 15 minutes during summer just after first thin out. Due to project limitations, ventilation rates
were unable to be measured in real time. The data shown in the figure therefore represent the range
of potential concentrations over a range of ventilation rates during a warm period. The data showed a
typical trend of low concentrations overnight, corresponding with conditions where lower ventilation
rates are required. During the day, the concentrations were consistent over time when elevated
ventilation levels were required (as the ambient temperature was above target temperature) with some
peaks from time to time corresponding with short term ventilation changes.

Figure 5-10 shows that the modelled particulate emissions used in this assessment, that were based
on Mirrabooka (2002) method, overpredicts actual measured dust concentrations at similar operations
by a factor of at least two, thus resulting in a conservative assessment of potential impacts. This
conservative estimation is further discussed in Section 6.2.2

0.25
0.2
<
Q
"
2
& 0.15
=
)
[=]
=]
=
= 0.1 5 &
£
~
oo
€
4 o4 @
0.05 - * Ak "
A4 t; * m * @
) ] * A
& %o ¢ * :
0 — ¥ % B :3.‘0 | ‘ AhbAAAAAAARME
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Bird Age
¢ CRCData ™ Measured Modelled
Document Control Number: AQU-QD-006-21099 47
Pacific- 21099 Proten Rushes Creek Farm EIS R2.docx
En\"ronment Proprietary information for ProTen c/o SLR Consulting only. Property of ERM Australia Pacific Pty Ltd

an ERM Group cempany



ProTen c/o SLR Consulting

Figure 5-10 Summary of measured PMzo data (PE), CRC data and modelled (Mirrabooka 2002) emissions model
data for a typical farm

5.5 Batch Staging

A sensitive analysis of the odour risk of the proposed Complex was completed by assessing the odour
impact by changing the assumed start day of the bird placement. By changing the start day of the bird
placement, the peak odour emissions have been assessed against a range of meteorology conditions
throughout the year. This methodology has been adopted to provide a more realistic placement
schedule based on data provided by ProTen.

The batch staging is presented as three model runs to represent day 1, day 14 and day 28 bird
placements. We set the model up so that birds were placed on the first working day of 2005 (the
modelled representative meteorological year — see Section 4.1.1) which is the Monday, day 4 of the
calendar year. Therefore, the model begins on Day 4, day 18 and day 32 of the calendar year. We
understand that the maximum number of birds that can be placed on any given day is 636,000 (x6%)
which is equal to a maximum of 12 sheds per day.

Table 5-3 Day 1 (calendar day 4) Staging scenario — Number of sheds placed by date

Day1l Day?2 ‘ Day3 Day4 Day5 ‘ Day6 Day7 Day8 Day9 Day10 Dayl1 Day12

1/01/05 2/01/05 3/01/05 4/01/05 5/01/05 6/01/05 7/01/05 8/01/05 9/01/05 10/01/05 11/01/05 12/01/05

Farm
9 9
2
Farm
10

3

Farm 1 11 4

4
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Table 5-4 Day 14(calendar day 18) Staging scenario — Number of sheds placed by date
Day15 Day16 ‘ Day17 Day18 Day19 ‘ Day20 Day21 Day22 Day23 Day24 ‘ Day25 Day 26

15/01/20 16/01/20 17/01/20 18/01/20 19/01/20 | 20/01/20 21/01/20  22/01/20  23/01/20  24/01/20 | 25/01/20  26/01/20

Fri Sat ‘ Sun Mon Tue ‘ Wed Thu Fri SE Sun ‘ Mon Tue

Farm

Farm

Farm
10

Farm 1 11 4

Table 5-5 Day 28 (calendar day 32) Staging scenario — Number of sheds placed by date

Day40

29/01/2  30/01/2 ‘ 31/01/2  1/02/20  2/02/20 ‘ 3/02/20  4/02/20  5/02/20  6/02/20  7/02/20 ‘ 8/02/20  9/02/20

Fri Sat ‘ Sun Mon Tue ‘ Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun ‘ Mon Tues

Farm

Farm

Farm
10

Farm 1 11 4

5.6 Excluded Sources

The following sections of the report include the discussion of other possible sources from site and the
reason for their exclusion from the assessment.

5.6.1 Emergency Diesel Generator Emissions

The proposed on-site diesel generators will only be used during emergencies when the mains power
supply from the electricity grid is interrupted or lost. Based on experience at other ProTen poultry
production farms around Australia, the generators will only be required between one to five days per
year.

It is proposed that there will be three generators at each PPU, each with a maximum standby rating of
390 kVA. The generators will be contained within a lockable acoustic enclosures with a vertical air
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discharge. The generators will be tested on a regular basis as per the manufacturer’'s
recommendations. The proposed generators will meet the relevant emission standards in Schedule 4
of the Protection of the Environment Operations (Clean Air) Regulation 2010 (Clean Air Regulation)
(NSW Government, 2017).

Given the emission standards, low level of usage and the separation distances to the surrounding
receptors, the diesel generators are not expected to exceed the relevant air quality criteria at the
surrounding receptors. This was further proven in the Response to Submissions (SLR, 2015) (RTS)
for ProTen’s Narrandera Poultry Production Farm (SSD 6882) approved in November 2015.

5.6.2 Internal Road Emissions

Wheel generated dust from the internal roads were excluded from this assessment as the potential for
emissions will be low given the constructed nature of the roads, the subsequent lower silt loading
(compared to using unformed tracks) and the general low speeds the trucks travel on these roads.
Based on the previous assessments of multiple poultry operations, wheel generated dust from internal
roads was found to be a negligible source of dust. Furthermore, the buffer distances from the internal
roads to surrounding receptors are suitably significant.

On this basis, modelling of dust emissions from the internal roads is not considered warranted. Dust
emissions from the internal roads can be effectively mitigated and managed via appropriate
construction and operational maintenance. This was also presented as a part of the RTS (SLR, 2015)
for ProTen’s Narrandera Poultry Production Farm (SSD 6882) approved in November 2015,

6. Results
6.1 Odour

6.1.1 Development alone

The predicted one second (peak to mean ratio included) odour concentrations at the most affected
sensitive receptors and the recreational facilities in the general area of the site are presented in Table
6-1 and Table 6-2, respectively.

Table 6-1 Sensitive Receptor results for the most affected receptors

Batch scenario Sensitive Receptor 22 | Sensitive Receptor 23—  Sensitive Receptor 24 Sensitive Receptor 25

— Results (ng 1595) ou REHIIS (ng 1335) (e]V] — Results (ng 1335) (e]V] — Results (ng 1595) ou

Day 4 2.1 2.0 34 2.7
Day 18 2.0 2.0 4.0 3.0
Day 32 3.7 3.6 4.2 2.8
Average 2.6 2.5 3.9 2.8

Table 6-2 Sensitive Receptor results for the recreational receptors

Batch scenario Manilla Ski Gardens Caravan Manilla Fishing Club (R17)— Lake Keepit Sport and

and Fishing Club (R20)— Results (Cgg 1 sec) OU Recreation Centre (R32)—
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Results (Cgg 1 sec) OU Results (Cgg 1 sec) OU

Day 4 1.1 1.1 1.9
Day 18 11 11 1.7
Day 32 13 1.2 1.6
Average 1.2 11 1.7

The predicted odour concentrations for the sensitive receptors are presented in the following figures;

e Figure 6-1 Predicted 99th percentile 1-second odour concentration - Day 1 (calendar day 4);

e Figure 6-2 Predicted 99t percentile 1-second odour concentration - Day 4 (calendar day 18);
and

e Figure 6-3 Predicted 99" percentile 1-second odour concentration - Day 28 (calendar day 32)

The predicted odour concentrations from the Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex indicates that
all rural sensitive receptors are expected to be below the odour criterion of Cog 1 second — 5 0u for all
three batch staging scenarios. Whilst the results of the staging scenarios show a range of results for
the predicted odour concentrations, the average for all three staging scenarios at the most affected
sensitive receptors are well below the criteria. The highest predicted concentration occurs for the Day
14 staging scenario for sensitive receptor R24 at 4.2 ou which shows compliance and a clear pass
with the Cog 1second = 5 0OU criteria.

The modelling also shows that the Recreational Facilities receptors are all below the population
affected odour concentration of Cog 1second = 2 OU. The Sport and Recreational Facility shows the
highest risk of odour at with a maximum predicted concentration of 1.9 ou occurring on the Day 4
staging scenario.

It is noted that the Manilla Ski Gardens Caravan Park and Manilla Fishing Club are located over 2 km
from the nearest sheds, while the Lake Keepit Sport and Recreation Centre is more than 6.5 km from
the nearest sheds. It should be noted the location for each receptor is at the closest point to the
Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex, which represents a conservative result for each facility.
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Figure 6-1 Predicted 99" percentile 1-second odour concentration - Day 1 (calendar day 4)
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Figure 6-2 Predicted 99" percentile 1-second odour concentration - Day 4 (calendar day 18)
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Figure 6-3 Predicted 99" percentile 1-second odour concentration - Day 28 (calendar day 32)
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6.1.2 Cumulative Odour

With regard to the potential for cumulative impacts, the poultry developments we have identified in the
area include:

Existing
e Glenara Park Poultry Breeder Farm (Baiada) - approved by Council as Development Consent
DA 69-99/2000. This development houses 80,000 birds (it is understood that Baiada is
proposing to expand this farm to 100,000 birds) and located approximately 6 km to the
northwest the Development Site;

e Murrami Poultry Production Farm (ProTen) - approved by Council in December 2002 under
Development Consent DA 2001/008. This development comprises 16 poultry sheds which
accommodate up to 800,000 birds and is located approximately 11 km to the south-southeast
of the Development Site;

e Moana Broiler Farm (Praedium) - approved by Council in November 2008 under Development
Consent DA 0324/2008. This development comprises eight sheds which accommodate up to
450,000 birds and is located 11.5 km to the south-southwest of the Development Site; and

e Brubi Poultry Broiler Production Farm (Russell Chickens) - was original approved by Manilla
Shire Council in 2001 as DA 23-00/2001 to house 400,000 birds in eight sheds. In 2012,
Council approved an additional 8 sheds under Development Consent DA 0078/2013. This
development comprises 16 sheds in total which accommodate up to 800,000 birds and is
located approximately 10 km to the east of the Development Site.

e A small sow operation (approximately 50 sows) was identified by aerial photography located
approximately 3 km to the north east of the Development Site in the vicinity of sensitive
receptor R13. The odour emanating from the existing sow operation has different odour
character from the proposed poultry development. Due to the size and nature of the sow
operation, the separation distance and the predicted spread of odour emissions from the
proposed poultry development, a cumulative odour assessment was not undertaken as there
is a negligible potential for cumulative odour impacts.

Approved (i.e. Development Consent issued but not yet Constructed)
e Strathfield Poultry Broiler Complex (Baiada) - is a five farm poultry development approved by
Council in July 2014 under separate development consents - DA 0273/2014, DA 0274/2014,
DA 0275/2014, DA 0276/2014 and DA 0277/2014. The Complex will house up to 2.94 million
birds and is located 26 km to the north east of the Development Site.

The only poultry farm within 10 kilometres is the Glenara Park breeder farm, which typically has a
much smaller odour footprint than equivalent sized broiler farms. Therefore, we have not performed a
cumulative assessment for odour other than combining Farms 1, 2, 3 and 4 as presented in this
report.
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6.2 Particulate Matter

6.2.1 Annual average PM1o concentrations

Table 6-3 presents the predicted annual average concentrations and levels at each of the sensitive
receptor locations due to both the Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex alone, and when
including existing background concentrations, for the three batch staging scenarios detailed in Section
5.5i.e. Day 4, Day 18 and Day 32 of the calendar year. The assumed background concentrations
have been outlined previously in Section 3.4.

Contour plots of the predicted annual average concentrations due to the Rushes Creek Poultry
Production Complex alone and cumulatively are presented in Figure 6-4 to Figure 6-6.

The results show that there are no sensitive receptors predicted to experience annual average
concentrations above the relevant impact assessment criterion for PM1o of 25 ug/ms3, either due to the
complex alone, or when including existing background concentrations. The maximum contribution at a
sensitive from the complex alone, is 1.1 ug/m?® at R24 when assessing operations for the batching
scenario commencing on calendar Day 32.
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Table 6-3: Predicted annual average PM1o concentrations due to Development alone and cumulatively
Batch Stage

Dy 16 oy 32

Annual Average

Development . Development . Development .
P Cumulative p Cumulative P Cumulative
alone alone alone

Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment
criteria criteria criteria criteria criteria criteria
= N/A = 25 ug/m?® = N/A =25 ug/m? = N/A = 25 ug/m?
R1 0.2 114 0.2 114 0.2 114
R2 0.2 114 0.2 114 0.2 114
R3 0.2 11.4 0.1 11.3 0.2 11.4
R4 0.2 11.4 0.1 11.3 0.2 11.4
R5 0.2 11.4 0.1 11.3 0.2 11.4
R6 0.2 11.4 0.1 11.3 0.2 11.4
R7 0.2 11.4 0.2 11.4 0.3 11.5
R8 0.2 11.4 0.2 11.4 0.3 11.5
R9 0.2 114 0.2 114 0.2 114
R10 0.2 114 0.2 114 0.2 114
R11 0.2 114 0.2 114 0.2 114
R12 0.2 114 0.2 114 0.2 114
R13 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5
R14 0.3 115 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5
R15 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5
R16 0.4 11.6 0.3 11.5 0.4 11.6
R17 0.2 11.4 0.2 11.4 0.2 11.4
R18 0.4 11.6 0.4 11.6 0.4 11.6
R19 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5 0.5 11.7
R20 0.2 11.4 0.2 11.4 0.3 11.5
R21 0.4 11.6 0.4 11.6 0.4 11.6
R22 0.5 11.7 0.4 11.6 0.6 11.8
R23 0.5 11.7 0.4 11.6 0.6 11.8
R24 0.9 12.1 0.9 12.1 11 12.3
R25 0.7 11.9 0.8 12.0 0.8 12.0
R26 0.3 115 0.3 115 0.3 115
R27 0.3 11.5 0.2 11.4 0.3 11.5
R28 0.3 11.5 0.4 11.6 0.4 11.6
R29 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5
R30 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5
R31 0.2 11.4 0.2 11.4 0.2 11.4
R32 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5 0.3 11.5
R33 0.5 11.7 0.5 11.7 0.5 11.7
R34 0.3 115 0.3 115 0.3 115
R35 0.3 11.5 0.3 115 0.3 115
R36 0.2 114 0.2 114 0.2 11.4
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Figure 6-6 Predicted annual average PMio concentration without background due to Development alone and cumulatively - Calendar Day 32
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6.2.2 24-hour average PMio concentrations

It is important to note that it is not possible to accurately predict cumulative 24-hour average
concentrations many years into the future using dispersion modelling, principally due to the variability
in ambient levels and spatial and temporal variation in any day-to-day anthropogenic activity.
Experience shows that the worst-case 24-hour PMi1o concentrations are strongly influenced by other
sources in the area, such as bushfires and dust storms, which are essentially unpredictable.

Due to a lack of any site-specific data, cumulative PMzo air quality impacts have been estimated by
adding the contribution of the complex to the existing air quality or ‘background’ values taken from the
NRAQMP monitoring station at Wil-gai. The 2016 data was selected based on the most complete
dataset (Section 3.4) and the most recent year available which better represents current air quality
within the region. As there was no data available from the modelled year, the year 2016 data is the
most appropriate to use for the assessment.

Table 6-4 presents the maximum predicted 24-hour average concentrations of PM1o at each of the
sensitive receptor locations due to the complex alone and cumulatively.

Contour plots of the maximum predicted 24-hour average concentrations due to the Development
alone, for the three batch staging scenarios detailed in Section - Day 4, Day 18 and Day 32 of the
calendar year are presented in Figure 6-7 to Figure 6-9

Note that the maximum 24-hour average PMio contours do not represent a single worst-case day at
all locations, but rather represent the potential worst case 24-hour average PMz1o concentration that
could be reached at any particular location across the entire modelling year.

The results from the three modelling scenarios show that there is only one sensitive receptor (R25)
predicted to experience a cumulative 24-hour average PMio concentration above the impact
assessment criteria of 50 pg/ms3. This occurs only under the Calendar Day 3 assessment, on 30
October, with a predicted contribution from the complex of 41.6 pg/ms.

Figure 6-10 to Figure 6-12 show the cumulative time series as stacked bar charts for the highest
cumulative sensitive receptor R25, matching the predicted contribution from the Development for
each day with the measured background from Wil-gai during 2016. It is apparent from these plots that
predicted contribution from the Development typically results in a minor change to the existing
background concentrations. This is further supported in the frequency plot for the Calendar Day 4
assessment at R25 (see Figure 6-13) which shows that over 95% of the predicted increments due to
the complex are 5 pg/ms or below.

As discussed in Section 5.4, the Mirrabooka (2002) data used for the modelling is inherently
conservative. Therefore, the emission rate data used over-estimates the emissions and hence the
impacts by a factor of at least two, thus resulting in a conservative assessment of potential impacts.

Taking into consideration the conservative particulate emissions, coupled with there being no
consideration of mitigation measures (including the proposed vegetation screens — discussed further
below) the results presented provide an unrealistically conservative assessment of particulate
impacts. It is known that there are multiple similar operations in similar locations where the operations
do not lead to any off-site dust impacts.

Vegetative buffers would be planted to further mitigate any potential risk with regard to dust. Various
research has shown that dust from intensive livestock operations can be reduced by 35% to 65%
(Laird, 1997; Thernelius, 1997; Hartung, 1985; Malone, et al., 2006; Malone, et al., 2008). In their
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work, Malone et. al. (2006, 2008) showed an average reduction over three years of 56%. This is
primarily associated with the dust impacting on the trees and depositing out. Therefore, even though
the risk of dust impacts is low, the dust emissions can easily be mitigated by planting vegetative

buffers.
Pacjfic — Document Control Number: AQU-QD-006-21099 62
EFQ'ylqunment 21099 Proten Rushes Creek Farm EIS R2.docx

Proprietary information for ProTen c/o SLR Consulting only. Property of ERM Australia Pacific Pty Ltd.



ProTen c/o SLR Consulting

Table 6-4: Maximum predicted maximum 24-h hour average PMio concentrations due to Development alone and
cumulatively

Batch Stage

Dy 18 oy 32

Maximum 24-h average concentration

Development . Development . Development .
P Cumulative p Cumulative P Cumulative
alone alone alone

Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment
criteria criteria criteria criteria criteria criteria
= N/A =50 pg/m?® = N/A =50 pg/m? = N/A =50 ug/m?
R1 7.6 395 4.1 395 5.6 395
R2 8.4 39.5 9.5 39.5 12.2 395
R3 7.4 395 5.6 395 6.8 395
R4 6.4 395 5.8 395 4.0 395
R5 6.6 395 6.7 395 4.3 395
R6 5.1 395 3.3 395 515 395
R7 6.7 395 4.2 395 7.6 395
R8 9.4 395 6.9 395 10.1 395
R9 6.7 395 7.0 395 3.0 395
R10 8.4 39.5 6.0 395 3.8 395
R11 8.7 395 8.6 395 10.3 395
R12 10.4 39.5 7.9 395 6.1 395
R13 9.7 39.6 13.4 395 17.3 395
R14 9.8 395 10.3 395 12.7 395
R15 10.9 39.7 9.9 395 13.4 395
R16 14.7 39.8 12.9 395 9.7 395
R17 9.8 40.4 5.2 395 4.2 395
R18 13.7 41.2 8.8 39.6 6.0 395
R19 6.0 395 8.8 395 10.8 42.4
R20 10.7 40.3 6.6 395 4.6 395
R21 14.5 40.1 11.1 395 10.6 395
R22 9.5 39.6 10.8 39.7 14.3 42.5
R23 9.5 39.6 10.9 39.6 13.7 42.1
R24 15.5 40.0 18.8 39.5 19.2 40.9
R25 41.6 55.2 17.2 42.8 24.3 40.9
R26 6.6 39.5 6.2 395 8.6 395
R27 6.5 395 6.0 395 7.8 395
R28 8.2 39.7 10.3 395 10.1 40.1
R29 9.0 39.6 6.2 395 8.9 39.7
R30 7.4 39.6 5.8 395 8.3 39.7
R31 4.7 395 4.9 395 4.5 395
R32 4.7 40.0 5.9 395 4.3 395
R33 8.5 39.6 5.2 395 4.6 39.7
R34 10.8 39.7 7.5 39.5 4.8 40.1
R35 7.9 39.6 8.6 395 6.3 39.9
R36 5.4 395 3.7 395 34 395
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Figure 6-7 Maximum predicated 24-hour PM1o concentration without background - Calendar Day 4
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Figure 6-8 Predicted maximum 24-hour PM1o concentration without background - Day 14 (calendar day 18)
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Figure 6-9 Predicted maximum 24-hour PM1o concentration without background - Day 28 (calendar day 32)
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Figure 6-10 Maximum cumulative 24-hour average PM1o concentrations at R25 — Calendar Day 4
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Figure 6-11 Maximum cumulative 24-hour average PMio concentrations at R25 — Calendar Day 18
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Figure 6-12 Maximum cumulative 24-hour average PM1o concentrations at R25 — Calendar Day 32
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Figure 6-13 Frequency plot of 24-hour average PMio concentrations at R25 — Calendar Day 4
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/. Mitigation Measures

Air quality impacts are directly related to farm operation, with good management practices playing a
significant role in reducing the potential for offensive odour and particulate matter emissions. The
proposed Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex offers several advantages in terms of the
potential for air quality impacts, including low density of surrounding residences and significant
separation distances.

While the complex is predicted to have a low impact on local amenity with respect to odour and dust
impacts, ProTen will take reasonable and practicable measures to prevent or minimise emissions.

As listed below, a range of complementary design features, best management practices and
mitigation measures will be applied to minimise and manage potential air quality impacts.

Development Design

e The poultry sheds will be fully enclosed, have adequate roof overhang (wide eaves) and be
surrounded by dwarf concrete bund walls to prevent rainwater entering the sheds and to allow
for the controlled discharge of wash down water from the sheds. These measures will all
reduce the level of moisture within the poultry sheds, which is identified as a significant
potential odour source.

e The feed silos will be fully enclosed to both prevent the entry of rainwater, with wet feed also
identified as a potential odour source, and minimise emissions of dust/particulate matter when
loading and unloading.

e The poultry sheds will be tunnel-ventilated, which will allow control over the moisture levels
and promote optimum growing conditions and bird health. The increased airflow and
improved feed conversion in tunnel-vented sheds helps to maintain bedding material within
the optimal moisture range.

e All sheds will be fitted with nipple drinkers with drip cups, as opposed to traditional cup
drinkers, to minimise water spillage and reduce the risk of increased shed moisture.

Operation and Maintenance

¢ Regular monitoring and maintenance of the tunnel ventilation systems and bird drinkers will
be undertaken to avoid spillage, leaks and uneven distribution.

e Stocking densities and bird health within each of the poultry sheds will be regularly checked
and, if necessary, appropriate corrective measures will be implemented.

e Daily monitoring and maintenance of the bedding material will occur to identify, remove and
replace any caked material beneath drinking lines and/or areas with excessive moisture
content.

e Poultry litter will be promptly removed from the sheds and transported off-site in covered
trucks at the end of each production cycle during the clean-out phase. Wherever possible the
handling of the material will be avoided during adverse climatic conditions, such as times of
cold air drainage during early morning or towards nights and strong winds. The shed
ventilation systems will not be used during the removal of bedding material.
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e Dead birds will be collected from the sheds on a daily basis and stored in on-site chillers prior
to removal from site.

e The insides of the poultry sheds and the surrounds will be maintained at all times to ensure a
clean and sanitary environment.

e During sanitisation, the amount of air released from the sheds while any sanitising scent is
present will be minimised and, if possible, a low scent sanitiser will be utilised.

e Internal access roads will be appropriately maintained to minimise dust emissions.
Landscaping Strategy

e Landscape plantings (vegetation screens) will be established and the plantings will act to
effectively slow and filter air movement, which will enhance dust deposition and odour
dispersion.

Meteorological Station

e A meteorological station will be installed within the complex to collect on-going and up-to date
weather data. The collected data will assist in responding to any complaints relating to
possible odour emissions.

Environmental Complaints and Incidents

e A Complaints and Incidents Management Strategy will be implemented to ensure that all
complaints and incidents relating to the poultry operation are promptly and effectively
addressed. Appropriate documentation of complaint/incident handling will assist in identifying
and implementing measures to negate the possibility of re-occurrence in the future.
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8. Discussion

Dispersion modelling of predicted odour emissions (K factor of 2.0) from the proposed farm (54
sheds) indicates that odour concentrations associated with the farm at the nearest off-site sensitive
receptors will be below the NSW odour criterion of 5 ou. The highest predicted sensitive receptor
concentration including the results from all staging runs is 4.2 ou, which is well below (rounded to 4
ou) the guideline value.

The predicted results are directly related to the K factor values used. For this work, a K factor of 2 was
used. The average K factor data PE holds for another ProTen site (Section 5.2) indicates that a K
factor of 2 may be conservative for this site. This means that the predicted concentrations are not
expected to be exceeded during normal operations.

As discussed in Section 5.3 the estimated ventilation rates have been compared to the flow rates
used at the ProTen Murrami farm and shows a good agreement when the limitations of the datasets
are considered. The ventilation data generated using the RIRDC methods, whilst newer in terms of
the data underlying the methods, would unrealistically overpredict ventilation rates, and therefore
odour emission rates. This was demonstrated when the ventilation rates were compared to real world
test data from the Murrami Farm (Figure 5-7).

In the absence of site specific meteorology, we have used a combination of TAPM and CALMET
known as the No Observation approach. This method is detailed and approved in the Generic
Guidance and Optimum Model Settings for the CALPUFF modelling system for inclusion into the
'‘Approved methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW (NSW EPA, 2016).
When comparing the output of the CALMET model with observational data from a meteorological
station outside the domain (i.e. Moana), as shown in Section 4.1.5, the model compared well with the
observed data indicating that the modelled data was suitable for odour modelling.

With regard to normal operations and the potential for odour control to be required, as noted above,
management of chicken farms has changed in the last 10 years. The publication of best practice
documents (DPI, 2012) as well as the adoption of RSPCA management at some farms (RSPCA,
2013; RSPCA, 2014) has seen the minimum standard of management at farms rise significantly with
a significant focus being placed on litter management. Improvements in litter management have a
direct financial implication for growers in that dry and friable optimal bird growth and less bird health
issues, it has also been beneficial in terms of a more consistent litter quality. Drier litter has previously
been shown (Clarkson & Misselbrook, 1991) to have a much lower odour emission potential than
moist or wet litter.

Furthermore, the complex will have a maximum stocking density of 34 kg/m?, which complies with the
recommended maximum stocking density for domestic poultry in tunnel ventilated sheds RSPCA
Approved Farming Scheme Standards — Meat Chickens (RSPCA, 2013). This 15% reduction to the
maximum stocking density significantly reduces their odour generating potential in comparison to
farms which maintain a maximum stocking density of up to 40 kg/m?, in accordance with the National
Animal Welfare Standards for the Meat Chicken Industry (Australian Poultry CRC, 2008).

Finally, it is relevant to discuss dust emissions. To the best of our knowledge, there is no farm with
suitable buffers (such as the farm unit here) that has dust issues. This is because, as shown in Figure
5-10, dust concentrations in sheds, even at peak density and maximum ventilation, are low. Even
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though the risk of dust impacts is low, the dust emissions would easily be mitigated by planting
vegetative buffers.
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9. Conclusion

This report has assessed potential odour and dust impacts associated with the proposed ProTen
Rushes Creek Poultry Production Complex located approximately 43 km northwest of Tamworth and
33 km northeast of Gunnedah in NSW. Local land use, terrain and meteorology have been
considered in the assessment and dispersion modelling was conducted using CALPUFF in line with
the approved methods.

In summary:

e The predicted odour concentrations at the rural residential receptors are predicted to be
below the EPA assessment criterion of 5 ou.

e The conservatively predicted 24-hour and annual average PM1o concentrations are also
predicted to be below the EPA assessment criterion with the exception of R25 for the Day 4
staging only.
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Rushes Creek Poultry Production Farm Traffic Impact Assessment
Rushes Creek Road (via Oxley Highway), Tamworth for ProTen Tamworth Limited

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1

RoadNet Pty Ltd (RoadNet) has been engaged by SLR Consulting Australia Pty Ltd (SLR), on behalf of
ProTen Tamworth Limited (ProTen), to prepare a Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) for the development of a
large-scale intensive poultry production facility called the Rushes Creek Poultry Production Farm within a
rural area known as Rushes Creek in the New England North West region of New South Wales (NSW). The
Site is located in the Tamworth Local Government Area (LGA), approximately 43 kilometres (km) northwest
of Tamworth and 33km northeast of <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>