180 Mockingbird Road
PHEASANTS NEST

Intensive Livestock
Agriculture comprising

Proposed Pouliry Farm

Environmental Impact Statement

For Justin and Renee Camilleri
February, 2018

TATTERSALL d
DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS IN ENGINEERING, SURVEYING, PLANNING & ENVIRONMENTAL LANDER #rvimo k‘

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd



180 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest

Intensive Livestock Agriculture
comprising

Proposed Pouliry Farm

Environmental Impact Statement
For Justin and Renee Camilleri

February, 2018

216307

SUBMISSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This disclaimer, together with any limitations specified in the report, apply to use of this report. This report was prepared in
accordance with the contracted scope of services for the specific purpose stated and subject to the applicable cost, time and
other constraints. In preparing this report, Tattersall Lander Pty Lid relied on: (a) client/third party information which was not verified
by Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd except to the extent required by the scope of services, and Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd does not accept
responsibility for omissions or inaccuracies in the client/third party information; and (b) information taken at or under the particular
fimes and conditions specified, and Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd does not accept responsibility for any subsequent changes. This report
has been prepared solely for use by, and is confidential to, the client and Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd accepts no responsibility for its use
by other persons. This report is subject to copyright protection and the copyright owner reserves its rights. This report does not
constitute legal advice.

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd



EIS PREPARED BY
Names:
Qualifications:

Address:

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

PROJECT APPLICATION
Applicant Name:

Applicant Address:

Land to be developed:

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

CERTIFICATE

Name: Bob Lander

Signature: m

Date: 21 February, 2018

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd

PREPARED UNDER THE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND
ASSESSMENT ACT 1979

Bob Lander, Director Tattersall Lander Pty. Lid.
BSurv (Hons)

Tattersall Lander Pty. Ltd.

2 Bourke Street

PO Box 580

RAYMOND TERRACE NSW 2324

Seeks approval to Construct and Operate a Livestock Intensive
Indusiry with Associated Earthworks and infrastructure
(Schedule 3 Environmental Planning & Assessment Regulation
2000) being a Proposed Poultry Farm Operation defined as
"infensive livestock agriculture” pursuant to Wollondilly Local
Environmental Plan 2011,

Justin and Renee Camilleri

c/- Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd, 2 Bourke Street, Raymond Terrace,
NSW 2324

Lot 264 DP 625326 180 Mockingbird Road, PHEASANTS NEST,
NSW 2570

The Environmental Impact Statement addresses all relevant
matters listed under Part 4 of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 and Environmental Planning &
Assessment Regulation 2000

| certify that | have prepared the contents of this EIS and to the
best of my knowledge:

(i) the statement has been prepared in accordance with this
Schedule, and

(i) the statement contains all available information that is
relevant to the environmental assessment of the development,
activity orinfrastructure to which the statement relates, and

(i) that the information contained in the statement is neither
false nor misleading.



JUSTIN AND RENEE CAMILLERI

180 Mockingbird Road
PHEASANTS NEST

Environmental Impact
Statement

February, 2018

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd
2 Bourke Street
RAYMOND TERRACE NSW 2324
Telephone +61 2 49871500
Facsimile +61 2 49871733
www.tatland.com.au

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd


http://www.tatland.com.au/

Table of Contents

(€710 20.7-1 13 (PR 14
ABBREVIATIONS .....eeeeiieeeeettteettetticeeeeeeeeeeeeeessssssnnesssesesssssssnssnnnnnssses 18
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ... cccieieeetteeeeennneceseeeeeeeeeessssssssssssesessssssens 21
INTRODUGCTION ...ceiiiiieieeiteteieste et eteste st ete e s e steestessessessesssessessessesssessessessesnsessessesssensessessesssessessenseens 21
Background and Project DeSCrPHON c....ccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 22
STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION . ...eotteiteieteetteteiesteetetesteseeetestessesseessessessesssensessessesssessessessesssessessennes 23
THE COMMUNITY oo 23
STATUIOTY AUTNOMTIES. oo 23
NSW Environment Protfection AUTROTITY ... 23
WATEE INSW ettt ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e sstbaateeeeeeassssssasaaeaeeesssssssssaaeaaeseannnes 23
Department of Primary Industries (AQriCUITUre)..........cccccci 25
Department of Primary Industries (FISNEMES) ......ccooeeeiieiiiiiiii 25

D] coiii = N @leTa 1 U] | (o] o] o F P SUURR 25
PRIMARY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS .....ooviteeteeteeteeteeeeeteeteee et 26
Animal Welfare, Bio-Security and Disease Management.......ccccccc 26

AIT QUANTY ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e ssetbaaaeeaeeeeassssbaraataaaeeeeannrraaeaeaaeeaaannes 26

Lo 1= XU PUUR ST 27
ECOloGiCAl ASSESSINENT ..o 28
Historic HENMAGE ASSESSINENT ..o 30
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage ASSESSMENT ....ccoiiiiiii 30
Traffic QNA TrANSPOM .. 31
VISUGH ASSESSINIENT ettt e ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e esaetbbbaeeeeeeeessssssseaaaeeessssssssseaaaaesessnsees 32
Stormwater Management, Soil and Warter........cccccc 32
WASTE MONQGEMENT ...ttt et e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e aaabbaeeeeeeeesaaaen 33
MINE SUDSIAENCE oottt e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e sttbbaeeeaaeeeesnsassaaeeeaaeeeennnens 33
CONGCLUSION ... ettt et tet et e et e st e et et e sesteesa e sasse st e essassesasssessassassaassassassasseessassessenseessensensansen 33

1 INTRODUGCTION..... . eeecceceeeeeeeteeennneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeensnnsssnnnssssesseanns 34
1.1 LOCATIONAL CONTEXT .ottt ettt e e e ettt e e e e e e e eiavaeeaeaaeeesnsaaaaaeeaaeeeennnnns 34

1.2 LAND OWNERSHIP ..ottt e e e e e e tvae e e e e e e s saraaaaeeaeeeennnnns 35

1.3 SITE DESCRIPTION AND CHARACTERISATION.......ceuviiiiiieee ettt 35

1.4 THE PROPOSAL. ...ttt ettt e ettt e e e e e e e abae e e e e e e e e snssasaaeaaaaeeeannnnns 38

1.5  APPLICATION AND APPROVAL PROGCESS. ...t 39

2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL .......uecccieeeeeeeeeeennncceeeeeeeeeenns 56
2.1 LOCATION AND OVERVIEW ..ottt ettt sttt ve s sbesvsesne b sseeseens 56
2.2 LAND TITLE AND TENURE .....oioiitietieieieetetet ettt ettt ettt te e sveeve s sbesve e s essessaeseens 57
2.3 EXISTING SITE CHARACTERISTICS AND LAND USE .....oooiiiieeieeeeeeeeieeeeeeve e 57
2.4 STAGED CONSTRUCTION .....oitietieieteetteetetete ettt et sve st ve et beeve s sbesbeessensesseeseenis 57
2.5 TRANSPORTATION ACTIVITIES ...ttt ettt sae e eve e b 57
2.6 HOURS OF OPERATION AND EMPLOYMENT ......coiititieieteeteeteeeeereeveee et 57
2.7 MACHINERY, EQUIPMENT, MATERIALS & CONSUMABLES .......coeieieieeeeeeeieeene 58
2.8 NEED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT ......cotititicietesteetetete ettt ettt ve et sve v ae v v e 58

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 5



2.9 ALTERNATIVE OF NOT PROCEEDING. ......c.cciviiiiiiiiriciiciiincieeteeeeeseesnee e 59

3 STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS .......ooreiiieeeeteeeeernnieceeeeeeeeeeeeeannnnnes 60
3.1 COMMONWEALTH LEGISLATION. ...ttt ettt ettt eve e 60
3.1.1 Environment Protection and Biodiversity ACT 1999 ... 60
3.2 NEW SOUTH WALES STATE LEGISLATION......ooviiieieteeteeteteeteeeeteeve ettt 61
3.2.1 Environmental Planning & Assessment ACH 1979 ..o 61
3.2.2 Threatened Species Conservation ACT 1995 ... 61
3.2.3 National Parks & Wildlife ACt 1974........cccooiiiiie 61
3.24 RUIQIFIFES ACT 1907 e 62
3.2.5 Mine Subsidence Compensation ACH 1961 ... 62
3.2.6 Water Management ACT 2000 ........cccoooeeeeeeiiiiieie 62
3.2.7 Water Management (General) Regulation 2011 ......cccccooiiiiiii 63
3.2.8 Protection of the Environment Operations ACt 1997 ... 64
3.3 STATE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING POLICIES (SEPPS) c.veeveeeeeieeteeteeeeeereeeeeeve e 64
3.3.1 State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 ...........cccccccceeeii. 64
3.3.2 State Environmental Planning Policy No 33: Hazardous and Offensive

DEVEIOPDMENT .. 65
3.3.3 State Environmental Planning Policy 44: Koala Habitat Protection ....................... 67
3.3.4 State Environmental Planning Policy No 55: Remediatfion of Land........................ 68
3.3.5 State Environmental Planning Policy Rural Lands 2008..............ccccccciiii. 68
3.4 WOLLONDILLY LOCAL ENVIRONMENT PLAN 20T T ..ottt 69
Zone RUT Primary ProAUCTION ... 69
Permitted WItNOUT CONSENT .....iiiiie ettt e e e e e et e e e e s e s naaaeeaeeeseennnnnes 70
Permitted With CONSENT......uiiiii ettt e e e e e e tr e aeeeeeessnsabareeeessennnnnnes 70
(o] a1l o)1 =T [ PSP PPPPRRRRIOt 70
=T el Te N Yo UPPRPPPP 71
o101V 0] T PPPPPPPPPPPPPRt 71
3.5 WOLLONDILLY DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLAN 20T6 ...cveeeieeeieeieeeeeeieeeeve e 72
4 STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION ........coiirtteceeirernnceeeeennneeeeeeennnenns 74
4.1 CONSULTATION WITH GOVERNMENT AUTHORITIES ....oveveeeieieieeteeeveieie e 74
Draft FIS CONSUTOTION. ...ttt ettt e e e e e e eta e e e e e e e ttbreeaeeeseesnssasasaaeeeeesnnnnens 74

4.2 CONSULTATION WITH ADJOINING AND ADJACENT NEIGHBOURS AND WITH THE
LOCAL COMMUNITY Lottt et et ettt e teste et esaesbestaessessessessaessassessaessessassasssassansassaessassassenseans 75
4.3 CONSULTATION WITH THE ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY ..oviviiieiiieeieieieee e 75
5 SURFACE & GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY ......ccceeeiieeerrrrrevnnnnne. 76
5.1 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CATCHMENT ..ottt 77
5.2 WATER QUALITY BACKGROUND ..ottt ettt a e veeaesae e eeeas 77
5.3 WATER QUALITY TARGETS. ..ottt ettt ettt st saesseebeessebessesssessessassaesnan 77
5.4 MUSIC MODELLING........tititieeeeteteetetete ettt ettt ettt sesveete e s esesbeessessassessesseans 78
5.5 CLIMATE / RAINFALL .ottt ettt ettt ettt e a s beebeesaebesbesseessessessaesnan 79
5.6 EVAPORATION. ...ttt ettt ettt sttt ettt et esae et eseessesseessessensasssessensesseeseans 79
5.7 NODE PARAMETERS ...ttt ettt ettt se b veeve s e beebe s esaesveeseens 81
5.8 EXISTING POLLUTANT ANALYSIS. ..ottt ettt ettt ve et vnene v ere e 83
5.9 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ANALYSIS ..ottt ae e eveens 85
5.10 SUMMARY OF WATER QUALITY MODELS ..ottt 86
5.11 HYDROLOGY .ottt ettt ettt st ve ettt et be st essessessessaessensesssessensenseeseans 87

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 6



5.12 CONCLUSIONS ..ottt sttt sttt a e e s s e s essesassassessesseseesessensensesensenes 90
6 NOISE ASSESSMENIT ........oriceeeeeetterrrttreeeeeeeeeeeeeeennaneeeseeeeessaenns 21
6.1 IDENTIFICATION OF SENSITIVE RECEIVERS ......ootiteteeeeteeteeeeeeeee ettt 91
6.2 EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT ...ooitittiiecteeteteete ettt ettt ettt eve v ens 94
6.3 ATTENDED NOISE MONITORING........oootieiiteeteeteeteeteeteeteete ettt v e eae 95
6.4 CONTINUQUS NOISE MONITORING......ccoctrteieierinreieieesesreteessessesseeesessessessessesessenns 96
6.5 NOISE AND VIBRATION ASSESSMENT CRITERIA ....oviteeeeeeteeteeeeeeeeeteeteete et 98
6.5.1  Construction NOISE CrITEIQ .....ceiiiiiiieeiee e e ettt e e e e et e e e e e e eseirrreeeeeseeennnnseeeeas 98
6.5.2 Operational NOISE€ Crit€lQ ....cccccueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 99
6.5.3 INtrusive NOISE IMPACTES c..cccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 100
6.5.4  AMENITY NOISE LEVEL...ccccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 100
6.5.5 Modifying FQctor AQUSTMENTS.....ccccoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 102
6.5.6 Project Specific NOISE LEVEIS c...ccccoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 103
6.5.7 Sleep DisturbANCe CrITEMQ...cccuiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 104
6.6 SUMMARY OF NOISE CRITERIA ...ttt ettt ettt enean 104
6.7 ROAD TRAFFIC NOISE GUIDELINES......cviteeeeeeeeeeeteeetee ettt enn 105
6.8 GROUND VIBRATION GUIDELINES .....oovieteeteeeeeteeteeectee ettt et 106
6.9 PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS ..ottt e sre e et sae s sassessesaesassesnens 107
6.10 NOISE GENERATING ACTIVITIES ..ottt eneen 107
6.10.1  ConsStruCtion NOISE ......cccoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 107
6.10.2  Operation NOISE .....cccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 109
6.11 METEOROLOGICAL CONDITIONS ....ootitiierietieierteteeetee s veee st sseve e svessessesseveens 11
6.12 NOISE MODEL RESULTS ..ottt te et sae e te e saessesaetesbessesaesassessessesassessens 112
6.12.1  Construction Phase Noise PrediCions.......ccccccceeiiiiiiiiii 112
6.12.2  Operational Phase Noise PrediCtions.........ccccccciiiiiiii 112
6.12.3  Assumptions of the MOAEl ... 120
6.13 ROAD TRAFFIC NOISE ASSESSMENT RESULTS .ooviiiieteeeceteeetee ettt 121
6.14 VIBRATION ASSESSMENT RESULTS ..ttt ettt ve e vs e ean 121
6.15 ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS ..ottt ean 122
6.15.1  ConSIrUCTON PRASE ....ccccooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 122
6.15.2  Operation PRQSE .....cccoooeeeeeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 124
6.16 CONCLUSIONS ...ttt ettt sttt ettt et et et et e b eseebesbesbessesesbesbensesseseesn 125
7 AIR QUALITY ASSESSMENT ......oriiieeeeeirreeetnnneeeeeeeeeeeeeennnnnnes 127
7.1 SENSITIVE RECEIVERS ..ottt ettt ettt se et b bt eve b besse e eve e 127
7.2 SITETOPOGRAPHY ..ottt ettt sttt e b et ss et e ae b nsese e eve e 129
7.3 AIR QUALITY GUIDELINES ...ttt ettt ettt et bess e eveebess e eveeven 130
7.4 GROUND LEVEL CONCENTRATIONS ...ttt ettt svesve e nesve e ees 130
7.5 CLIMATE AND DISPERSION METEOROLOGY ...c.viotieiieieiieieetieiesre et eeeae e 133
7.6 CALMET METEOROLOGICALDOMAIN ...ttt ettt ve e v sveeeeens 134
7.7 POULTRY FARM SITE METEOROLOGY ...c.vieieieteeieeteeteieetee ettt eeean 135
7.7.1 WINA DIFECTON c.cccooiiiiiieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeee e 135
7.7.2 AtMOSPENC STADIlITY «.ooooiiiiiiiiii 136
VAV I 1) Te I x [ e o) PRSP 137
7.8 MODELLING APPROACH/METHODOLOGY ..ottt 138
7.9 EXISTING AIR QUALITY ENVIRONMENT ...ovtiiiiiieeeeteteee ettt 139
Y B O Lo [0 11 | S U PSPPSR 139
7.9.2  POMHCUIGTES ..ottt e e e e e et a e e e e e e eaaarees 139

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd



7.10 AIR EMISSION APPROACH/METHODOLOGY .....ooiiiiirieiiieiiiicinicereeseeneesieennes 141

7007 VENTHIATON e 142
7.10.2  OdOUI EMUSSIONS...cccieeeeeee et 143
7.10.3  Parficulate EMUSSIONS......cccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 145
7.11 DISPERSION MODELLING ...ttt sa e sa e aaeeaneennean 147
7.11.1  Meteorological Model Configuration ........ccccceeeeiiiiiii 147
7.11.2  Dispersion Modelling Configurafion ... 147
7.11.3  ModelliNng SCENQAMOS...ccccoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 147
A B I Y N U [ o o] o) [0 ] o TR 148
P2 B B =T o1 o | PRSPPI 148
V2 B O A @ Te o 1 U | GRS URPRUUURRRN 149
7. 1143 POMTICUIGTES ..ttt ttattttttatetssssesssssssessssssssnnnsnnnnnnnnn 150
7.12 EMISSIONS SOURCES......o ottt ettt ettt s e s teesseesaaeeaaessaeesaeessesssesasesnsesnseas 150
7.13 DISPERSION MODELLING RESULTS ..ottt svee e ve e 151
T3] OQOUNN e 151
70311 CUMUIGTHVE IMPDOCT ittt eeeteaeeateeeeeesseeeensenennnnen 153
7.13.2  PArTICUIGTES .o 155
7.03.2.1  ANNUGT AVETOGE PMI0 ciiiiiiiiiiieee ettt e e ettt e e e e s ettt e e e e s s e eaatteeeeeesasnnsssanaaeessennns 155
7.03.2.2 24 HOUI AVEIAGE PMI0iiuiiiiiiiiieee ettt ettt e ettt e e e s s e sttt e e e e s eenenbaaaaeeesennns 157
7.13.2.3  ANNUGAL AVETAGE TSP ..ottt ateeeaeeeaeeaessssenssseensnsennnnnnen 161
7.03.2.4  ANNUGTE AVETOGE PM25.uuiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiittee e ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e s s e siabaaeeeeessssnsbaeeaeessennas 163
7.103.2.5 24 HOUI AVEIAGE PM25..uuiiiiiiiiiiii ittt ettt e e ettt e e e e s e e e ae e s s esnsnaaaaaeeeeennns 165
7.13.2.6  DUST DEPOSTION. . .uttiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiit ittt tttatssaettteetstsennnnnnnnnnnnnn 170
7.14 DISCUSSION L.ttt ettt ettt ettt e e s bt e e te e e st e eteeeasessseesseesaeessaesseesseesseesseensaas 171
7.15 AIR QUALITY CONCLUSIONS ...ttt ettt te et et ve et e be v 171
8 TRAFFIC & TRANSPORT ... eeeceeetccertceertceeeraeeeeeneeeeeenenesesnnnes 173
9 ECOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS ......ooreierrretcceneeenneeeeeeennnneens 174
9.1 ECOLOGICALIMPACT ASSESSMENT ...ttt ettt 174
9.2 OFFSETS AND MITIGATION WORKS ...ttt ettt et e 176
9.2.1 Protection, Rehabilitation and Enhancement of Remaining Nafive Vegetation
ANA HABITQ e 177
9.2.2 Protection Of NQTIVE FQUNQ ...ttt e eee e eeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeanan 178
10 ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT & STATEMENT OF HERITAGE
IMP ACT ...ttt eeeee e e e et eeeesasaseseesseseeeseessnsnnssssssssesessssnsnnnnnes 180
10.1 HISTORIC OR NATURAL HERITAGE........oooiitieeeeeeeeeeteeeeeeeete et 180
TT  CONTAMINATION ....coeiiietcccctetttreeeerereeeeeeeenaseeeeeeesasseeeesssnnnnnns 182
12  VISUAL ASSESSMENT .......oieetcceccrerttreeeerernneeeeeeeaneeeeeessnnnnnns 184
12.1 METHODOLOGY AND VISUALIMPACTS ..ottt 184
13 BUSHFIRE ASSESSMENT .......cooeiiiiteiceeerettceeeeernnceeeeeennneeeeesnnnnnns 190
14 WASTE MANAGEMENT ... iiceeeetrtceeereenneeeeeeenneeeeessnnnnnns 191
14.1 GENERAL NON-RECYCLABLE WASTE ...ttt eere e 191
14.2 RECYCLABLE WASTE ...ttt ettt ettt et e eveenveenveennsenneenneenneenneen 192

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 8



14.3 CHEMICAL CONTAINERS ..ottt 192

14.4 POULTRY LITTER ettt ettt ettt te e te e te e st e s e e s sa e saessaessaessaesssesssanssanssannsens 193
14.5 ROUTINE MORTALITY DEAD BIRDS .....ccttitietteeeectteeteeeee ettt aesvaesevesavesave e 193
14.6 SEWAGE . ..ottt ettt ettt ettt te e be et e e be e be e baesreeeraesreestaeeraenreanns 195
14.7 MASS MORTALITIES ..ottt et b e e b e e e e saeenaeenseenreenseenns 195
14.8 TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL OPTIONS ..ottt ettt esve et esvaeseeesene e 196
14.9 SUMMARY OF PRIMARY W ASTE STREAMS AND MANAGEMENT COMMITMENTS . 197
STATEMENT OF COMMITMENTS ... 199
15 ANIMAL WELFARE, BIO-SECURITY AND DISEASE MANAGEMENT
201
15.1 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: PROXIMITY TO EXISTING POULTRY BREEDING
COMPLEXES ...ttt ettt ettt et e et e et e e be e beebe e be e ba e taasse e baessaesaasaansseseessesaanseessnenes 201
15.2 ANIMAL HEALTH AND WELFARE ..ottt ettt 203
15.2.1  SpACe AIOWANCE.....cccooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 204
15.2.2  EQUIDIMENT e 204
15.2.3  LIGRTING .o 205
I Y= o 1] @ ) o] o T PSRRR P 205
15.2.5  Food and Water SURPRIY ..o 205
15,26 INSPECTIONS ..o 206
15.2.7  Shed Personnel and Bird HQNAING ... 207
15.2.8  POUIY TFQNSDOIT «.oeeeeeeeeeee ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e eaab e e e e e eeesabaannnnas 207
15.3 BIOSECURITY AND DISEASE MANAGEMENT .....cctiieieeeeeteee et 208
15.3.1  Procedures and PraCliCES .....cccuueiiiiiiiiii 208
15.3.2  Disease MANAGQEMENT c.c.ccooieieiieeeieeeeeeeeeeeee 210
15.3.2.1  AVIANINFIUBNZA ...ttt et e e e e e e bae e e e e e e essssnaaaaaeeseenns 211
15.3.2.2  NEWCAOSHE DISEOSE ...eiiiiiieiiiiiiiiie e e eeeiiittee e e e eeeittt e e e e s e ettt eeeeeeeesnabaraaeeseesssssssaeaesssanns 211
15.3.3  MQASS MOITAITIES oo 212
15.3.3. 1 CONSUTOHON 1ottt e e e e e ettt e e e e e s eessebaaeeeeeeeessnssssnaaeeseanns 212
15.3.3.2 Treatment and DiSpOSAl O ONS........uuiiiiieeiieeiiiieiee ettt e eeerrreee e e e e sseavrraaeeeeenes 213
15.4 COMMITMENTS REGARDING ANIMAL WELFARE AND BIOSECURITY .....ccccevverrenene 214
15.4.1  Animal Welfare Commitments .......cccccciiiiiiiii 214
15.4.2  Biosecurity and Disease ManQgemMENT..........eeevieeeeecciiieeieee et 214
16 PROJECT MITIGATIONS .......eeiiereiierterteceeeeeeeeeeeeeennneeeeeeeeeeeaeens 216
16.1 MITIGATION ACTIVITIES....oitieteeteteeeet ettt ettt et et teste et sesae e aessesbeesaebesbesseens 216
16.2 CONCLUSION ..ttt ettt te st e ettt estesteebestesbeessassessasseessessasssessassesseaseans 220
17 PROJECT JUSTIFICATION.......cooeiiirrteetecceeeeeeeeeeeeennnnneeeeeeeeeeesenns 221
17.1 JUSTIFICATION FOR THE PROPOSAL. ..ottt ettt ve e ve e v sveeeeens 221
17.2 SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS.....cvieieieieeieeietesie et eve e eve s eveeeeas 221
17.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS ..ottt ettt ve et ve s sve e eenan 222
17.4 ECOLOGICALLY SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT.......coiiiietieieiecteeeeeee et 222
17.4.1  The Precaution@ry PriNCIPIE ... 223
17.4.2  Social & IntergenerationQl EQUITY ........ccooccciiiiiie i 224
17.4.3  Conservation of Biological Diversity & Ecological Integrity ......cccoeeeeeeeeeeccnnnnen.. 225
17.4.4  Improved Valuation & Pricing of Environmental ReESOUrces ..........ccccccceveeunnnee.. 225
18 STATEMENT OF COMMITMENTS ........ooniciiereieieeeeentneeeeeeeeeeeeenns 226

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page ¢



19 CONCLUSION ...ttt saee e senaes 227

APPENDICES

Appendix A — Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements & Statutory
Agency Responses & DevelopmeNnTt PIANS ........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeens 228
Appendix B — Animal Welfare & Biosecurity ASSESSMENT .....cvivviiiiiviiiiiieieeeeiieeeiiee. 229
Appendix C — Air Quality (Odour) Impact Assessment.......ccoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee, 230
Appendix D — Noise Impact Assessment ASSESSMENT ....uuceeviiiiiiieeiiieecceeeeeeeeee e 231
Appendix E — Flora & FAUNQA ASSESSMENT .....ovviiieiii e 232
Appendix F — Archaeological Report — Historic Heritage & Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment (PUDIIC VEISION) ..uuuuuiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 233
Appendix G — Traffic IMPACT ASSESSMENT ....vvviiiiei e 234
Appendix H — Stormwater Impact Report & Maximum Harvestable Rights Calculation
......................................................................................................................................... 235
Appendix | - Waste Management AsSessmMeENT......ccoooeeeeeeeeiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee, 236
Appendix J - Geotechnical/Environmental Investigation — Stage 2 Contamination
=T o 0] o ISP PUPPPUPUPRRt 237
Appendix K — Bush Fire Risk ASSessment ... 238
LIST OF TABLES

Table 1-1: DoPE Secretary's Environmental Assessment Requirements ........................ 4]
Table 3-1: Compliance with Wollondilly Development Control Plan 2016................... 73
Table 5-1: Monthly Average Areal Potential Evapotranspiration Figures..................... 79
Table 5-2: Adopted Rainfall-Runoff MUSIC Parameters........ooovevvvveveeieeeieieieeeeeeeeeeeeee 81
Table 5-3: Adopted MUSIC Pollutant Generation Parameters........coooccvivieeiiieeeccnnn, 82
Table 5-4: Pre-Development NOAE ANQIYSIS .....eevvviieiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 84
Table 5-5: Development Annual Flow and Pollutant Loads Summary ...........eeeeeeeeeeee. 86
Table 5-6: Post-Development NOde ANQIYSIS........uuuiiiiieeiieiciiiieeee e eeeeiireee e e e e e e 87
Table 6-1: Nearest Identified Sensitive RECEIVEIS ... 21
Table 6-2: Attended Monitoring RESUITS, AB(A) ....uvviiiiieiiieiiieieeee e 95
Table 6-3: CoNtiNUOUS NOISE LOGING .uuuttitiieieiiiiiiiirieeeeeeeeeeiirreeeeeeeeeeeaerrreeeaeeeeeeennnnns 96
Table 6-4: Noise monitoring results AB(A) .eoee e 97
Table 6-5: Noise at Residences (Quantitative Assessment) from ICNG (DECC, 2009) 98
Table 6-6: Construction Noise Management Levels (LAeq, (15 mMiN)) ccccvveeeeeeeeecnnneee. 99
Table 6-7: Recommended LAeq noise levels from industrial noise sources............... 101
Table 6-8: Modification to acceptable noise levels (ANL) to account for existing level
OF INAUSTIAN NOISE ettt et e e st e e et e e e e eaebeeeeas 101
Table 6-2: Modifying FOCTOr ComeCtONS. ......cccciiiiiieee et 102
Table 6-10: Assessment of project specific noise levels (Residential Receivers)........ 103

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 10



Table 6-11: Recommended Acceptable LAeq Noise Level (ANL-Commercial

[ (T TR TS] SRR 103
Table 6-12: Sleep Disturbance Criteria AB(A) ..o, 104
Table 6-13: Summary of Noise Criteria — Construction and Operational Phases....... 105
Table 6-14: Road Traffic NOISE CriteriQ .......ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 105

Table 6-15: Daytime Preferred and Maximum Vibration Levels for Human Exposure 106
Table 6-16: Transient Vibration Guide values — Minimal Risk of Cosmetic Damage.. 106

Table 6-17: ConstruCtion NOISE SOUICES .....cciiviiiiiiiiiieeee et e e e 108
Table 6-18: OperatioNal NOISE SOUICES .......uuuiiiiiiiiieceee e 111
Table 6-19: Modelled Meteorological Parameters ... 111
Table 6-20: Predicted LAeq,15minute noise level — primary earthwork activities, dB(A)
......................................................................................................................................... 113
Table 6-21: Predicted LAeq,15minute noise level —levelling the pad activities, dB(A)
......................................................................................................................................... 114
Table 6-22: Predicted LAeq,15minute noise level — construction of infrastructure
ACTHVITIES, AB(A) e 115
Table 6-23: Predicted LAeq,15minute noise level - operation of ventilation fans, dB(A)
......................................................................................................................................... 116
Table 6-24: Predicted LAeq,15minute cumulative noise level - operation of ventilation
FANS, AB(A) e 117
Table 6-25: Predicted LAeq,15minute noise level - feed delivery and silo refilling,
OB (A ettt ettt e e et e e e e bt ee e e b e e e e e aaaaeeeatbbteaeeatbaeeeeaaraeeeeanraaeeans 118
Table 6-26: Predicted LAeq,15minute and LA1,Iminute (sleep disturbance) noise
levels - bird COlleCTION, AB(A) ...t 119
Table 6-27: Typical Vibration Levels from Construction Activities ..., 122
Table 7-1: Nearest Identified Sensitive RECEIVELS .......oiiiiiieiicciiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee e 128
Table 7-2: NSW DECC Impact Assessment Criteria ... 130
Table 7-3: Odour Assessment CriteriQ! ..o e 131
Table 7-4: PeaK-tO-Mean ROTO ...t e e e e 132
Table 7-5: Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) Climate Data History for Camden/Buxton'
......................................................................................................................................... 133
Table 7-6: OEH Background AIr QUAIITY ..eeeiieeeeeiiiiieee et eeereeeee e e e 140
Table 7-7: CALMET Meteorological Parameters used in this Report .........ccccceveeeennnees 147
Table 7-8: Odour Emission Source CharaCteristiCs ....uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeecciiieeeee e 148
Table 7-9: Predicted Odour at Sensitive RECEIVETS ......cccoeeeiciiiiiiieeeeeeeceeee e 152
Table 7-10: Predicted Annual Average PMio at Sensitive Receivers ..........eveeeennee. 156
Table 7-11: Maximum Impact of 24 Hour Average PMio.....eeeeveeeeeveeeeeiiieeeieieeieeeeeeeeees 158
Table 7-12: Summary of 24 Hour Average PMio Contemporaneous Impact and

2T @ L1 (e (@11 T 160
Table 7-13: Predicted Annual Average TSP atf Sensitive Receivers.........ccoovveeeeeeenne. 162
Table 7-14: Predicted Annual Average PM2s at Sensitive Receivers...........uueeeeeeennee. 164
Table 7-15: Predicted Maximum 24 Hour Average PMa2s at Sensitive Receivers....... 167
Table 7-16: Summary of 24 Hour Average PM2s Contemporaneous Impact and

2T @ L1 (e (@ U] [ PR 169

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 11



Table 14-1: Primary waste streams, their classification and selected management

commitments for the Pheasants Nest Farm........ccccoo, 198
Table 14-2: Statement of ComMmMITMENTS c..ooiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeee s 199
Table 15-1: Animal Welfare Statement of Commitments.........oovvvviviiiiiiiviiiiiiiiiiieeeenes 214
Table 15-2: Biosecurity Statement of Commitments ......eevviiviiiiiiiiiieeeeeee 214
Table 16-1: MiIgAtioN ACHONS......ooiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 216
Table 18-1: Statement of CommITMENTS ...ooiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeee s 226

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1-1: Proposed DevelopmeNnt SITE.... ...t 34
Figure 5-1: Existing Site CatChment ... 76
Figure 5-2: Post-Development COtChmMeENts .....oooviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e 77
Figure 5-3: Existing State MUSIC MOAEI ......uiiiiiiiieiieeeee e 83
Figure 5-4: Proposed Development MUSIC MOdEL........cuiiiiiviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeiiiieee e 85
Figure 5-5: Pre-Development Hydrograph........ ... e 88
Figure 5-6: Post-Development Nydrograph ...........eeeeeeeeieiiiiiiiee 88
Figure 5-7: 2hr 100yr Pre-Development Peak Flow Depths and Velocities................... 89
Figure 5-8: 2hr 100yr Pre-Development Peak Flow Depths and Velocities................... 90
Figure 6-1: Nearby SENSITIVE RECEIVEIS........uuuuiiiiiiiiiii e 93
Figure 6-2: Locations of NOISE MONITOMNG ....uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 95
Figure 6-3: Locations of Nearby Broiler FArmMS...........uuuueeieeiieiiiiiiiiveeaeens 110
Figure 7-1: Nearby SENSITIVE RECEIVEIS........uuuriiiiiiiiiii e 127
Figure 7-2: Project Area Showing TopographiC FEQTUIES ... 130
Figure 7-3: CALMET 2011 Pheasants Nest Poultry Farm Site Seasonal Wind Rose....... 136

Figure 7-4: Proposed Pheasants Nest Poultry Farm 2011 Stability Class Frequency... 137
Figure 7-5: Proposed Pheasants Nest Poultry Farm 2011 Diurnal Annual Mixing Height

......................................................................................................................................... 138
Figure 7-6: CALMET Modelling Domain — Example of Spatially Variable Surface Winds
......................................................................................................................................... 139
Figure 7-7: Bargo and Liverpool Background Monitoring Data from 2011 ................ 141
Figure 7-8: Ventilation Rate Profile — Example for One Proposed Shed...................... 143
Figure 7-9: Odour Emission Rate Profile — Example for One Proposed Shed.............. 144
Figure 7-10: Particulate Emission Rate Profile — Example for One Proposed Shed..... 146
Figure 7-11: 99 Percentile One-Second Average Odour Concentration (Contour

To] oT=] N I O 1 U ) PP 151
Figure 7-12: Overlay Predicted Level 1 Odour Assessment Impact With Odour
(@0 1 £ ] 3RS 154
Figure 7-13: 100t Percentile Annual Average PMio Concentration (Contour labels =

O T A S (o} o o ) IO PPPPURPPRR 155
Figure 7-14: 100t Percentile 24 Hour Average PMio Concentration (Contour labels =
5,10, 20 G/ MN3) ettt e et e e ettt e e e et e e e e e abe e e e e eabreaeens 158
Figure 7-15: 100t Percentile Annual Average TSP Concenfration (Contour labels = 1,
N VLo ) {0 0 S OUPRPURPPRR 161

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 12



Figure 7-16: 100" Percentile Annual Average PM2s Concentration (Contour labels =

0.25, 0.5, T HG/M3) 1ttt e e e e e ettt e e e e s e et teeeee e e e e e e nananes 163
Figure 7-17: 100" Percentile 24 Hour Average PM2s Concentration (Contour labels =
W Y L O U e 7 o 0 I U PUPRPRPR 166
Figure 7-18: Annual Average Deposited Dust (Contour labels = 0.01, 0.05

/M2 MONTN) e 170
Figure 12-1: Locations of Cross Sectional Analysis Between Existing Residences and
Public Places and the Proposed DeVeElOPMENT........cevviiiiiiiieeiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeee e 185
FIQUIE 12-2: CroSS SECTION T.uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiittiiiiitetieiteeeeaaeaaaeaaaaaasaaasaaaassaaaasaessssannnnssnsnnnnnnes 186
FIQUIE 12-3: CroSS SECTION 2..uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiititetitiieaeaaaeaaasaaaasassaasassasaaaaannassasannnnnsnnnnnnnnes 187
FIQUIE 12-4: CrosS SECTION 3...iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiitiiet et eaaaeaaaaaasaaesasaasaaaaaaaessssasannnsnsnnnnnnes 188
Figure 14-1: NSW Waste HIEIrArCRY ........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e aaeseaaeeaannes 191
Figure 14-2: Upper and lower predicted mortality rates across the production cycle
per shed, accounting for thinning on days 35 ANd 42. ...........uveeeiieieiiiiiieiiiiiiiienannns 194
Figure 15-1: Exiting Poultry Farms & Proximity to Poultry Breeding Complexes .......... 202

LIST OF PLATES

Plate 1: View Of EXISHNG SITE ...uuuiiiiiiii e aaaeeaaaenaannnnees 35
Plate 2: Looking North-East Towards Market GArden .............eeeeeeveevevieeiiieiiiereineeininnnnnns 36
Plate 3: Looking to North-West of the Site......uuuieiiii e 36
Plate 4: Small Dam Directly to the South of Market Garden..........cccccceniicccnnnne. 37
Plate 5: Small Dam Directly to the South of Market Garden.........ccccceeiicnnnnnn. 37
Plate 6: LOOKING WEST ..ot eaaaenaaeasansnnnnnsnnnannnnen 38

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 13



GLOSSARY

Aquifer

Cleared Land

Clearing

Community

Critical
Habitat

Endangered

Endangered
Ecological

Community

Endangered

Population

Endemic

Exotic

Species

Fauna

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd

A water bearing stratum of permeable rock, sand or gravel, able to fransmit
substantial quantities of water Arboreal Adapted for living in and/or moving
around in frees. Bioregion Region in which the boundaries are primarily
determined by (or reflect) similarities in geology, climate and vegetation.

Where the native over-storey has been cleared, there is no native mid-storey
and less than 50% of the groundcover vegetation is native species or greater
than 90% of the groundcover (dead or alive) is cleared.

Clearing of native vegetation is defined in the Native Vegetation Act 2003 as
any one or more of the following: cutting down, felling, thinning, logging or
removal; kiling, destroying, poisoning, ringbarking, uprooting or burning.

The recognisable association of species that regularly occur together in similar
environments.

Habitat declared to be critical in relation to that species or ecological
community under the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 or under the
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.

A species, population or ecological community that is likely fo become extinct
or is in immediate danger of extinction.

Ecological community specified as endangered under Part 3 of Schedule 1 of
the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 or under the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.

Population identified as endangered under Part 2 of Schedule 1 of the

Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995.

Restricted to a partficular area having originated there.

A non-indigenous species.

The animals of a particular region, habitat or geological region.
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Flora

Floristics

Groundwater

Habitat

Hollow-
Bearing Tree

Hydraulic
Conductivity

Hydraulic
Gradient

Indigenous

Life Cycle

Local
Population

Native
Species

Noxious

Offset
(Biodiversity)

pPH
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The plants of a particular region, habitat or geological region.

Species composition of a plant community.

Water held underground in the soil or in pores and crevices in rock.

An area or areas occupied or periodically occupied by a species, population
or ecological community and includes any biotic or abiotic component
necessary to sustain survival and reproduction.

Tree where the base, frunk or limbs contain hollows, holes or cavities that have
formed as a result of decay, injury or other damage.

A coefficient of proportfionality describing the rate at which water can move
through a permeable medium.

The change in total head with a change in distance in a given direction.

Native to, or originatfing in, a particular region or country.

The series or stages of reproduction, growth, development, ageing and death
of an organism.

The population that exists in the study area as well as any individuals occurring
in the adjoining areas known or likely to utilise habitats in the study area.

A species that is indigenous to Australia or an external Territory, or periodically
or occasionally visits.

Harmful to the environment or ecosystem.

One or more appropriate actions put in place in an appropriate location to
counterbalance or offset an impact on biodiversity values.

Measure of the acidity or alkalinity of a substance, with 1 being the most
acidic, 7 being neutral and 14 being the most alkaline.
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Population

Propagation

Rare

Recharge

Regeneration

Regrowth

Rehabilitation

Remnant

Vegetation

Revegetation

Risk of
Extinction

Sediment

Soil Profile

A group of animals or plants of the same species, potentially capable of
interbreeding and sharing the same habitat in a particular area at a particular
time.

The reproduction of plants.

An animal is rare / near threatened if the population size or distribution of the
wildlife is small and may become smaller; or the population size of the wildlife
has declined, or is likely fo decline, at a rate higher than the usual rate for
population changes for the wildlife; or the survival of the wildlife in the wild is
affected to an extent that the wildlife is in danger of becoming vulnerable.

The process involving the infiltration of water from the surface to groundwater.

Where native vegetation is allowed to return naturally to an area generally by
removing existing impacts such as grazing or slashing.

A young, usually even-aged forest stand that has regenerated after
disturbance.

Making the land useful again after a disturbance. It involves the recovery of
ecosystem functions and processes in a degraded habitat.

Any nafive vegetation that is not regrowth.

Use of methods such as planting of tubestock and direct seeding to return
native vegetation to an area.

The likelihood that the local population will become extinct either in the short
term or long term as a result of direct or indirect impacts on the viability of that
population.

Any usually finely divided organic and / or mineral matter deposited by air or
water in non-turbulent areas.

The physical and chemical features of the soil imagined or seen in vertical
section from the surface to the point at which the characteristics of the parent
rock are not modified by surface weathering or soil processes.
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Species A group of bioclogical entities that (a) interbreed to produce fertile offspring; or
(b) possess common characteristics derived from a common gene pool.

Terrestrial Pertaining fo land, the confinents, and/or dry ground. Contrasts to aquatic.

Topography Description or representation of natural or artificial features of the landscape;
the description of any surface, but usually the earth’s.

Translocatfion  The fransfer of plants and animals from one part of their range to another.

Viable The capacity to successfully complete each stage of the life cycle under
normal condifions.

Vulnerable A species or ecological community that is rare, not presently endangered but
likely fo become endangered unless the circumstances and factors
threatening ifs survival or evolutionary development cease to operate.

Weed A plant that is considered undesirable because it threatens the persistence of
native plants.

Wetland Low-lying areas regularly inundated or permanently covered by shallow water.
Usually important areas for birds and other wildlife.

wildlife A strip of habitat that facilitates fauna movement between otherwise isolated
Corridor patches of habitat.
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ABBREVIATIONS

AHD

AHIMS

ASM

ASS

AWS

dB

DoPE

DPI

EA

EEC

EHS

EIA

EIS

EMP

EP&A Act

EP&A
Regulation

EPBC Act

EPI

EPL

ESD

FM Act

GDEs

GP

Australian Height Datum

Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System
acid sulfate materials

acid sulfate soils

Automatic Weather Station

decibel

Department of Planning and Environment
Department of Primary Industries
Environmental Assessment

Endangered Ecological Community
Environment, Health and Safety
Environmental Impact Assessment
Environmental Impact Statement
Environmental Management Plan

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979

Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

Environmental Planning Instrument
Environmental Protection Licence
Ecologically Sustainable Development
Fisheries Management Act, 1994
groundwater dependent ecosystems

Global Positioning System
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GWP

HA

ha

INP

km

km/hr

LALC

LEP 2011

LGA

m/d

mg/L

MU

pS/cm

NEPM

NOW

NPWS

NP&W Act

NSW

NV Act

OEH

PASS

PHA

POEO Act

PSNC
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Groundwater Management Plan
Heritage Assessment

Hectare

Industrial Noise Policy (EPA, 2000)
Kilometres

kilometres per hour

Local Aboriginal Land Council
Wollondilly Local Environmental Plan 2011

Local Government Area

meftres per day

milligrams per litre

Map Unit

micro Siemens per centimetre
National Environment Protection Measure
New South Wales Office of Water
National Parks and Wildlife Service
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974
New South Wales

Native Vegetation Act 2003

Office of Environment and Heritage
potential acid sulfate soils

preliminary hazard analysis

Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997

Project Specific Noise Criteria
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RAP Registered Aboriginal Parties

RBL Rating Background Level

RMS Roads and Marine Service

ROTAP Rare or Threatened Australian Plants

SEAR’s Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements
SEPP State Environmental Planning Policy

subsp. Subspecies

Tattersall Tattersall Lander Pty. Ltd. Development Consultants
Lander

TSC Act Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995

TSP Total Suspended Particulates

WM Act Water Management Act 2000

Water Act Water Act 1912
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION

Tattersall Lander Pty. Ltd. is engaged by Justin & Renee Camilleri to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), to accompany a development application
(DA) to Council under Part 4 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
(the Act). The application is designated development pursuant to requirements of
the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979, nominated integrated
development pursuant to the requirements of the Water Management Act 2000 and
also integrated development, requiring (1) an Environment Protection Licence
pursuant to the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997; and (2)
concurrence of the Mine Subsidence Board pursuant to the Mine Subsidence
Compensation Act 1961.

The subject land is Lot 264 DP 625326, 180 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest, NSW,
2570, located within the Wollondilly Local Government Area (LGA).

The application seeks approval to:

(1) Construct and Operate a Livestock Intensive Industry with Associated Earthworks
and Infrastructure (Schedule 3 Environmental Planning & Assessment Regulation
2000) being a Proposed Poultry Farm Operation defined as “infensive livestock
agriculture” pursuant to Wollondilly Local Environmental Plan 2011.

Components of the development include:

e 7 Tunnel Ventilated Poultry Sheds incorporating 742,000 birds (chicken broiler
poultry) with 53,000 birds per shed

e Associated Infrastructure Operational Sheds
Office and Workers Amenity Buildings

o  Water Supply Dams

Total approximate cost of the development is $6,525,090.
Employment associated with the proposed development is as follows:

5 full time on farm

5 full time off farm

3 transport operators

10 processing operators
30 construction positions.

It is intended that development construction will be staged; however, the
application is not staged development for the purposes of the Act.

The Department of Planning and Environment (DoPE) was consulted and the
Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEAR 1107) were issued on the
18 November, 2016. The Secretary’s requirements are discussed within the EIS.
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It is noted that the SEARs were issued on the basis of the establishment of a 14-shed
poultry farm with associated infrastructure to contain 742,000 birds. The project has
been downsized to 7 sheds. Subsequent advices from the Department are that the
existing SEARs adequately outline all requirements (albeit related to a proposed
smaller development) and continue to apply.

The EIS describes the project, outlines relevant statutory provisions, identifies the key
issues and comprehensively assesses potential environmental impacts. It describes a
range of management and mitigation measures to ensure that short term (largely
construction) impacts are minimised and that there is a net benefit from the
proposal in the medium fo long term.

The application is also integrated development pursuant to the provisions of the
Water Management Act 2000, the Protection of the Environment Operations Act
1997 and the Mine Subsidence Compensation Act 1961.

Background and Project Description

The current land owners, Justin & Renee Camilleri, are proposing to construct and
operate a modern, tunnel ventilated seven (7) shed poultry operation with the
inclusion of ancillary operations sheds, water supply dams, associated earthworks
and infrastructure.

The site is currently occupied by an existing market garden facility, primarily growing
vegetables. Ancillary buildings also exist on the land.

All existing greenhouses associated with the market garden are to be retained on
site.

7 Tunnel Ventilated Poultry Sheds incorporating up to 742,000 birds (chicken broiler
poultry) are proposed, accommodating 53,000 birds per shed at any one time.

Associated Infrastructure Operational Sheds and Office and Workers Amenity
Buildings are also proposed.

The existing Water Supply Dam to the north-east of the site is to be retained. The
existing dam to the south of the site is to be dewatered and removed. Two (2) new
dams to the west of the site are proposed, with capacities of 24.4 ML and 1.41 ML.

Earth mounds and landscaping and a relocation of services are also proposed.

The construction and operation of the poultry sheds will also require the associated
installation of silos for feed grains for the birds, gas tanks for shed heating and
ventilation stacks for odour confrol. This proposal also includes the necessary
londscaping and infrastructure  to accommodate the development. The
construction of the development will be staged over time.

The poultry industry is seeing continual growth and public demand for product has
caused significant growth in the ufilisation of processing facilities within the region.
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Poultry meat growers are being encouraged by pouliry processors to increase their
operations to facilitate the additional and growing processing capacity and public
demand for product.

STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION

The Community

Stakeholders will have opportunity to raise relevant matters once the Council places
the DA on public exhibition.

Statutory Authorities

In formulating the Secretary's Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs) the
DoPE consulted with those agencies listed below. Poignant matters raised by those
agencies for the purposes of incorporation within the EIS, are listed. See Appendix A
for copies of correspondence.

NSW Environment Protection Authority

The Environment Protection Authority (EPA) has advised that the EIS should consider
the following key requirements:

e General planning matters utilising best practice guidelines

o Air Quality;
e Water Quality;
e Noise;

¢ Waste Management;

¢ Contaminated Land Management; and

e The potential for licensing requirements pursuant to Schedule 1 of the
Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997.

Water NSW

The following specific matters were raised for the proponent to address as relevant:

e Annual volumes of surface water and groundwater proposed to be taken by
the activity (including through inflow and seepage) from each surface and
groundwater source as defined by the relevant water sharing plan.

o Assessment of any volumetric water licensing requirements (including those
for ongoing water take following completion of the project).

e The identification of an adequate and secure water supply for the life of the
project. Confirmation that water can be sourced from an appropriately
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authorised and reliable supply. This is to include an assessment of the current
market depth where water entittement is required to be purchased.

¢ A detailed and consolidated site water balance.

o Assessment of impacts on surface and ground water sources (both quality
and quantity), related infrastructure, adjacent licensed water users, basic
landholder rights, watercourses, riparian land, and groundwater dependent
ecosystems, and measures proposed to reduce and mitigate these impacts.

e Full technical details and data of all surface and groundwater modelling.
e Proposed surface and groundwater monitoring activities and methodologies.

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

¢ Consideration of relevant policies and guidelines.

¢ Astatement of where each element of the SEARs is addressed in the EIS (i.e.
in the form of a table).

e |tis noted that proposed Shed 14 in the south-eastern corner of Lot 264
DP625326 will be located within 40 metres of a 1storder watercourse. The EIS
will need to address the need for a conftrolled activity approval under the
Water Management Act 2000.

The requirement to satisfy Water NSW General Assessment Requirements was also
stipulated (see Appendix A). In summary, those requirements include:

Key Relevant Legislative Instruments
Water Sharing Plans

Relevant Policies and Guidelines
Licensing Considerations

Dam Safety

Surface Water Assessment
Groundwater Assessment
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
Watercourses, Wetlands and Riparian Land
Landform rehabilitation

Stream rehabilitation

At this point, it is noted that the comments relate purely to the matter of providing
requirements for the purposes of content and procedure associated with the EIS.

It is expected that DPI Water's requirements around any approval for nominated
infegrated development, being provisions related to a ‘controlled activity approval’
pursuant to section 91(b) of the Water Management Act 2000 would be issued as
General Terms of Approval (GTAs) with any consent issued for the DA. A conftrolled
activity approval confers a right on its holder to carry out a specified controlled

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 24



activity at a specified location in, on or under waterfront land.

Department of Primary Industries (Agriculture)

DPI Agriculture has provided generic recommendations for inclusion in the EIS. in
Attachment 1.

An important issue raised by the DPI is that the proposed farm is potentially within a
5km buffer distance of two breeder farms. The poultry industry generally prescribes
the buffer requirement. The prescription is included in the DPI Best Practice
Guidelines.

Other primary agriculture associated issues raised for further consideration and
assessment include:

e Site Suitability

e Biosecurity Standards

e Water Supply

e Power Supply

e Shed and Range Design

e Surface and Groundwater

e Landscaping

¢ Dead Bird Management and Disposal
e Spent Litter Disposal

e Confingency and Environmental Management Plan
e Animal Welfare

Department of Primary Industries (Fisheries)

An e-mail received from the Department of Primary Industries (Fisheries) advises that
the proposed development does not trigger any assessment under the Fisheries
Management Act.

Draft EIS Consultation
Personal telephone contact was undertaken with the following listed authorities
during October, 2017:

e Department of Primary Industries (Agriculture);

e Water NSW (now Department of Industry: Crown Lands & Water);
e Environment Protection Authority;

e Office of Environment & Heritage;

e Roads and Maritime Services;

e Rural Fire Service;

e Mine Subsidence Board

¢ Wollondilly Shire Council
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As discussed above, the Department of Primary Industries (Agriculture), Water NSW
and the Environment Protection Authority made requests for the EIS to address
matters raised already communicated in the SEAR’s. Other agencies advised that
they will have the opportunity to comment further once Council refers the matter to
them during the consultation process associated with assessment and determination
of the development application, including any concurrence requirements as
infegrated development.

PRIMARY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS

Animal Welfare, Bio-Security and Disease Management

The development will utilise Industry Best Practices and the farm will be run with strict
guidelines. An Animal Welfare and Biosecurity Assessment was undertaken by
Advitech Pty. Ltd. (24 October 2017)!. A copy of the assessment is located at
Appendix B.

Air Quality

An Air Quality Impact Assessment was undertaken by Advitech Pty. Ltd. (30
November, 2017)2. A copy of the assessment is located at Appendix C.

CALPUFF modelling for odour for the proposed poultry facility for 742,000 birds
comprising seven (7) sheds was undertaken to enable assessment of odour impacts.

CALPUFF modelling for odour and particulates for the proposed poultry facility was
undertaken to enable assessment of air quality impacts.

A population dependent complex odour criterion of 5 OU (99th percentile nose
response time) was applied to modelled odour emissions from the poultry facility.
Based on the assessment bases outlined in this report, the result of CALPUFF
modelling suggests that predicted cumulative odour GLCs above the 5 OU criterion
will not be encountered at any identified sensitive receivers. The highest predicted
off-site odour concentration of 2.1 OU is at sensitive receiver R2 and R38.

Modelling results suggest that particulate GLCs may cause additional exceedances
of the impact assessment criteria at off-site discrete receivers. It is recommended
that particulate emissions be managed by the implementation of an air quality
management plan which details best management practices. To assist with the
management of air quality impacts from the poultry facility, it is recommended that
a weather monitoring station is installed on-site.

1 Advitech Pty. Ltd., 24 October 2017, Animal Welfare and Biosecurity Assessment, unpublished.
2 Advitech Pty. Ltd., 30 November, 2017, Air Quadlity Impact Assessment: Bishops Bridge Poultry Farm,
unpublished.
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Noise

A Noise Impact Assessment was undertaken by Advitech Pty. Ltd. (6 December,
2017)3. A copy of the assessment is located at Appendix D.

Noise modelling was undertaken using the Predictor environmental noise modelling
software, considering several operational scenarios with consideration to
topographical and meteorological conditions. Strategic earth mounds are included
in the modelled scenarios to provide attenuation measures.

Modelling of the construction activities indicate that predicted LAeq,15minute noise
levels would exceed noise affected NML of 40 dB(A) at multiple receiver locations
during each construction phase over day period; however, this modelling scenario
was predicted to comply with the highly noise affected NML of 75 dB(A), above
which there is likely to be strong community reaction to the noise.

A review of the items of plant and separation distances between the proposed
construction works and the nearby sensitive receivers suggested that all of the
proposed construction activities would be undertaken at safe distances to prevent
any vibration impacts. It is therefore considered that the construction works would
not result in any undue vibration impacts, on either cosmetic damage to buildings,
or human comfort.

To reduce the noise impacts, it is recommended that the operating fans are all
located either at the rear of the sheds or side of sheds facing the Hume Highway.
On this basis, fans are not operating on the side of shed facing the Mockingbird
Road. Modelling of the fans operating indicate that predicted LAeq,15minute noise
levels would comply with the nominated PSNL criteria at all receiver locations under
neutral and adverse meteorological conditions. Cumulative noise impact
assessment for the fans operating also showed that the noise levels would comply
with nominated PSNL criteria at all receiver locations.

Modelling of the feed delivery and silo refilling activities indicated that the predicted
LAeq.15minute noise levels would not exceed nominated criteria any receiver
location during day, evening and night time operations, under neutral and worst
case operating conditions.

Modelling of the bird collection activities indicate that predicted LAeq,15minute
noise levels would be below the nominated PSNL criteria at all receiver locations
during various site activities. Modelled sleep disturbance (LAT, 1 minute) impacts
due to forklift operation resulting from the proposed development operating during
the night period, are also predicted to comply with the sleep disturbance criterion of

45 dB(A) at all receiver locations during bird collection activities under temperature
inversion conditions.

3 Advitech Pty. Ltd., 6 December, 2017, Noise Impact Assessment: Pheasants Nest Poultry Farm,
unpublished.
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Ecological Assessment

An Ecological Impact Assessment was undertaken by Widthing Environmental
Consultants (February, 2018)4.

A copy of the assessment is located at Appendix E.

The maijority of the 16.15ha site gently slopes to the west with the ground dropping
more steeply in the far western corner due to the presence of two associated
narrow gullies. The underlying geology consists of Triassic Wianamatta groups of
shales and sandstones. The Hawkesbury Sandstone Sub Group was present in the
west of the site and Shale associated with the Liverpool Subb Group in the east.

Native vegetation within the site has been highly modified by past clearing for
agricultural practices. Smaller more intact areas of native vegetation largely
associated with steeper terrain were present in the far west of the site. Remnant
trees were scattered over a large portion of the site outside the existing
development. As a result of fieldwork completed for this report a total of five
vegetation communities were delineated within the site. These vegetation
communities were:

. Sandstone Woodland (6.04ha);

. Sandstone Gully Forest (1.07ha);

. Shale-Sandstone Ironbark Forest (Poor Condition) (3.22ha);

. Pasture/Grassland (2.81ha);

. Aquatic Dam (1.14ha).

The 3.22ha area of Shale-Sandstone Ironbark Forest occurring within the east of the
site was found to be consistent with a highly modified example of the threatened
ecological community Shale/Sandstone Transition Forest which is listed as Critically
Endangered Ecological Community under both state and national legislation. The
proposal will result in the removal of 2.82ha of this community from within the site.
Taking the Approved Conservation Advice (TSSC, 2014) intfo consideration the
3.22ha area of Shale Sandstone Transition Forest would meet the threshold for the
patch sizes of >0.5ha, with the patch being configuous with a native vegetation
remnant (any native vegetation where cover in each layer present is dominated by
native species) >Tha in area. However, the assemblage would fall below the
threshold requiring >30% of the perennial understorey cover to be made up of native
species. Therefore, the proposal is unlikely to require referral, assessment and
compliance under the provisions of the EPBC Act. Considering the existing
disturbance to this community, the proposal is unlikely to have an adverse effect
such that its local occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction.

A total of eight specimens of the threatened Epacris purpurascens var. purpurascens
were located in the western portion of the site. All eight of the specimens will require
removal for a proposed dam. Considering the current land practices where the
specimens were located (such as grazing and slashing) the long-term outlook for
these individuals would already have been reduced. According fo the Bionet Atlas
(OEH, 2017), larger numbers of specimens of E. purpurascens var. purpurascens have

4 Wildthing Environmental Consultants, February 2018, Flora and Fauna Assessment on Threatened Flora
and Fauna, for Proposed Poultry Sheds at Lot 264 DP 625326, Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest, NSW,
unpublished.
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been recorded within the local areaq, particularly to the east within the Upper
Nepean State Conservation Area over the Hume Motorway to the east.
Approximately 50 plants were also recorded approximately 500m to the south-west
along Mockingbird Bird Road in 1999 to 2000 (OEH, 2017). The loss of eight
specimens will result in an incremental reduction of this species within the local area.
However, the proposal is unlikely to have a significant effect on these threatened
flora species such that a local extinction would occur. It is recommended that
individual specimens of E. purpurascens var. purpurascens be translocated into
adjacent suitable habitat. Any franslocation of specimens of E. purpurascens var.
purpurascens will require a Translocation Plan that is approved by OEH. None of the
remaining addressed flora species were recorded within the site during the survey.
The site was found to contain suitable habitat for a further 16 addressed flora
species.

Seven threatened fauna species were recorded within the site during the survey,

being;

. Meridolum corneovirens (Cumberland Plain Land Snail);
. Petroica boodang (Scarlet Robin);

. Calyptorhynchus lathami (Glossy Black-Cockatoo);

. Mormopterus norfolkensis (Eastern Freetail Bat);

. Scoteanax rueppelli (Greater Broad-nosed Bat).

. Falsistrellus tasmaniensis (Eastern False Pipistrelle);

. Chalinolobus dwyeri (Large-eared Pied Bat).

The proposal will result in a reduction of suitable habitat for these fauna species such
as hollows for the tree roosting microchiropteran bats. However, the proposal is
unlikely to have a significant impact on these threatened fauna species such that a
local population would be placed at risk of extinction. Foraging/hunting/nesting
resources of varying quality was available for 36 of the 46 remaining fauna species
assessed. The proposal will result in a small incremental reduction of habitat in the
local area for a number of these fauna species. Taking into consideration the
recommendations of an Ecological Management Plan (EMP) to maintain and
enhance areas of suitable habitat that will remain within the site and presence of
the large areas of adjoining habitat, the proposal is unlikely to disrupt the life cycle of
the addressed threatened fauna species such that local extinction would occur.

Investigations in accordance with State Environmental Planning Policy No. 44 -
‘Koala Habitat Protection’ revealed the site contained two listed Koala Feed Tree
species, Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) and, to a much lesser extent, Eucalyptus
tereticornis (Forest Red Gum). These free species comprise over 15% of the total
trees present within the site and, are therefore considered to constitute ‘Potential
Koala Habitat'. However, considering the lack of Koala activity recorded within the
site, it would unlikely be considered to constitute Core Koala Habitat and
accordingly no further provisions of this policy apply to the site.

Considerations have been made to the Commonwealth Environment Protection
and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act (1999). The listed Critically Endangered
Ecological Community Shale/Sandstone Transition Forest and the threatened
Chalinolobus dwyeri (Large-eared Pied Bat) were identified within the site. The
proposed development is not likely to significantly affect any items of National
Environmental Significance. The koala was also addressed and referral to the
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Minister was deemed not recommended for adversely affecting habitat critical to
the survival of the koala.

The proposal will result in an incremental loss of habitat within the local areaq,
however, with the implementation of the recommendations and mitigation
measures provided in the report and the undertaking of an Ecological Management
Plan (EMP) to protect and enhance the remaining habitat within the site it is
believed that the proposal will avoid adversely impacting upon any of the
threatened species or threatened ecological communities considered in the report.

Historic Heritage Assessment

A Historic Heritage Assessment was undertaken by Advitech Environmental
Consultants (14 November, 2017)5.

A copy of the assessment is located at Appendix F.

The study area is an evolved landscape resulting from housing, farming structures,
vegetation clearing, the construction of dams and drainage lines, pastoralism,
fencing and erosion. The study area is not considered to be significant, rare or
representative at local, State or National level.

No items of historical or natural heritage, as defined by the NSW Heritage Office
under the requisite criteria, were found to be located within the study area.
Therefore, no approvals are required under the Heritage Act to proceed with the
development.

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment

An Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment was undertaken by Advitech
Environmental Consultants (14 November, 2017)¢.

A copy of the assessment is located at Appendix F.

It is concluded that the study area would have been suitable for transitory or
opportunistic hunting or gathering of resources. It is considered that the remainder
of the study area has nil to low potential for Aboriginal objects on the following basis:

O The lack of Aboriginal objects found during the survey;
O The lack of registered Aboriginal sites or places found within the study areq;
O The topography, landforms and landscape within the study area;

> Advitech Pty. Ltd., April 2017, Archaeological Report: Historic Heritage Assessment and Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Assessment, 180 Mockingbird Road Pheasants Nest in Wollondilly Shire, unpublished.
& Advitech Pty. Ltd., April 2017, Archaeological Report: Historic Heritage Assessment and Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Assessment, 180 Mockingbird Road Pheasants Nest in Wollondilly Shire, unpublished.
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O Consultation undertaken with local Aboriginal people and in accordance
with  the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for
Proponents 2010;

O The archaeological context; and

O The highly disturbed nature of the majority of the study area due to historical
pastoral and market garden development and infrastructure.

No further investigation with regard to Aboriginal objects in the study area is required
under the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents
2010.

It is recommended that:

O The persons responsible for on site management will ensure that all staff,
contractors and others involved in construction and maintenance related
activities are made aware of the statutory legislation protecting sites and
places of significance. Of particular importance is the National Parks and
Wildlife Amendment (Aboriginal Objects and Aboriginal Places) Regulation
2010, under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974;

O In case of unexpected potential Aboriginal objects identified during any
excavation works, an ‘Unexpected Aboriginal Object Procedure’ should be
created and provided to all workers, confractors, sub-confractors and
employees at their time of their work induction to the site. The ‘Unexpected
Heritage Items Procedure’ should:

- Define an Aboriginal object in accordance with the Guide to
Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
in NSW (OEH, 2011); and

- Contain provisions that if an Aboriginal object is incidentally
discovered and it is likely to be disturbed damaged or destroyed by
excavation, works must be suspended in that area and an
archaeologist contacted to assess and, if necessary, register the find;
and should any skeletal remains be found, all works should cease and
the NSW Police Service and the Office of Environment and Heritage be
immediately contacted; and

O A copy of this assessment should be lodged with the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System.

Traffic and Transport

A Traffic Impact Assessment was undertaken by SECA Solutions (December, 2016)7.
A copy of the assessment is located at Appendix G.

From the site work completed and following a review of the documentation
provided, it is considered that the proposed poultry farm development will have an
acceptable impact upon the overall road network in the locality of the site. The
existing traffic flows in the locality of the site are very low and well within the

7 Seca Solution, December 2016, Traffic Impact Assessment for the proposed Poultry Farm,180
Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest, NSW.
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capacity of the local roads. Any increases in the local fraffic associated with
operation of the proposed farm will not have a noticeable impact on the operation
or safety of these roads.

The proposed site access operates in a safe manner and allows for vehicles to enter
and exit the site in a forward direction, consistent with the existing rural nature of the
site. Vehicles will be able to manoeuvre within the site to exist in a forward direction.

Any parking associated with the development can be accommodated within the
subject site.

It is concluded that the development should be approved on traffic and access
grounds.

Visual Assessment

The relative topography and vegetation of the site and surrounding land, including
the presence of tracts of remnant forest along with the particular siting and scale of
the proposed development mean that the visual characteristics of the poultry farm
will not adversely affect surrounding residential receptors. Proposed landscaping at
the site will add a greater depth of visual buffer already present. Similarly, the
proposed development will not be highly visible from the Hume Motorway.

Diagrammatic representation of views into the site from various neighbouring
dwellings are located at Chapter 12.

Stormwater Management, Soil and Water

A Stormwater Quality Report was undertaken by Tattersall Lander (November,
2017)8.

A copy of the assessment is located at Appendix H.

The results derived from modelling procedures indicate that long term water quality
and quantity constraints are appropriately addressed in the proposed development
through the capture and reuse of stormwater runoff, through the following measures:

- Construction of two new storage dams, Dam A with 24.4ML storage volume and
Dam B with 1.41ML storage volume with appropriate sized outlets as detailed in the
Tattersall Lander Detailed DA plans,

- Installation of 6x500kL water storage tanks for the poultry farm operation, and

- Installation of a 5kL tank with the worker’'s amenity building.

8 Tattersall Lander, November 2017 Stormwater Quality Report for Proposed Poultry Farm, 180
Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest, unpublished.
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More so, the modelling demonstrates that the development will actually have a
positive impact on both the stormwater pollutant levels and peak flowrates leaving
the site, compared to the existing situation. From a stormwater quality and quantity
perspective, approval is recommended.

Waste Management

It is proposed that used poultry litter will be managed under a contracted operation.
Poultry litter will be removed from the site at bird cleanouts. A small amount of litter
will be maintained onsite for bird composting and onsite farm agricultural uses.
Details of the composting shed are included in associated plans.

The EIS (Chapter 14) provides comprehensive details relating to waste management
at the site, including:

m  Details of all potential waste streams including poultry litter, manure and disposal
of dead birds for the proposal;

m  Details of waste handling, including transport, identification, receipt, stock piling
and quality conftrol including off-site reuse and disposal; and

m  The measures that would be implemented to ensure that the proposed
development is consistent with the aims, objectives and guidelines in the NSW
Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Strategy 2014-21.

A copy of the Waste Management Report is provided at Appendix I.

Mine Subsidence

The proposed development is located within a Mine Subsidence District requiring the
concurrence of the Mine Subsidence Board pursuant to the Mine Subsidence
Compensation Act 1961.

CONCLUSION

The proposed poultry farm can be implemented with minimal adverse adjoining
neighbour impacts and will have only minimal environmental impacts as
demonstrated throughout this EIS. The project is justified on the basis of the efficient
ufilisation of farming resources and overall economic benefits to local and regional
economies. It satisfies the objectives of ecologically sustainable development.
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1 INTRODUCTION

This section provides an infroduction to the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the development of the land for the purposes of a ‘Livestock Intensive Agriculture’. It
describes the proposed development site and its locational context. It also outlines
the purpose and structure of the EIS.

1.1 LOCATIONAL CONTEXT

The proposed development site is situated approximately 16 kilometres south-south-
east of Picton. The proposed development site is located on the eastern side of
Mockingbird Road as depicted in Error! Reference source not found. and Error! Re
ference source not found.. The subject land is occupied by an existing market
garden and ancillary buildings, all of which are proposed to be retained.

Figure 1-1: Proposed Development Site

]
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Plate 1: View of Existing Site

Surrounding rural land is partially cleared with varying proportions of remnant
vegetation. Rural activities on surrounding land include cattle and horse grazing. A
majority of properties are also utilised for rural lifestyle purposes.

1.2 LAND OWNERSHIP

The subject site is owned by Justin and Renee Camilleri

1.3 SITE DESCRIPTION AND CHARACTERISATION

The subject site is identified as Lot 264 DP 625326, 180 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants
Nest, located in the Wollondilly Local Government Area. The total approximate area
encompassed by the site is 16 hectares. There is an existing market garden on the
site and other ancillary buildings.

The site is gently sloping downwards towards the west. Vegetation on the site is
characterised consistent with details contained in the Flora and Fauna Assessment
prepared by Wildthing Environmental Consultants (February, 2018). There are three
(3) existing farm dams on the site. A tributary of Carters Creek dissects the site at the
far south-eastern corner. See Plates 2 to 6.
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Plate 3: Looking to North-West of the Site
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Plate 4: Small Dam Directly to the South of Market Garden

Plate 5: Small Dam Directly to the South of Market Garden
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Plate 6: Looking West

1.4 THE PROPOSAL

The application seeks approval to:

(1) Construct and Operate a Livestock Intensive Industry with Associated Earthworks
and Infrastructure (Schedule 3 Environmental Planning & Assessment Regulation
2000) being a Proposed Poultry Farm Operation defined as “intensive livestock
agriculture” pursuant to Wollondilly Local Environmental Plan 2011.

Components of the development include:

e 7 Tunnel Ventilated Poultry Sheds incorporating 742,000 birds (chicken broiler
poultry) with 53,000 birds per shed

e Associated Infrastructure Operational Sheds

o Office and Workers Amenity Buildings

o  Water Supply Dams

Total approximate cost of the development is $6,525,090.
Employment associated with the proposed development is as follows:
5 full time on farm

5 full time off farm

3 fransport operators
10 processing operators
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e 30 construction positions.

It is intended that development construction will be staged; however, the
application is not staged development for the purposes of the Act.

The Department of Planning and Environment (DoPE) was consulted and the
Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEAR 1107) were issued on the
18 November, 2016. The Secretary’s requirements are discussed within the EIS.

It is noted that the SEARs were issued on the basis of the establishment of a 14-shed
poultry farm with associated infrastructure to contain 742,000 birds. The project has
been downsized to 7 sheds. Subsequent advices from the Department are that the
existing SEARs adequately outline all requirements (albeit related to a proposed
smaller development) and continue to apply.

The EIS describes the project, outlines relevant statutory provisions, identifies the key
issues and comprehensively assesses potential environmental impacts. It describes a
range of management and mitigation measures to ensure that short term (largely
construction) impacts are minimised and that there is a net benefit from the
proposal in the medium to long term.

The project will be undertaken with a staged construction program. The application
is not staged development for the purposes of the Act.

1.5 APPLICATION AND APPROVAL PROCESS

With respect to the proposed development, the following is noted:
Pursuant to Schedule 3 of the Environmental Planning & Assessment Regulation 2000,
the proposal is designated development.

The characterisation of the proposed development as designated requires that the
application be accompanied by an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The
content requirements of an EIS are primarily prescribed by the Secretary of the DoPE.

The DoPE Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs) for
preparation of the EIS of the were issued on 18 November, 2016 (SEARs 1107).

A copy of the SEARs is duplicated at Appendix A.
The proposed development is also nominated integrated development, requiring
the concurrence under the Water Management Act 2000. The application is also

integrated development pursuant to the Protection of the Environment Operations
Act 1997 and the Mine Subsidence Compensation Act 1961.

Structure and Content of the Environmental Impact Statement

The EIS has 19 chapters. The structure is as follows:

e Chapters 1 to 4: Background for the assessment and description of
proposal, statutory requirements and consultation;
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e Chapters 5 to 14: Description of existing environment and assessment of
the potential impacts of the proposal;

Chapter 15: Animal welfare, biosecurity and disease management;
Chapter 16: Project mitigations;

Chapter 17: Project justification

Chapter 18: Statement of commitments

Chapter 19: Conclusions

Appendices (including SEARs and specialist studies).

Table 1-1 summarises the SEARs and identifies where each requirement is addressed
within the EIS.
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Table 1-1: DoPE Secretary's Environmental Assessment Requirements

Department of Planning and Environment

Where
SEAR Number 1017 Addressed
in this EA
Establishment of a 14-shed poultry farm and associated infrastructure to
Proposal contfain 742,000 birds. (NOTE: REDUCTION TO 7 SHEDS & CONTINUED

APPLICABILITY OF SEARs) EIS Author emphasis.

180 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest (Lot 264 in DP 625326), in Wollondilly

Location

local government area.
Applicant Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd
Date of Issue November 2016

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must meet the minimum form and
General Requirements | conftent requirements in clauses 6 and 7 of Schedule 2 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000.

Key Issues The EIS must include an assessment of all potential impacts of the | Noted
Key Issues proposed development on the existing environment (including
cumulative impacts if necessary) and develop appropriate
measures to avoid, minimise, mitigate and/or manage these
potential impacts. As part of the EIS assessment, the following
matters must also be addressed:
e strategic context — including: Chapter 3
- a detailed justification for the proposal and suitability of | Chapter
the site for the development, including the need for any | 17
demolition of existing infrastructure;
a demonstration that the proposal is consistent with all
relevant planning strategies, environmental planning
insfruments, development control plans (DCPs), or
justification for any inconsistencies;
a list of any approvals that must be obtained under any
other Act or law before the development may be carried
out; and
a land use conflict risk assessment, including reference to
separation distances and best management practices.

o qquuqll'ryand odour - including: Chapter 7
a description of all potential sources of air and odour | Appendix
emissions; C

an air quality impact assessment in accordance with the
relevant Environment Protection Authority guidelines; and
a description and appraisal of air quality impact
mitigation and monitoring measures.

o biodiversity —including: Chapter 9
accurate predictions of any vegetation clearing on site or | Appendix
for any road upgrades; E

a detailed assessment of the potential impacts on any
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Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd

threatened species, populations, endangered ecological
communities or their habitats, groundwater dependent
ecosystems and any potential for offset requirements; and
a detailed description of the measures to avoid, minimise,
mitigate and offset biodiversity impacts.

o waste management - including: Chapter
details of all potential waste streams including pouliry | 14 and
litter, manure and disposal of dead birds for the proposal; | Appendix |
details of waste handling including, fransport,
identification, receipt, stockpiling and quality confrol
including off-site reuse and disposal; and
the measures that would be implemented to ensure that
the proposed development is consistent with the aims,
objectives and guidelines in the NSW Waste Avoidance
and Resource Recovery Strategy 2014-21.

o water resources —including: Chapter 5

- details of and licensing requirements or other approvals | and
under the Water Act 1912 and/or Water Management | Appendix
Act 2000; and H
an assessment of potential impacts on floodplain and
stormwater management and any impact fo flooding in
the catchment.

¢ soil and water - including: Chapter 5

- a description of local soils, topography, drainage and | and
landscapes; Appendix
an assessment of potential impacts on the quality and | H
qguanfity of surface and groundwater resources, including
identification of potential water pollutants;
details of stormwater and wastewater management
systems (including sewage), water monitoring program
and other measures to mitigate surface and groundwater
impacts;
the details of sediment and erosion controls;

a descripfion of previous land uses of the site and
characterisation of the nature and extent of any
contamination; and
a description and appraisal of impact mitigation and
monitoring measures

o animal welfare, bio-security and disease management - - | Chapter

including: 15 and

- details of how the proposed development would comply | Appendix
with relevant codes of practice and guidelines, including | B
buffer distances from nearby operations;
details of all 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 disease outbreak.

o traffic and transport — including: Chapter 8

- details of road transport routes and access to the site; and
road fraffic predictions for the development during | Appendix
construction and operation; and G
an assessment of impacts to the safety and function of
the road network; and the details of any road upgrades
required for the development.

The EIS must include an assessment of all potential | Noted

impacts of the proposed development on the existing
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environment (including cumulative impacts if necessary)
and develop appropriate measures to avoid, minimise,
mitigate and/or manage these potential impacts. As part
of the EIS assessment, the following matters must also be
addressed:

e noise and vibration - including: Chapter 6
- a description of all potential noise and vibration sources | and
during construction and operation, including road traffic | Appendix
noise; D
a noise and vibration assessment in accordance with the
relevant Environment Protection Authority guidelines; and
a descriptfion and appraisal of noise and vibration
mitigation and monitoring measures.
e bushfire — including risk assessment level and a mitigation | Chapter
plan. 13 and
Appendix
K
o heritage - including Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal cultural | Chapter
heritage. 10 and
Appendix
F
Environmental Planning | ¢ visual - including an impact assessment at private receptors | Chapter
Instruments and other and public  vantage poinfts. 12
policies
Guidelines The EIS must assess the proposal against the relevant
environmental planning instruments, including but noft limited to:
o State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 ;
e State Environmental Planning Policy (Rural Lands) 2008; Chapter 3
e State Environmental Planning Policy No. 33 Hazardous and
Offensive Development;
o State Environmental Planning Policy No. 44 Koala Habitat
Protection;
o State Environmental Planning Policy No. 55 Remediation of
Land;
e  Wollondilly Local Environmental Plan 2011; and
o relevant development control plans and section 94 plans.
Consultation During the preparation of the EIS you should consult the
Department's Register of Development Assessment Guidelines
which is available on the Department's website at
planning.nsw.gov.au under Development Proposals/Register of | Noted
Development Assessment Guidelines. Whilst not exhaustive, this
Register contains some of the guidelines, policies, and plans that
must be taken into account in the environmental assessment of
the proposed development.
Further consultation During the preparation of the EIS, you must consult the relevant | Chapter 4
after 2 years local, State and Commonwealth government authorities, service | Appendix
providers and community groups, and address any issues they | A

may raise in the EIS. In particular, you should consult with the:

e Environment Protection Authority;

Rural Fire Service;

Office of Environment and Heritage;

Department of Primary Industries;

Roads and Maritime Services;

WaterNSW;

Wollondilly Shire Council; and

the surrounding landowners and occupiers that are likely to
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be impacted by the proposal.
Details of the consultation carried out and issues raised must be
included in the EIS.

Agency

Key Issues

Where
addressed
in this EA

Environment Protection
Authority

General Planning Matters - Defails should be documented on
the locatfion of the proposed development including the
affected environment to place the proposal in its local and
regional environmental contfext. This should include but not be
limited to details of land ownership, maps and/or aerial
photographs showing surrounding land uses, planning zonings,
potential sensitive receptors and catchments. Details should also
be provided on the proposals relationship to any other industry
or facility.

Throughout
EIS

Environment Protection Licence - Under the Protection of the
Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO Act) premises with a
capacity to accommodate more than 250,000 birds at any fime
for commercial production are required fo hold an Environment
Protection Licence (EPL) for "Livestock Intensive Activities — Bird
Accommodation". Based on the number of chickens presented
in the supporting information (up to 480,000 birds), if approved
the activity will require an EPL. The EIS should include information
justifying the need for an EPL. The EIS should include information
that would also be relevant to an EPL application. Details on the
information that should be included with an EPL Application are
outlined in the EPA Guide fo Licensing

Chapter 3

Best Practice Guidelines - The proponent should consult the NSW
Department of Primary Industry, "Best Practice Management

for Meat Chicken Production in NSW'. This guideline provides a
useful summary of the environmental

considerations for new development and Best Management
Practice for these activities. In particular,

this document highlights the importance of
separation distance from sensitive land uses for
both environmental and biosecurity reasons. In particular, this
document states that:

adequate

Appropriate siting is the most cost-effective way of minimising
environmental performance issues such as odour, dust, noise,
storm water management and the protection of surface water
and groundwater. If these issues are addressed at the planning
stage, then ongoing operational costs and management issues
can be significantly reduced.

Chapter 15
and
Appendix B

Air Quality - The environmental outcome for the project should
ensure:

* no offensive odour beyond the boundary of the premises

* emissions do not cause adverse impact upon human health or
the environment

e compliance with the requirements of the POEO Act and its
associated regulations

e all dust emissions from material handling, storage, processing,
roadways, transport and material transfer systems are prevented

Chapter 7
and
Appendix C
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or minimised
¢ vehicular kilometres travelled are minimised.

The EIS should document how the above outcomes will be
achieved.

Poultry activities if not appropriately sited, designed and
managed have the potential to generate offensive odours
beyond their boundary which can cause community complaint.
Offensive odour can result from a range of activities associated
with poultry operations including but not necessarily limited to:

* moist litter (bedding material in use on the shed floor, for
example, sawdust, and the associated manure). When moist
litter and manure accumulates for even short periods, the mass
becomes putrescent and supports anaerobic bacteria, which
produce highly offensive odours which can be evident a
considerable distance from the shed. Excessively wet litter can
also be a source of odour in poultry sheds

» stockpiling of litter outside of the shed can also give rise to
complaints from offensive odours and provide potential for
surface and groundwater pollution

* the management of bird carcasses needs to be undertaken in
a manner that prevents offensive odour emissions, pollufion to
waters and land pollution.

Poultry operations can also be a potential source of dust
emissions from a range of activities including bulk feed storage
silos. In parficular, these facilities require dust controls fo manage
any dust emissions during silo filling operations.

The EPA recommends that an Air Impact Assessment must be
prepared in accordance with the Approved Methods and
Guidance for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in
New South Wales. A thorough assessment needs to be
undertaken of the proposed operations to assess the impact of
any air emissions and the adequacy of proposed air pollution
confrols. In particular, the assessment should include but not
necessarily be limit to:

(a) all potential sources of dust/particulate matter (TSP and
PMI10) during the construction and operation of the
development

(b) all potential sources of odour during the construction and
operation of the development (for example, handling of dead
stock, odour from wastewaters, wastes, etc)

(c) details of the measures proposed to mitigate the impacts
and quantify the extent fo which the mitigation measures are
likely to be effective in achieving the relevant environmental
outcomes (for example, refrigeration of dead stock, appropriate
odour confrol fechnologies)

(d) any cumulative impacts.

Water Quality - The environmental outcome for the project
should ensure:

e there is no pollution of waters (including surface and
groundwater) except in accordance with an EPL

* polluted water (including process waters, wash down waters,

Chapter 5
and
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polluted stormwater or sewage) is captured on the site and
directed to reticulated sewer where available or else collected,
freated and beneficially reused, where this is safe and
practicable to do so

* bunding is designed in accordance with the "EPA's Bunding
and Spill Management Guidelines".

The EIS should document how the above outcomes will be
achieved.

The EIS should also include but not necessarily be limited to the
following matters:

(a) Describe the catchment including proximity of the
development to any waterways and provide an assessment of
their sensitivity/significance.

(b) Provide details of the project relevant to any water impacts
of the development such as drainage works and associated
infrastructure; land-forming and excavations; working capacity
of structures; and water resource requirements of the proposal.
(c) Details on proposed water management at the site, in
particular details on the management and separation of clean
and dirty areas. This should include water management
associated with activities including:

e any equipment and maintenance areas, including wash
down facilities, oil and water separation

« stockpiles of materials or waste

* unsealed/sealed areas

e poulfry farm sheds (these should be consfructed in such a
manner that water from rain and irrigation sprays does not wet
litter or manure. The floor should be sealed with a suitable
material to prevent groundwater pollution)

» feed material processing and fransfer areas

* loading facilities

* roadways

e onsite sewage management

e any associated freatment and reuse systems

* Provide a description of the receiving waters including surface
and groundwater.

(d) Provide information regarding any wastewater management
at the site.

(e) Provide information on any water discharges including
location, volumes, water quality, monitoring programs and
frequency of discharge.

(f) Describe the nature and degree of any likely impacts that the
proposed project may have on the receiving environment. This
should include a characterisation of any potential water
pollutants at the site, an assessment of impact on receiving
waters to ensure water quality outcomes are not compromised
and any associated mitigation and management measures.

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

(h) Describe how stormwater will be managed during the
construction phase.

A pouliry farm should be located, designed and operated to
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avoid impact to surface and groundwater. Where a poultry
farm is sited on permeable soils over a water resource, then
great care must be taken to ensure that nutrients from manures
do not leach through to the groundwater.

Water from the roof and uncontaminated stormwater should be
diverted away from waste generation, collection and disposal
areas. All sheds should be designed to prevent the ingress of all
water except that used for drinking and shed cleaning activities.

Shed and truck washings (hosed down waste) should be
contfained and utilised by irrigation or disposed of in a manner
which will not pollute waters.

An integrated Water Management Plan should be developed
for the site, which addresses all aspects of the water cycle. The
aim of the plan should be to maximise the potential for reuse
and minimise water demand and the risk of water pollution. It
should evaluate opftions such as:

(a) Using rainwater tanks to ufilise the significant catchment
area on the roofs of the sheds to substitute water supplied from
other sources and reduce stormwater impacts

(b) Collecting and storing stormwater and using it for dust
conftrol

(c) Designing and locating pouliry sheds to maximise water
efficiency, and minimise the need for water for evaporative
cooling.

Noise Impact - The environmental outcome of the project
should be to minimise adverse impacts due to noise from the
project. The Environmental Assessment must clearly outline the
noise mitigation, monitoring and management measures the
proponent intends fo apply to the project to minimise noise
pollution.

Poultry operations can generate significant noise impact from a
range of activities including the handling of stock.

The assessment should be undertaken in accordance with the
NSW Industrial Noise Policy. In particular, the assessment should
include, but not necessarily limited to: the identification and
assessment of all potential noise sources associated with the
development, the location of all sensitive receptors, proposed
hours of operation and proposed noise mitigation measures. The
assessment should also take intfo account adverse weather
conditions including temperature inversions. Sound power levels
measured or estimated for all plant and equipment should be
clearly stated and justified. It should also include an assessment
of cumulative noise impacts, having regard to existing
surrounding industrial activities and development.

If 24-hour work is proposed, specific measures to address noise
impact during night fime hours will need to be specified in the
EIS. In assessing night time activity sleep disturbance criteria
would apply. Where found to be necessary, determine the most
appropriate noise mitigation measures and expected noise
reduction including noise controls and management of impacts

Chapter 6
and
Appendix D
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for construction noise.

The EIS must also identify the transport route(s) to be used, the
hours of operation and assess any potential road fraffic noise
impacts in accordance with the "NSW Road Noise Policy'.

Any consfruction noise should also be assessed and any
proposed noise mifigations measures identified and
documented in the EIS in accordance with the Interim
Construction Noise Guideline (DECC 2009).

Waste Management - The goal of the development should be to
ensure;

* it is in accordance with the principles of the waste hierarchy
and cleaner production

* the handling, processing and storage of all materials used at
the premises does not have negative environmental or amenity
impacts

* land pollution is prevented

* the beneficial reuse of all wastes generated at the premises
are maximised where it is safe and practical to do so

* no waste disposal occurs on site except in accordance with
an EPA Licence.

Any waste generated at the site should be assessed and
classified in accordance with the Waste Classification Guidelines
and documented in the EIS. Detail on this guideline is available
in Attachment B.

The proponent should also consult NSW EPA's Better Practice
Guidelines for Waste Management and Recycling in
Commercial and Industrial Facilities (DEC 2012). This guideline
provides information on better waste management practice in
design, establishment, operation and ongoing management of
waste services in commercial and industrial developments. This
guideline can be accessed at:
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/warr/BPGuideClFacilities.htm.

The EIS should also detfail the type and quantity of any
chemical/pesticide substances to be used or stored at the site
and describe arrangements for their safe use and storage in
accordance with any legislative or EPA policy requirements.

Management of dead stock

A potential issue relates to the handling and treatment of dead
stock generated as a result of daily mortality or incidents
involving possible disease outbreak.

The proponent should explore waste management in
accordance with the waste management hierarchy of
avoidance, resource recovery and lastly disposal, which covers
all environmentally responsible disposal options. As stated in the
Best Practice Management for Meat Chicken Production in NSW
(DPI 2012) it is important that carcass disposal practices must not
contaminate ground and surface waters or cause odour
nuisance or land contamination. Poor management of dead

Chapter 14

Chapter 15
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and or diseased birds can also increase biosecurity risks.

Best Management Practice for the treatment of dead birds
requires daily collection from the shed and removal from the
farm for rendering. If farms do not have ready access to a
rendering plant, the next preferred method of disposal is
composting. Other methods of disposal, subject to approval,
include transport to existing EPA licensed waste disposal facilities
or composting on site. The EIS should detail information on the
management of dead stock.

We advise that an Emergency Contingency Plan would need to
be developed for the disposal of birds from endemic disease,
heat stress or exofic disease in accordance with the 'Best
Practice Management for Chicken Production in  NSW"
regquirements.

Department of Primary | Consistency with the manuals — Best Practice Management for | Chapter 15
Industries - Agriculture | Meat Chicken Production in NSW.
Biosecurity assessment and biosecurity management between | Chapter 15
other pouliry farms and any potential waterbird habitat to assess | and
potential biosecurity risks associated with wild birds. Appendix B
Information relating to the water requirements for the | Chapter 5
development and proposed supply arrangements and
Appendices
Aand H
Management of waste produced by the proposal, including | Chapters 14
dead birds, bird manure and pouliry litter. and
Appendix |
A land use conflict risk assessment particularly relating to | Chapters 6
separation distances and management practices to minimise | and 7 and
odour, dust and noise for sensitive receptors. Appendices
CandD
Department of Primary | Annual volumes of surface water and groundwater proposed to | Appendix
Industries - be taken by the activity (including through inflow and seepage) | H
Office of Water from each surface and groundwater source as defined by the
relevant water sharing plan.
Assessment of any volumetric water licensing requirements | Chapter 2
(including those for ongoing water take following completion of
the project).
The identification of an adequate and secure water supply for | Chapter 2
the life of the project. Confirmation that water can be sourced | and
from an appropriately authorised and reliable supply. This is to | Appendix
include an assessment of the current market depth where water | H
entitlement is required to be purchased.
A detailed and consolidated site water balance. Appendix H
Assessment of impacts on surface and ground water sources | Chapter 5
(both quality and quantity), related infrastructure, adjacent | and
licensed water users, basic landholder rights, watercourses, | Appendix H
riparian land, and groundwater dependent ecosystems, and
measures proposed to reduce and mitigate these impacts.
Full technical details and data of all surface and groundwater | Appendix H
modelling.
Proposed surface and groundwater monitoring activities and | Appendix H
methodologies
Assessment of any potential cumulative impacts on water | Chapter 5
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resources, and any proposed optfions to manage the | and
cumulative impacts. Appendix H
Consideration of relevant policies and guidelines. Chapter 3
A statement of where each element of the SEARs is addressed in | Noted
the EIS (i.e. in the form of a table).

Water Management Act 2000 (WMA 2000)

Key points: Chapter 3
* Volumetric licensing in areas covered by water sharing plans

* Works within 40m of waterfront land

» SSD & SSI projects are exempt from requiring water supply work

approvals and confrolled 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.

* Basic landholder rights, including harvestable rights dams

* Aquifer interference activity approval and flood management

work approval provisions have not yet commenced and are

regulated by the Water Act 1912

* 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:

* Volumetric licensing in areas where no water sharing plan

applies Chapter 3
* Monitoring bores

e Aquifer interference activities that are not regulated as a

water supply work under the WMA 2000.

* Flood management works

* No exemptions apply to licences or permits under the WA 1912

as aresult 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 Chapter 3
e 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 fo the project. The relevant

water sharing plans can be determined spatially atf | Chapter 3

www.ourwater.nsw.pov.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
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and groundwater sources, ecosystem protection (including
groundwater dependent ecosystems), water quality and
surface-groundwater connectivity.

* Provide a descriptfion 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.

e 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 fo acquire the necessary
entitlements for each water source.

o 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.

o Account management and carryover provisions.

* 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):

* NSW Guidelines for Conftrolled Activities on Waterfront Land
(NOW, 2012)

* NSW Aquifer Interference Policy (NOW, 2012)

e Risk Assessment Guidelines for Groundwater Dependent
Ecosystems (NOW, 2012)

* Australian Groundwater Modelling Guidelines (NWC, 2012)

* NSW State Rivers and Estuary Policy (1993)

* NSW Wetlands Policy (2010)

* NSW State Groundwater Policy Framework Document (1997)

* NSW State Groundwater Quality Protection Policy (1998)

* NSW State Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems Policy (2002)
* NSW Water Extraction Monitoring Policy (2007)

Licensing Considerations

The EIS is required to provide:

* |dentification of water requirements for the life of the projectin
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).

* 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.

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

e Information on the purpose, location, construction and
expected annual exiraction volumes including details on all

N/A
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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.

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

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

* 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 fo the harvestable right capacity are not required
fo be licensed but any capacity of the fotal 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.qov.au/VVater-licensing/Basic-water-
rights/Harvesting-runoff/Harvestingrunoff

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.qov.au for further information.

N/A

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.

* |dentification 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

Chapter 5
and
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resources.
* Assessment of predicted impacts on the following:
- flow of surface water, sediment movement, channel

stability, and hydraulic regime,
water quality,
flood regime,
dependent ecosystems,
existing surface water users, and
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
fo 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 infilfration), 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 fo assist the
groundwater assessment for the proposal.

* The known or predicted highest groundwater table at the site.
e Works likely to infercept, connect with or infilirate the
groundwater sources.

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

e Bore constfruction 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.

e 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 femporal and spafial variations.

e 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

N/A

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd

Page 53




(considering both the impacts of the proposal on groundwater
contfamination and the impacts of contamination on the
proposal).

* Measures proposed to protect groundwater quality, both in
the short and long ferm.

* Measures for preventing groundwater pollution so that
remediation is not required.

* Protective measures for any groundwater dependent
ecosystems (GDEs).

e 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 impacts are identified the assessment will need
fo identify limits to the level of impact and contingency
measures that would remediate, reduce or manage potential
impacts fo 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.

e Reporting procedures for any monitoring program including
mechanism for fransfer 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.

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

e Description of the remedial measures or confingency plans
proposed.

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

Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems N/A
The EIS must consider the potential impacts on any
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs) at the site and in

the vicinity of the site and:

* |dentify 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: Chapter 2
 Scaled plans showing the location of: and
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o weftlands/swamps, watercourses and fop of bank; Appendix A
o riparian corridor widths to be established along the creeks;

o existing riparion 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

o 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 descripfion 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; | Chapter 2

* A detailed description of how the site would be progressively | and
rehabilitated and integrated info the surrounding landscape; Appendix A
e Outline of proposed construction and restoration of
tfopography 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 fo implement the proposed
rehabilitation.
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2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL

Chapter Two provides a detailed description of the proposal including an outline of
the proposed operations, the proposed transport operations, rehabilitation works,
revegetation method and final landform.

2.1 LOCATION AND OVERVIEW

The subject land is Lot 264 DP 625326, 180 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest,
located in the Wollondilly Local Government Area.

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd is engaged by Justin and Renee Camilleri to prepare an EIS,
fo accompany a development application to Council under Part 4 of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. The application is designated
development pursuant to requirements of the Environmental Planning & Assessment
Act 1979, nominated integrated development pursuant to the requirements of the
Water Management Act 2000 and also integrated development pursuant to the
Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 and the Mine Subsidence
Compensation Act 1961.

The application seeks approval to:

(1) Construct and Operate a Livestock Intensive Industry with Associated Earthworks
and Infrastructure (Schedule 3 Environmental Planning & Assessment Regulation
2000) being a Proposed Poultry Farm Operation defined as “infensive livestock
agriculture” pursuant to Wollondilly Local Environmental Plan 2011.

Components of the development include:

e 7 Tunnel Ventilated Poultry Sheds incorporating 742,000 birds (chicken broiler
poultry) with 53,000 birds per shed

e Associated Infrastructure Operational Sheds

e Office and Workers Amenity Buildings

o Water Supply Dams

Total approximate cost of the development is 6,525,090.
Employment associated with the proposed development is as follows:

5 full time on farm

5 full time off farm

3 fransport operators

10 processing operators
30 construction positions.
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It is infended that development construction will be staged; however, the
application is not staged development for the purposes of the Act.

2.2 LAND TITLE AND TENURE

Lot 264 DP 625326, 180 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest, is jointly owned by Justin
and Renee Camilleri.

2.3 EXISTING SITE CHARACTERISTICS AND LAND USE

The existing primary use of the site is as a market garden.

2.4 STAGED CONSTRUCTION

It is intended that development construction will be phased; however, the
application is not staged development for the purposes of the Act.

2.5 TRANSPORTATION ACTIVITIES

The development has been assessed having regard to impacts on the local road
hierarchy. It has been established that the current and anticipated traffic increases
are well within the carrying capacities of the local road network. No upgrades to any
existing road infrastructure is proposed or required. No formal parking is proposed.

Refer Appendix G for the complete Traffic Impact Statement.

Operationally, the sheds and overall pad designs will have a nominated traffic route
so that all vehicles including feed tfrucks, bird delivery and bird pickups will be
undertaken in a controlled and forward direction. Details of the internal truck
movements are included on the engineering plans.

2.6 HOURS OF OPERATION AND EMPLOYMENT

Birds are grown on an approximate 54-day cycle with ‘thinning’ occurring from
around day 32 to 34 and from day 42. 5.5 batches of birds are grown per year.
Generdlly, the thinning is undertaken at night to cater for bird welfare and it is usual
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for only two (2) trucks to be on site at any one time. It is possible that bird removal
could extend into the early hours of a morning. The noise assessment has adequately
addressed these impacts.

Feed trucks will make deliveries twice to three times a week and this is undertaken
normally during daylight hours. Bird delivery would be undertaken during daylight
hours and over several days.

Employment associated with the proposed development is as follows:

5 full time on farm

5 full time off farm

3 fransport operators

10 processing operators
30 construction positions.

2.7 MACHINERY, EQUIPMENT, MATERIALS & CONSUMABLES

The proposed farming operations will utilise modern state-of-the-art operational
machinery. Mowers and tractors required for the new shed arrangements are
already on site and being used with the existing farming operations.

The current dependence on dam water will be augmented and new pumps
installed to recirculate the stormwater back into the sheds.

Backup generators and duplicate power systems are to be installed for the new
sheds. The current electrical supply will be extended to the new sheds.

Electricity, gas and diesel are the three main energy consumables.

Shed sanitisers will be used for decontaminating the sheds directly after a batch of
poultry is removed. Associated chemicals are bought onto site by external
contractors and are subsequently removed.

Rat and mice baits are used for the confrol of feral pests. Glyphosate is used to
confrol vegetation immediately adjoining the sheds.

Poultry feed is provided by the processor and is pumped into the sealed silos on site
by a contractor supply.

2.8 NEED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT

The development of this farming operation is both logical and necessary and at a
scale that creates long term financial viability and stability. Poultry consumption is
ever increasing and the growth of the industry with such a modern facility as
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envisaged by this development is, in effect, a sustainable operation for the
Wollondilly LGA and for local job growth.

2.9 ALTERNATIVE OF NOT PROCEEDING

Should the proposed development not proceed it is likely that the inefficient rural use
of the land would be retained for a few years; perhaps transitioning to a rural lifestyle
lot. Farming operations would most likely need to consider other potential rural
activities, most of which are unlikely to produce the employment activities of a
viable poultry farm or the financial returns to the grower and the local community.

Positive impacts on local processing and employment for the development of the
total farming operations would be appropriate, logical and would result in a
sustainable outcome.

e ————
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3 STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS
3.1 COMMONWEALTH LEGISLATION

3.1.1 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act 1999

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)
requires approval from the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment, for actions
that may have a significant impact on matters of national environmental
significance. The EPBC Act also requires Commonwealth approval for certain actions
on Commonwealth land. Matters of national environmental significance under the
EPBC Act are:

World Heritage properties;

National Heritage places;

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park;

Ramsar wetlands of international importance;

Threatened species or ecological communities listed in the
EPBC Act;

Migratory species listed in the EPBC Act;

Commonwealth marine environment;

Nuclear actions.

The site is not listed as or located on or adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef, a World
Heritage property, a National Heritage place or a wetland of international
significance. The land is not designated as Commonwealth land and nuclear actions
are not listed within 10 km of the site.

An assessment of whether the development will have or is likely to have a significant
impact on any matters of national environmental significance is summarised in the
ecological assessment as outlined in Chapter 9 and in Appendix E.

Given the obligations and objectives of the Commonwealth EPBC Act, it is
considered that the matter would not require referral to the Federal Minister for
consideration or approval.

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 60



3.2 NEW SOUTH WALES STATE LEGISLATION

3.2.1 Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979

The provisions of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act)
and the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 (EP&A Regulation)
enable the preparation of local environmental plans, development control plans,
regional environmental plans and State environmental planning policies to control
development at the local, regional and State level. Those planning instruments and
policies that are applicable to the proposal along with other relevant statutory
considerations are addressed here.

The proposal is Designated Development as specified by the Regulation and as
such, is fo be assessed under these provisions, with the Council as the consent
authority for the application.

The application is also nominated integrated development pursuant to the
requirements of the Water Management Act 2000 and also integrated requirement
pursuant to the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 and the Mine
Subsidence Compensation Act 1961.

3.2.2 Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995

Projects determined by a statutory authority of the NSW State Government are
required to be assessed in accordance with the EP&A Act, as amended by the
Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (TSC Act). The TSC Act lists threatened
species, populations and ecological communities under Schedules 1 and 2 of the
Act, that are priorities for conservation within NSW. Schedule 3 of the TSC Act lists Key
Threatening Processes for species, populations and ecological communities within
NSW.

Section 5A of the EP&A Act lists seven factors that must be taken into account in the
determination of the significance of potential impacts of a proposed development
on threatened species, populations or ecological communities (or their habitats)
listed under the TSC Act.

A seven-part test pursuant to Section 5A of the EP&A has been used to determine if
the proposed development will have a significant impact on threatened species,
populations and communities. This assessment is provided in full in Appendix E and
summarised in Chapter 9.

3.2.3 National Parks & Wildlife Act 1974
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The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NP&W Act) guides the management of
conservation areas as well as the protection of native vegetation, native fauna and
Aboriginal objects across the State. Under the NP&W Act it is illegal to move,
damage, deface or destroy a relic without written permission from the Office of
Environment & Heritage (OEH).

Under Section 5 of the Act, “Aboriginal Object” means any deposit, object or
material evidence (not being a handicraft made for sale) relating to the Aboriginal
habitation of the area that comprises New South Wales, being habitation before or
concurrent with (or both) the occupation of that area by persons of non-Aboriginal
extraction, and includes Aboriginal remains. All Aboriginal objects within the State of
New South Wales are protected under Section 90 of the NP&W Act.

During the preparation of this EIS, consultation with the local Aboriginal community
was undertaken in accordance with OEH profocols.

Matters of Aboriginal significance are discussed in further detail in Chapter 10 and
Appendix F.

3.2.4 Rural Fires Act 1997

A Bushfire Assessment has been prepared for the proposed development. The report
is located at Appendix K.

3.2.5 Mine Subsidence Compensation Act 19461

The proposed development requires the concurrence of the Mine Subsidence Board.
Consequently, the DA is lodged as integrated development pursuant to Section 91
of the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979.

3.2.6 Water Management Act 2000

The objectives of the Water Management Act 2000 (WM Act) are to provide for the
sustainable and integrated management of the water sources of the State for the
benefit of both present and future generations. The provisions of the WM Act are
being progressively implemented in NSW, repealing various other pieces of
legislation in the process.

Confrolled activity approvals under Section 91 of the WM Act apply in all areas of
the state.
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In relation to the proposed development:

e a water use approval under Section 89 of the WM Act is not required;

e a water management work approval under Section 90 of the WM Act is not
required as the works are Excluded Works under Schedule 1 of the WM
Regulations

e a controlled activity approval under Section 91 of the WM Act is required as
the proposed development will undertake works within 40 metres of a first
order stream. The works are associated with the provision of an earth mound,
incorporating landscaping (see Development Plans in Appendix A). The
proposed development is nominated integrated development pursuant to
Section 91 of the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979.

Further detailed consideration and discussion of water use and water management
issues is included in Chapter 5.

3.2.7 Water Management (General) Regulation 2011

The proposal will undertake all drainage and water quality works under Schedule 1 of
the Regulation.

The Water Management (General) Regulation 2011 (WM Reg) provides, under
Schedule 1 Excluded Works:

Schedule 1 Excluded works
(Clause 3 (1), definition of “excluded work”)

3 Dams solely for the capture, containment and recirculation of drainage
and/or effluent, consistent with best management practice or required by
a public authority (other than Landcom or the Superannuation
Administration Corporation or any of their subsidiaries) to prevent the
contamination of a water source, that are located on a minor stream.

A minor stream is defined under the Water Management (General)
Regulation 2011 as being:

minor stream means:
b .
(a) any stream or part of a stream:

(i) the location of which is represented on any of the
topographic maps listed in Part 2 of Schedule 2, and
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(i) thatis a first or second order stream, or part of such a stream,
as determined in accordance with the system set out in Part 1 of
Schedule 2, and

(i) which does not maintain a permanent flow of water, being
a visible flow which occurs on a continuous basis, or which
would so occur if there were no artificial abstractions of water or
obstruction of flows upstream, and

(iv) which does not at any time carry flows emanating from a
third, fourth or higher order stream as determined in
accordance with the system set out in Part 1 of Schedule 2, and

(b) any stream or part of a stream the location of which is not
represented on a topographic map listed in Part 2 of Schedule 2".

3.2.8 Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997

The proposed development requires a licence pursuant to Section 43(b) of
the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO Act) as
required by Section 48 of that Act and pursuant to Schedule 1 Clause 22 for
the purposes of Livestock Intensive Activities comprising ‘bird
accommodation’ in the amount exceeding 250,000 birds.

3.3 STATE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING POLICIES (SEPPs)

3.3.1 State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007
The aim of this Policy is to facilitate the effective delivery of infrastructure across the
State by:

a) improving regulatory certainty and efficiency through a
consistent planning regime for infrastructure and the provision of
services, and

b) providing greater flexibility in the location of infrastructure and
service facilities, and

c) allowing for the efficient development, redevelopment or
disposal of surplus government owned land, and

d) identifying the environmental assessment category intfo which
different types of infrastructure and services development fall
(including identifying certain development of minimall
environmental impact as exempt development), and

e) identifying matters to be considered in the assessment of
development adjacent to particular types of infrastructure
development, and
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f) providing for consultation with relevant public authorities about
certain development during the assessment process or prior to
development commencing.

The Policy provides triggers for appropriate referrals to the RMS under clause 104
Schedule 3. The proposed development is not in the category that is captured by
this clause or schedule. The SEPP does not identify requirements for RMS
concurrence.

3.3.2 State Environmental Planning Policy No 33: Hazardous and Offensive
Development

This Policy aims:

a) to amend the definitions of hazardous and offensive industries where used
in environmental planning instruments, and

b) torender ineffective a provision of any environmental planning instrument
that prohibits development for the purpose of a storage facility on the
ground that the facility is hazardous or offensive if it is not a hazardous or
offensive storage establishment as defined in this Policy, and

c) torequire development consent for hazardous or offensive development
proposed to be carried out in the Western Division, and

d) to ensure that in determining whether a development is a hazardous or
offensive industry, any measures proposed to be employed to reduce the
impact of the development are taken into account, and

e) to ensure that in considering any application to carry out potentially
hazardous or offensive development, the consent authority has sufficient
information to assess whether the development is hazardous or offensive
and to impose conditions to reduce or minimise any adverse impact, and

f) torequire the advertising of applications to carry out any such
development.

Definitions of “potentially hazardous industry” and “potentially offensive industry” are
as follows:

“potentially hazardous industry means a development for the purposes of any
industry which, if the development were to operate without employing any
measures (including, for example, isolation from existing or likely future
development on other land) to reduce or minimise its impact in the locality or
on the existing or likely future development on other land, would pose a
significant risk in relation to the locality:

a) to human health, life or property, or
b) to the biophysical environment,
and includes a hazardous industry and a hazardous storage establishment”.
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“potentially offensive industry means a development for the purposes of an
industry which, if the development were to operate without employing any
measures (including, for example, isolation from existing or likely future
development on other land) to reduce or minimise its impact in the locality or
on the existing or likely future development on other land, would emit a
polluting discharge (including for example, noise) in a manner which would
have a significant adverse impact in the locality or on the existing or likely
future development on other land, and includes an offensive industry and an
offensive storage establishment”.

Other potentially pertinent definitions which have been considered include:

“hazardous industry means a development for the purposes of an industry
which, when the development is in operation and when all measures
proposed fo reduce or minimise its impact on the locality have been
employed (including, for example, measures to isolate the development from
existing or likely future development on other land in the locality), would pose
a significant risk in relation to the locality:

a) to human health, life or property, or
b) to the biophysical environment”.

“hazardous storage establishment means any establishment where goods,
materials or products are stored which, when in operation and when all
measures proposed to reduce or minimise its impact on the locality have
been employed (including, for example, measures to isolate the establishment
from existing or likely future development on the other land in the locality),
would pose a significant risk in relation to the locality:

a) to human health, life or property, or
b) to the biophysical environment”.

“offensive industry means a development for the purposes of an industry
which, when the development is in operation and when all measures
proposed to reduce or minimise its impact on the locality have been
employed (including, for example, measures to isolate the development from
existing or likely future development on other land in the locality), would emit
a polluting discharge (including, for example, noise) in a manner which would
have a significant adverse impact in the locality or on the existing or likely
future development on other land in the locality”.

“offensive storage establishment means any establishment where goods,
materials or products are stored which, when in operation and when all
measures proposed to reduce or minimise its impact on the locality have
been employed (including, for example, measures to isolate the establishment

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 66



from existing or likely future development on other land in the locality), would
emit a polluting discharge (including, for example, noise) in a manner which
would have a significant adverse impact in the locality or on the existing or
likely future development on other land in the locality”.

The proposed intensive industry (poultry) farm is not considered to be
characterised by any of the above land use definitions. Appropriate noise
and air quality investigations have been completed and these reports have
indicated general compliance with industry standards.

3.3.3 State Environmental Planning Policy 44: Koala Habitat Protection

State Environmental Planning Policy 44 - Koala Habitat Protection (SEPP 44)
encourages the proper conservation and management of areas of vegetation that
provide habitat for koalas to ensure a permanent free-living population over their
present range and reverse the current trend of population decline.

The practical effect of SEPP 44 is that the consent authority must ensure that
approval is not issued without prior investigation of potential and core koala habitat.
The policy applies to developments over one hectare and to all local government
areas within the known state-wide distribution of the koala.

Potential koala habitat is defined as vegetation that incorporates a minimum of 15%
of tree species in the ‘upper or lower strata of the free component’, as listed in
Schedule 2 of SEPP 44. A person suitably qualified in tree identification (clause 7 (2))
must assess the identification of potential Koala habitat. If the subject land is not
deemed to contain potential Koala habitat, the consent authority may grant
development consent. Identification of pofential Koala habitat requires further
investigations to determine whether the site supports core habitat.

An assessment of Koala habitat values of the application and the impact of the
project on Koala habitat against SEPP 44 is provided in more detail in Chapter 9 and
Appendix E.

A number of specimens of a Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) ‘Koala Feed Tree’,
were identified over a large portion of the vegetated area of the site. Three
specimens of Eucalyptus tereficornis (Forest Red Gum) another recognised Koala
Feed Tree' were also present in the far north-east corner of the site. Listed ‘Koala
Feed Tree’ species would comprise over 15% of the total frees present within the site
therefore would be considered to constitute ‘Potential Koala Habitat’, and
accordingly further provisions of this policy apply to the site.
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Considering the lack of Koala activity recorded, the site would unlikely be
considered to constitute Core Koala Habitat and accordingly no further provisions of
this policy apply to the site.

3.3.4 State Environmental Planning Policy No 55: Remediation of Land

SEPP 55 seeks to provide for the identification and remediation of contaminated
land.

A Phase 2 Contamination Assessment has been prepared (Appendix J). Based on
soil analytical results and site inspection, the subject land is considered suitable and
safe for the proposed development of the land for an Intensive Livestock Industry.

3.3.5 State Environmental Planning Policy Rural Lands 2008

State Environmental Planning Policy Rural Lands (2008) applies to all rural lands zoned
RU1 to RUé6 (excluding RUS) and Environment Protection Zones E1 to E4. The aims of
the policy are to, amongst other matters, facilitate the orderly and economic use
and development of rural lands for rural and related purposes.

The SEPP operates under distinct principles, including:

(a)the promotion and protection of opportunities for current and potential
productive and sustainable economic activities in rural areas,

(b)recognition of the importance of rural lands and agriculture and the
changing nature of agriculture and of trends, demands and issues in
agriculture in the areaq, region or State,

(c)recognition of the significance of rural land uses to the State and rural
communities, including the social and economic benefits of rural land use
and development,

(d)in planning for rural lands, to balance the social, economic and
environmental interests of the community,

(e)the identification and protection of natural resources, having regard to
maintaining biodiversity, the protection of native vegetation, the importance
of water resources and avoiding constrained land,

(f)the provision of opportunities for rural lifestyle, setflement and housing that
contribute to the social and economic welfare of rural communities,

(9)the consideration of impacts on services and infrastructure and
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appropriate location when providing for rural housing,

(h)ensuring consistency with any applicable regional strategy of the

Department of Planning or any applicable local strategy endorsed by the
Director-General (sic).

As demonstrated in the preceding and following chapters of the EIS, the proposed
poultry farm meets these principles.

3.4 WOLLONDILLY LOCAL ENVIRONMENT PLAN 2011

Wollondilly Local Environmental Plan 2011 (LEP 2011) is the principal local
environmental planning instrument governing land use in the Wollondilly LGA.

The aims of LEP 2011 are:

(a) to provide for the management of natural resources and the protection of the
natural landscape character,

(b) to protect, conserve and enhance the built, landscape and Aboriginal cultural
heritage,

(c) to protect water quality in land that is situated within water supply catchments,
(d) to encourage development that provides for an integrated transport and
infrastructure system and adequate facilities and service provision for future growth,
(e) to recognise, manage and protect rural resource lands for sustainable
agriculture and extractive industry practices,

(f) to maintain the separation between towns and villages to retain their unique
character and rural and natural settings.

Comment: The proposal is considered compliant with all of the above stated aim:s.
Specifically, the proposal will maintain the rural amenity whilst providing for the
orderly and sustainable economic development of this site in a manner which will
not result in any land use conflict issues with adjoining land.

The subject land is zoned RU1 Primary Production pursuant to LEP 2011 (refer Land
Zoning Maps — Sheet LZN_008I).

Land use objectives, permissible land uses and prohibitions relating to the subject
land are as follows:

Zone RU1 Primary Production

Objectives of zone
e To encourage sustainable primary industry production by maintaining and
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enhancing the natural resource base.

* To encourage diversity in primary industry enterprises and systems appropriate for
the area.

* To minimise the fragmentation and alienation of resource lands.

* To minimise conflict between land uses within this zone and land uses within
adjoining zones.

* To provide for a range of land uses (including tourism-related uses) that support
the agriculture industry.

* To provide areas within which the density of development is limited in order to
maintain a separation between urban areas.

Permitted without consent

Extensive agriculture; Home occupations

Permitted with consent

Agriculture; Air transport facilities; Animal boarding or training establishments; Bed
and breakfast accommodation; Cellar door premises; Cemeteries; Community
facilities; Crematoria; Depots; Dwelling houses; Environmental  facilities;
Environmental protection works; Extractive industries; Farm buildings; Farm stay
accommodation; Flood mitigation works; Forestry; Funeral homes; Group homes;
Home-based child care; Home businesses; Home industries; Home occupations (sex
services); Information and education facilities; Intensive livestock agriculture;
Intensive plant agriculture; Landscaping material supplies; Open cut mining; Places
of public worship; Plant nurseries; Recreation areas; Research stations; Roads;
Roadside stalls; Rural industries; Rural supplies; Rural workers’ dwellings; Secondary
dwellings; Signage; Transport depots; Truck depots; Veterinary hospitals; Water
recreation structures; Water supply systems

Prohibited
Any development not specified as being permissible with or without consent

The proposed development is defined as “intensive livestock agriculture” which
means:

“the keeping or breeding, for commercial purposes, of cattle, poultry, pigs, goats,
horses or other livestock that are fed wholly or substantially on externally-sourced
feed, and includes any of the following:

(a) dairies (restricted)

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 70



(b) feedlots

(c) piggeries,

(d) poultry farms,

but does not include extensive agriculture, aquaculture or the operation of facilities
for drought or similar emergency relief”.

Comment: The proposed development is permissible with the consent of Wollondilly
Council.

The proposed development is consistent with the zone objectives and is permissible
with consent under the LEP. Specifically, the proposal will increase the sustainable
primary industry production within the capabilities of the site, without adversely
impacting upon the amenity of adjoining land, or the local amenity in general.

Essential Services
Clause 7.1 stfipulates that:

(1) Development consent must not be granted to development unless the consent
authority is satisfied that any of the following services that are essential for the
proposed development are available or that adequate arrangements have been
made to make them available when required:

(a) the supply of water,

(b) the supply of electricity,

(c) the disposal and management of sewage.

Comment: All necessary services are able to be provided to the proposed
development.

Earthworks
Clause 7.5 stipulates:

(1) The objectives of this clause are as follows:

(a) to ensure that earthworks for which development consent is required will not
have a detrimental impact on environmental functions and processes, neighbouring
uses, cultural or heritage items or features of the surrounding land,

(b) to allow earthworks of a minor nature without requiring separate development
consent.

(2) Development consent is required for earthworks unless:

(a) the work is exempt development under this Plan or another applicable
environmental planning instrument, or
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(b) the work is ancillary to other development for which development consent has
been given.

(3) Before granting development consent for earthworks, the consent authority must
consider the following matters:

(a) the likely disruption of, or any detfrimental effect on, existing drainage patterns
and soil stability in the locality,

(b) the effect of the proposed development on the likely future use or
redevelopment of the land,

(c) the quality of the fill or the soil fo be excavated, or both,

(d) the effect of the proposed development on the existing and likely amenity of
adjoining properties,

(e) the source of any fill material and the destination of any excavated material,

(f) the likelihood of disturbing relics,

(g) the proximity to and potential for adverse impacts on any watercourse, drinking
water catchment or environmentally sensitive area.

Comment: All necessary measures are incorporated to the proposed development
fo enable it to safisfy the requirements of this clause.

A bulk earthworks plan is contained with the development plans at Appendix A.

3.5 WOLLONDILLY DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLAN 2016

Wollondilly DCP 2016 (DCP) wais first approved by Council on 21 December 2015 and
commenced on 20 January 2016. The DCP is applicable to the entire Local
Government Areaq.

The following DCP considerations are applicable to the proposed development of
the land and its subsequent assessment by Council:

|
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Table 3-1: Compliance with Wollondilly Development Control Plan 2016

Relevant DCP
Components

Compliance

Commentary

Part 1 Preliminary

Yes

All relevant considerations have been addressed in the DA.

Part 2 General
Considerations  for
All Development

Yes

All relevant considerations and requirements have been addressed and are included
as part of DA documentation.

Part 3 Variations to
the DCP

Not Applicable

Part 4 Community
Engagement

Yes

The proposed development will be advertised in accordance with relevant legislation
and Council's DCP requirements

Part 5  Colonial
Heritage (General)

Not Applicable

Part 6 Heritage
Specific Locations

Not Applicable

Part 7 Aboriginal Yes Refer to Chapter 10 of the EIS

Heritage

Part 8 Flooding Not Applicable

Part 9 Yes The proposed development seeks to improve and maintain environmental outcomes

Environmental for the site. Refer to the attached ecological assessment (including recommendations

Protection for 4 to 1 offset requirements related to vegetation with hollows and replacement with
nest boxes, inclusive of felled hollows). Refer also to the stormwater assessment.

Part 10 Tree Yes

Removal

Part 11 Yes The proponent has expectations around prescription of landscaping conditions in any

Landscaping

development consent issued.

Part 12 Signage

Not Applicable
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4 STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION

Chapter Four describes the consultation undertaken with key stakeholders including
government authorities and the local Aboriginal community, so as to identify
relevant issues associated with the proposed future use of the site. Additional
consultation is proposed with community members concurrently with Council’s
exhibition of the DA.

4.1 CONSULTATION WITH GOVERNMENT AUTHORITIES

In October 2016, the Secretary of the DoPE was provided with a request and
associated plans to assist the Department in compiling the Secretary’s Environmental
Assessment Requirements (SEAR’s) for the EIS. The SEAR’s No 1107 (see Appendix A)
were received with the following authorities providing input:

e Department of Planning and Environment;

o Water NSW

e Environment Protection Authority;

e Department of Primary Industries: Agriculture;
e Department of Primary Industries: Fisheries.

In formulating the SEAR’s, consultation occurred with those agencies listed below.
Poignant matters raised by those agencies for the purposes of incorporation within
the EIS, are listed previously in the EIS and written comments provided at Appendix A.

Draft EIS Consultation
As previously detailed, further personal telephone contact was undertaken with the
following listed authorities during October, 2017:

. Department of Primary Industries (Agriculture);

. Water NSW (now Department of Industry: Crown Lands & Water);
. Environment Protection Authority;

. Office of Environment & Heritage;

. Roads and Maritime Services;

. Rural Fire Service;
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. Mine Subsidence Board
. Wollondilly Shire Council

As discussed above, the Department of Primary Industries (Agriculture), Water NSW
and the Environment Protection Authority made requests for the EIS to address
matters raised already communicated in the SEAR’s. Other agencies advised that
they will have the opportunity to comment further once Council refers the matter to
them during the consultation process associated with assessment and determination
of the development application, including any concurrence requirements as
infegrated development.

4.2 CONSULTATION WITH ADJOINING AND ADJACENT NEIGHBOURS AND WITH THE
LOCAL COMMUNITY

Neighbouring landowners identified as potentially impacted ‘sensitive receptors’
(noise and/or odour impacts considerations) will be invited to attend a consultation
evening during the course of Council’s advertising/exhibition of the DA.

4.3 CONSULTATION WITH THE ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY

The involvement and input of the Aboriginal community is an essential component of
any Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment. Consultation with the Aboriginal
Community is discussed in detail in Chapter 10 and Appendix F.

—
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5 SURFACE & GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY

Chapter Five describes existing issues related to surface water and water
management, examines potential impacts on the water catchment, and describes
potential impacts on groundwater usage and mitigation measures to manage
hydrological risks.

The subject land contains a component of a first order stream as well as four (4)
constructed dams of variable sized dams. The first order stream is located to the far
south-east of the site. The site water catchment is approximately 17 ha. (See further
detail in Appendices A and H).

The catchment (including runoff from upstream property) drains to the proposed
storage dams on the site. While the Hume Motorway passes upstream of the site,
roadway runoff has been directed into a large dam, and then around the site via an
existing first order stream from adjacent lands.

S
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Figure 5-1: Existing Site Catchment
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5.1 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CATCHMENT
The catchment in the proposed developed state is shown below in Error! Reference s
ource not found..

7| REMOVE]

i EXISTING
A “pam

Figure 5-2: Post-Development Catchments

5.2 WATER QUALITY BACKGROUND

Understanding the water quality of runoff generated by the site is important to
ensure the preservation of the downstream environments. Changes in land use and
an increased proportion of impervious area can result in an increase in the quantities
of suspended solids, nutrients and rubbish in storm water runoff. This section of the
report aims to assess the water quality measures proposed as part of this
development to confirm that they meet the relevant water quality objectives.

5.3 WATER QUALITY TARGETS

The proposed development is part of a larger catchment eventually draining to the
Nepean River via Carters Creek. As such, it is important that flows and pollutant loads
leaving the site are managed appropriately.
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Specifically, current industry standards require the management and assessment of
Total Suspended Solids, Total Phosphorus, Total Nitrogen and Gross Pollutants. These
are the pollutants most commonly increased by development with the most
potential to impact on downstream environments. It is noted that adequate
treatment of these pollutants will also mitigate the impacts of a large range of other,
less significant pollutants.

For this development a “Neutral or Beneficial Effect” target has been adopted for
Total Suspended Solids, Total Phosphorus and Total Nitrogen concentrations. That is,
the annual volumes of these pollutants leaving the site after the proposed
development are equal or less than those leaving the site in its current state. For the
Gross Pollutants, a 90% load reduction target is desired (when compared to the
unmitigated development scenario). These targets are in line with industry best
practice.

5.4 MUSIC MODELLING

MUSIC is the Model for Urban Stormwater Improvement Conceptualisation,
developed by the Cooperative Research Centre for Catchment Hydrology. MUSIC
provides the ability to model both quality and quantity of runoff generated by
catchments. Therefore, MUSIC can simulate annual stormwater volumes, and
expected annual pollutant loadings. MUSIC has become the industry standard for
stormwater pollutant assessments.

MUSIC is designed to model stormwater runoff systems in urban catchments. It is used
to simulate a range of temporal and spatial scales. Catchment modelling can be
performed for areas up to 100 km?2, with fimes steps from 6 minutes to 24 hours to
match the range of spatial scale. This enables long ferm modelling of continuous
historical rainfall data from pluviograph sources, and reflects the ability to account
for temporal variation in data for an annual rainfall series directly.

MUSIC also has the ability to model a number of freatment devices, and measure
their effectiveness in terms of the quantity and quality of runoff downstream. This
allows determination of the degree of reduction in annual pollutant loadings.

It is important to note that the MUSIC simulation relies heavily on input variables and it
is usually recommended MUSIC models be calibrated to local conditions wherever
possible. When calibration is not possible default values can be used, or variables
can be sourced from values recommended for stormwater modelling in NSW from a
technical report prepared for the DECC by the Co-operative Research Centre fitled
“Stormwater Flow and Quality, and the Effectiveness of Non-Proprietary Stormwater
Treatment Measures™ (Fletcher et al, 2004).

Given the scale of the proposed development site and hence the MUSIC model, it
was determined to be unreasonable to perform a calibration in this instance.
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5.5 CLIMATE / RAINFALL

To accurately model a site of this size a continuous rainfall record spanning at least
five years with a six-minute fimestep is required. Rainfall data was obtained from the
Bureau of Meteorology in the form of historic pluviograph record from the Liverpool
(Whitlam Centre) rainfall gauge. In this case, ten years of data was utilised between
January 1985 and January 1995, which has a mean annual rainfall of 783mm. This is
comparable with other Bureau of Meteorology long term average data for the areq,
including:

- 805mm at the Picton (Council Depot) weather station (approximately
12km from the site)

- 783.2mm at the Cawdor (Woodburn) weather station (approximately 18km
from the site)

- 788.8mm at the Camden Airport weather station (approximately 26km
from the site).

5.6 EVAPORATION

To accurately model the outcome of water quality treatment measures, monthly
potential evapotranspiration (PET) data is required. Monthly average areal potential
evapoftranspiration values were read from maps in the ‘Climate Atlas of Australia,
Evapotranspiration’ (BoM, 2001), and are shown in Error! Reference source not found. b
elow.

Table 5-1: Monthly Average Areal Potential Evapotranspiration Figures

Potential Evapotranspiration

Month (mm)

January 162

February 128

March 116

April 76

May 57

June 44

July 44
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August 59
September 87
October 120
November 124
December 158
Total 1175
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5.7 NODE PARAMETERS

The MUSIC model was used to simulate the pollutant export generated during a ten-
year period of average rainfall. Rainfall-Runoff parameters for a “sandy clay loam”
soil type were adopted from Table 3-7 & 3-8 of the Draft NSW MUSIC Modelling
Guidelines (2010) and typical pollutant concentrations derived from Fletcher et al.

Table 5-2: Adopted Rainfall-Runoff MUSIC Parameters

— Impervious Area Properties

Rairfall Threshold {mm./day) 1.00

— Pervious Area Properties

Soil Storage Capacity {mm) 103
Initial Storage: (% of Capacity) 25
Field Capacity (mm) 73
Infittration Capacity Coefficient - a 250.0
Infitration Capacity Exponent -b 1.30

— Groundwater Properties

Initial Depth {mm) 10
Daily Recharge Rate (%) &0.00
Daity Baseflow Rate (i) 45.00
Daity Deep Seepage Rate (%) 0.00

Note that Rainfall Thresholds of 0.30mm/day and 1.50mm/day were adopted for the
“Roof"” nodes and “Hardstand” nodes (modelled as unsealed roads) respectively per
the recommendations in the Draft NSW MUSIC Modelling Guidelines (2010). The
Rainfall Threshold of 1.00mm/day was adopted for all other nodes.
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Table 5-3: Adopted MUSIC Pollutant Generation Parameters

Unsealed Forest
Rurle - Roof Agricultural
Residentia Road
Baseflow | Mean 1.15 1.20 - 1.30 0.78
(mg/L- Standard 0.17 0.13 0.13
L 0.17 -
logo) Deviation
TSS
Stormflow | Mean 1.95 3.00 1.30 2.15 1.6
(mg/L- S’ron'dqrd 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.2
logo) Deviation
Baseflow | Mean -1.22 -0.85 - -1.05 -1.52
(mg/L- Standard 0.19 0.13 0.13
L 0.19 -
logo) Deviation
TP
Stormflow | Mean -0.66 -0.30 -0.89 -0.22 -1.10
(mg/L- S’ron.dc.er 0.95 0.25 0.95 0.30 0.22
logro) Deviation
Baseflow | Mean -0.05 0.11 - 0.04 -0.52
(mg/L- Standard 0.12 0.13 0.13
- 0.12 -
logro) Deviation
TN
Stormflow | Mean 0.30 0.34 0.30 0.48 -0.05
(mg/L- Sfongrd 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.26 0.24
logro) Deviation
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5.8 EXISTING POLLUTANT ANALYSIS

The existing site was modelled to determine the current pollutant loads present.
Figure 5-3 below shows the layout of the existing model:
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Figure 5-3: Existing State MUSIC Model

Existing State MUSIC Model

The catchment was broken up into different areas depending on their current use
according to the Draft NSW MUSIC Modelling Guidelines (2010).

- Hardstand areas were modelled as “unsealed roads” (50% impervious)
with parameters per the Draft NSW MUSIC Modelling Guidelines (2010).

¥oL

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 83



- Forested areas were modelled as forest nodes, as per the Draft NSW MUSIC
Modelling Guidelines (2010).

- Grazing and cropping areas were modelled as agricultural nodes, as per
the Draft NSW MUSIC Modelling Guidelines (2010).

- Roof areas on existing sheds and greenhouses were modelled as roofs per
the Draft NSW MUSIC Modelling Guidelines (2010).

- The three existing dams below the greenhouses were modelled as a
combined “sedimentation basin” as this node type allows a dam volume
and re-use parameters to be included. Note that an additional “Dam
Area” source node was included to account for rainfall over the surface of
the dam. Re-use values for the existing market gardens have been taken
from data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (Water Use on
Australian Farms, 2014-15). The data indicates that for the Hawkesbury-
Nepean region, the average application rate for vegetables for human
consumption is 3.5ML/ha/year. This was distributed relative to PET (as
rainfall does not directly enter the greenhouses).

- Primary links were incorporated into the model as required to depict the
layout of the farm.

An analysis of the Pre-Development Node reveals the following:

Table 5-4: Pre-Development Node Analysis

Flow (ML/yr) 38.7
Total Suspended Solids (kg/yr) 1770
Total Phosphorus (kg/yr) 7.96
Total Nitrogen (kg/yr) 68.9
Gross Pollutants (kg/yr) 0
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5.9 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ANALYSIS
A Post-Development model was prepared to simulate the pollutant generation and
treatment for the proposed development, as shown below.
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Figure 5-4: Proposed Development MUSIC Model
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5.10 SUMMARY OF WATER QUALITY MODELS
Pollutant loads were compared between the existing and proposed MUSIC models
and a relevant comparison made.

Table 5-5: Development Annual Flow and Pollutant Loads Summary

Flow Total Total Total Gross
Suspended Phosphorous | Nitrogen Pollutants
(ML/yr) Solids (kg/yr) | (kg/yr) (kg/yr) (kg/yr)
920%
Target - NorBE NorBE NorBE Reduction
Existing Site 38.7 1770 7.96 68.9 0
Proposed 267 1690 403 433 0
Development
Target Met - Yes Yes Yes Yes

* NorBE — "Neutral of Beneficial Effect”

The results show the Neutral of Beneficial Effect targets are met in the proposed
development - i.e. the proposal will result in an overall decrease in pollutants
discharging from the study areaq, for Suspended Solids, Phosphorous and Nitrogen.
This is principally due to the reduction in overall flow discharge from the site by the re-
use of water in the poultry farm operations, removing flows that currently discharge
pollutants into downstream waterways.

Additional analysis of the node water balance on the proposed dams indicates
approximately 63% of the requested reuse was supplied. That is, run-off captured
from the site and contained within the on-site dams will only meet around 63% of
long term total water requirements for a poultry farm and market gardens of this
scale. As with the existing operation on site, it is intfended to make up this shortage
with water from the existing licensed bore.
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5.11 HYDROLOGY

With the addition of significant sheds and hardstand areas, the increased
impermeable surface can decrease runoff times and create higher peak storm flow
rates. It is expected that detention within the two dams will counter the increase in
permeable surfaces, and it is important to assess the post-developed peak
discharges to ensure there is not increased downstream flooding as a result of this
development. Overall dam sizes, design Top Permanent Water Levels, spillway levels,
outlet pipe sizes and levels have all been determined to find the right balance
between storage for reuse and detention. All details are documented on Tattersall
Lander DA design plans.

As described earlier in this report, Dam A will be collecting runoff from the roof areas
and surrounds of poultry sheds, and Dam B will collect water off the existing
greenhouses, existing hardstand and upstream lands, as well as from the new
machinery and litter sheds and hardstand areas.

A 1D XP-Storm hydrological and hydraulic routing model has been prepared to
quantify the effectiveness of the proposed measures. Rainfall was simulated utilising
the Laurenson Method with IFD data sourced from the Wollondilly Council’s Design
Specifications Subdivision & Engineering Standards. A range of storms were run to
determine the critical duration for both the pre and post development scenario
(found to be the 120min storm).

In both models it was assumed that all dams were full to their Top Permanent Water
Level at the start of the design rainfall event.

Table 5-6: Post-Development Node Analysis

Existing Site Dam A Dam B
Total Catchment Area 17.03 ha 7.81ha 9.23%
Percentage Impervious 14.6% 44.0% 32.0%
Average Slope 4% 4% 4%

Resulting pre and post development discharge hydrographs are shown below.
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Figure 5-5: Pre-Development Hydrograph
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Figure 5-6: Post-Development hydrograph
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It can be seen from the figures above that the Syr, 20yr and 100yr post-development
peak discharge rates are lower than the existing site, ensuring no increased
downstream flooding impacts as a result of the proposed development.

As a check on both the hydrological and hydraulic representations of the 1D model
described above, detailed 2D ‘Rainfall-On-Grid” models were created to represent
both the existing site, and the detailed and complex surface runoff patterns of the
proposed development. This also allows more detailed design of drainage structures
across the site.

This 2D modelling approach can remove much of the vagrancies of catchment
interpretation and hydrologic routing methods as rainfall is applied directly to a
detailed DTM and the slopes, roughness and length of flow paths, losses and
catchment extents are determined organically across the grid. A Tm grid size was
adopted with a 0.25s timestep, and land use infiltration and roughness values
determined from site survey information, aerial images and design layouts.

The figures below illustrate samples of the model outputs achieved

Figure 5-7: 2hr 100yr Pre-Development Peak Flow Depths and Velocities

I
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Figure 5-8: 2hr 100yr Pre-Development Peak Flow Depths and Velocities

5.12 CONCLUSIONS

The results derived from modelling procedures indicate that long term water quality
and quantity constraints are appropriately addressed in the proposed development
through the capture and reuse of stormwater runoff, thought the following measures:

- Construction of two new storage dams, Dam A with 24.4 ML storage
volume and Dam B with 1.41 ML storage volume with appropriate sized
outlets as detailed in the Tattersall Lander Detailed DA plans,

- Installation of 6x500kL water storage tanks for the poultry farm operation,

More so, the modelling demonstrates that the development will actually have a
positive impact on both the stormwater pollutant levels and peak flowrates leaving
the site, compared to the existing situation. From a stormwater quality and quantity
perspective, approval is recommended.
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6 NOISE ASSESSMENT

Chapter Six provides a detailed assessment of the likely acoustic impacts associated
with the proposed development, including traffic operations associated with the site.

6.1 IDENTIFICATION OF SENSITIVE RECEIVERS

Table 6-1 provides the details of the nearby identified sensitive receivers that would
potentially be impacted by activities associated with the proposed development.
The receivers were identified based on their proximity and exposure to the subject
site.

Table é-1: Nearest Identified Sensitive Receivers

denier  Rocovertype  APEEEDEOICe o g () Norhg k)
R1 Residential 315 282.6942 6205.037
R2 Residential 300 282.4975 6205.052
R3 Residential 800 282.9785 6205.427
R4 Residential 590 281.9581 6204.821
RS Residential 695 281.8468 6204.723
R6 Residential 800 281.7552 6204.61
R7 Residential 950 281.6529 6204.413
R8 Residential 1,035 281.6319 6204.256
R9 Residential 700 282.075 6205.279
R10 Residential 920 282.0765 6205.541
R11 Residential 970 282.1754 6205.645
R12 Residential 1,085 282.2843 6205.818
R13 Residential 1,170 282.3181 6205.902
R14 Residential 1,220 282.1918 6205.927
R15 Residential 1,150 282.087 6205.807
R16 Residential 1,120 281.9944 6205.737
R17 Residential 1,100 281.9455 6205.681
R18 Residential 1,000 281.8334 6205.451
R19 Residential 980 281.7342 6205.299
R20 Residential 760 281.8564 6205.089
R21 Residential 715 281.8751 6205.017
R22 Residential 665 281.8913 6204.913
R23 Residential 210 281.6569 6204.949
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Receiver

oo Rocovertype  APEoIeDtencelim  Esipg (W) Norhig k)
R24 Residential 820 281.7215 6204.735
R25 Residential 905 281.6422 6204.656
R26 Residential 985 281.5702 6204.597
R27 Residential 1,005 281.5625 6204.521
R28 Residential 1,120 281.4506 6204.512
R29 Residential 1,160 281.4453 6204.375
R30 Residential 1,185 281.4386 6204.308
R31 Residential 1,305 281.3563 6204.195
R32 Residential 1,425 282.1404 6206.107
R33 Residential 1,235 282.3566 6205.973
R34 Residential 1,500 282.6698 6206.246
R35 Residential 1,460 283.0833 6206.116
R36 Residential 1,185 281.4869 6204.200
R37 Residential 1,335 281.3952 6204.054
R38 Commercial 845 282.4349 6203.911
R39 Commercial 810 282.7217 6203.969

Of the 39 identified sensitive receivers within a radius of approximately 1.50 kilometres
of the proposed site, 37 were residential receivers and two were commercial
receivers (service stations). The location of the sensitive receivers is shown in Figure
6-1: Nearby Sensitive Receivers.
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Figure 6-1: Nearby Sensitive Receivers
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6.2 EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT
The existing noise environment is assessed in accordance with the provisions of the
NSW EPA Industrial Noise Policy (INP).

The methodology for assessing the background noise levels within the ambient
environment includes:

®  |ong term (unattended) monitoring should be undertaken for a period of not
less than 7 days (or unfil such time as 7 days’ worth of valid monitoring data is
obtained);

— local meteorological monitoring should be undertaken in order to
identify and exclude noise levels during periods influenced by high
wind speeds and/or rainfall that contribute to extraneous noise (not
typical to the site);

= monitoring locations selected should be representative of the noise
environments at sensitive receivers adjacent to the proposed development;

= monitoring should be undertaken at the time(s) of day that the proposed
works would operate; and

»  gaftended monitoring is undertaken to supplement unattended noise logging
data, particularly in complex noise environments where existing construction
or industrial noise sources may exist.

Ambient noise levels within the receiving environments may display significant temporal
variation due to the characteristics of the noise generating activities at that locality. To
account for the temporal variation of ambient noise levels, the INP indicates that
background noise levels are to be measured for the day, evening and night periods.
The INP defines these periods as follows:

m  Day - the period from 7:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday to Saturday; or 8:00 am
to 6:00 pm on Sundays and public holidays;

= Evening - the period from 6:00 pm to 10:00 pm; and

= Night — the period from 10:00 pm to 7:00 am Monday to Saturday, or 10:00
pm to 8:00 am Sundays and public holidays.

Analysis of aerial photography indicates the study area is rural in nature; however,
given the close proximity of each of the receivers to local thoroughfares including
Mockingbird Road and Nightingale Road, and considering that Hume highway
passes upstream of the site, approximately 150 metres from the proposed site, road
transport noise may significantly influence the noise environment of the locality. The
monitoring locations are shown in Figure 6-2.
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Figure 6-2: Locations of Noise Monitoring

6.3 ATTENDED NOISE MONITORING

Short term attended monitoring was undertaken at monitoring locations A and B on
20 January, 2017 during the day period and on 1 February, 2017, during the night
period as a means of characterising the ambient noise sources within the receiving
environments. The attended monitoring was undertaken using a Svantek (SVAN)
958, Type 1 sound level meter (SLM) (S/N:20777), with the results of the monitoring

detailed in Table 6-2
Table 6-2: Attended Monitoring Results, dB(A)

Location Date Time Laio Laeq Laso Comments
Location A 20.01.2017 16:20 52 51 40 Insect Noise to ~42 dB(A)
(180, Mockingbird Bird Calls to ~58 dB(A)
Road, day time) Local Noise! to ~71 dB(A)
Location B 20.01.2017 15:50 48 47 36 Local Traffic to ~62 dB(A)
(55, Nightingale Bird Calls to ~52 dB(A)
Road, day time) Insect Noise to ~46 dB(A)
Location A 1.02.2017 22:20 42 42 4] Road Noise? to ~49 dB(A)

(180, Mockingbird
Road, night time)

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd

Local Noise3 to ~44 dB(A)
Bird Calls to ~48 dB(A)
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Location Date Time Lato Laeq Laso Comments

Location B 1.02.2017 22:46 4] 39 32 Local Traffic to ~45 dB(A)
(55, Nightingale Insect Noise to ~40 dB(A)
Road, night fime) Local Noise3 to ~47 dB(A)

Barking dogs to ~41 dB(A)

Aircraft Noise to ~54
dB(A)

Notel: Noise from machinery on site.
Note 2: Road Noise from Hume Highway.

Note 3: Impact Noise from site.

Existing poultry operations in the locality of the study site were not audible at any
time during the attended noise monitoring events.

6.4 CONTINUOUS NOISE MONITORING

Long-term, unattended noise monitoring was undertaken from 20 January to 1
February, 2017 using two ARL 316 Environmental Noise Loggers to capture the
background noise levels within each of the two identified noise environments. The
details of the Environmental Noise Logger used for the monitoring are provided in
Table 6-3.

Table 6-3: Continuous Noise Logging

Location Location A - Rural Receivers Location B - Road Receivers
Logger Serial Number 16-203-513 16-299-450
Calibration Expiry Date 22/02/2018 31/08/2018
Measurement Title Mockingbird Road Nightingale Road

Run Started 20/01/17 14:45 20/01/17 15:30

Run Stopped 2/02/17 10:30 2/02/17 10:30
Frequency Weighting A A

Time Response Fast Fast
Engineering Units dB SPL dB SPL

The unattended noise monitoring was undertaken to assess the Laso background
noise level, and Laeq, Laio and La1 noise levels within the receiving area. The Lai, Laro,
Laso and Laeq Noise levels for the continuous noise logger are presented graphically in
Appendix D. Local meteorological conditions, used in the evaluation and validation
of noise monitoring data, were measured using a Davis Vantage Vue Precision
Weather Station, established at monitoring location A.
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The long-term unattended noise monitoring data was analysed to determine the
single figure Assessment Background Level (ABL) representing each assessment
period, during each day. The ABL is calculated as the lowest tenth percentile of the
Laso noise descriptor for each period. The Rating Background Level (RBL), which
represents the overall single figure background noise level for each assessment
period (day, evening and night) over the duration of the monitoring period, is
calculated as the median of all the ABLs for each assessment period. Once the RBLs
have been calculated, the most stringent of the RBLs at each of the monitoring
locations were used to determine the Project Specific Noise Levels (PSNLs) relevant
to the project.

The results for the monitoring location are presented in Table 6-4. Periods for which
the ABL are not presented were omitted from the analysis due to the occurrence of
meteorological conditions that may contribute to extraneous noise.

Table 6-4: Noise monitoring results dB(A)

Location A Location B
(Mockingbird Road) (Nightingale Road)
Day Evening Night Day Evening
20/01/2017 - - 322 - - 30.4
21/01/2017 33.7 39.1 26.8 30.5 31.2 23.7
22/01/2017 30.4 39.1 29.7 27.2 32.2 26.5
23/01/2017 34.7 36.2 34.8 30.7 32.8 30.1
24/01/2017 - - 32.1 - - 28.2
25/01/2017 35.1 36.3 29.0 30.0 30.5 24.9
26/01/2017 33.0 37.1 29.0 26.1 30.4 26.0
27/01/2017 34.6 36.6 28.7 28.8 34.9 26.7
28/01/2017 31.9 34.9 29.4 31.0 32.2 29.6
29/01/2017 32.8 36.7 31.9 29.9 32.7 28.7
30/01/2017 33.6 33.0 35.0 31.0 30.1 30.0
31/01/2017 34.1 37.1 30.7 31.8 33.6 27.4
01/02/2017 32.0 - 31.3 27.1 - 28.7
02/02/2017 42.7 - - 37.5 - -
Rating Background Level 34 37! 31 30 321 30
(RBL)

Notel: Application notes for the INP indicate that in circumstances where the evening and night period RBLs are higher than the day
period RBL, the allowable noise levels for the more sensitive periods should not exceed those of the day period. Where this happens,

the Intrusiveness Criteria for the more sensitive period should be set to that of the less sensitive period.
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6.5 NOISE AND VIBRATION ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

6.5.1 Construction Noise Criteria

The NSW Interim Construction Noise Guideline (ICNG) (2009) provides guidance on
managing construction works to minimise noise, with an emphasis on communication
with, and cooperation from all stakeholders affected by construction noise. The
guideline does not identify a single approach for managing construction noise;
rather, it provides a framework for assessing construction noise impacts based on the
complexity of the project and condition of the ambient noise environment.

The framework identifies the following steps for managing construction noise
impacts:

»  idenftify any sensitive land uses that may be affected;

»  identify the operating hours and duration of the proposed construction
works;

m  determine the noise impacts at sensitive receivers; and
m  select and apply the best work practices to minimise noise impacts.

The scale and duration of the construction works, and the number and type of
potentially affected sensitive receivers defines the extent to which assessment and
management of impacts should be undertaken. The quantitative noise assessment
approach is applied to larger construction projects, anticipated to extend for a
period greater than three weeks. This approach involves predicting noise levels from
construction activities, and comparing them to Noise Management Levels (NML), as
per Table 2 of the ICNG, reproduced as Table ¢-5 below. The NMLs specific to this
project, provided in Table 6-5 represents the noise level above which there may be
some community reaction to the noise.

It should be noted that the ICNG recognises that the potential long-term benefits of
some construction works may offset short term amenity losses. On this basis, the NML
are not statutory criteria above which impacts are deemed to be non-compliant,
but the level at which reasonable and feasible management measures would be
required. For commercial premises, the external noise levels at the most-affected
occupied point of the premises should not exceed Laeq (15 min) 70 dB(A).

Table é-5: Noise at Residences (Quantitative Assessment) from ICNG (DECC, 2009)

Management Level,

Time of Day . How to apply

Laeq (15 min)
Recommended Noise affected The noise affected level represents the point above
standard hours: RBL + 10 dB which there may be some community reaction to noise.

Where the predicted or measured LAeq (15 min) is

Monday to Frid
onday to Frday greater than the noise affected level, the proponent
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7 amto 6 pm

should apply all feasible and reasonable work practices
to meet the noise affected level.

The proponent should also inform all potentially
impacted residents of the nature of works to be carried
out, the expected noise levels and duration as well as
contact details.

Saturday

8amto 1 pm

No work on

Sundays or public

holidays Highly Noise
affected
75 dB(A)

The highly noise affected level represents the point
above which there may be strong community reaction
to noise.

Where noise is above this level, the relevant authority
(consent, determining or regulatory) may require respite
periods by restricting the hours that the very noisy
activities can occur, taking into account:

1. fimes identified by the community when they are less
sensitive fo noise (such as before and after school for
works near schools, or mid-morning or mid-afternoon
for works near residences

2. if the community is prepared to accept a longer
period of construction in place of restrictions on
construction times.

Table 6-6: Construction Noise Management Levels (LAeq, (15 min))

Recommended

Receiver Type Standard Hours

Monday to Friday:
Residential Receivers 7am to 6pm

Saturday:
8am to 1pm

Commercial Receivers

Management Level
(Laeq, (15 min))

Noise Affected

NML 40
(RBL + 10)

Highly Noise 75
Affected NML

External NML 70

6.5.2 Operational Noise Criteria

The Best Practice Management for Meat Chicken Production in NSW (Manual 1 & 2)
(NSW Department of Primary Industries, 2012) provides ‘best management’ guidance
on the operation of meat chicken farms in NSW. These manuals are infended to
promote consistent application of best management and uniform regulation of
poultry farming in NSW. While the Manuals provide guidance on best management
practices, they do not present assessment criteria against which compliance is
demonstrated. Section 3.2.4 of Manual 1 indicates that ‘best practice
management’ requires that the likely noise impacts are assessed in accordance with
the NSW Industrial Noise Policy (INP) (NSW EPA, 2000).
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The INP presents two criteria for the assessment of industrial noise sources, infrusive
noise impacts and amenity noise levels. In assessing the noise impact of industrial
sources, both components are considered for sensitive receivers. Typically, the more
stringent of these criteria would be applied as the Project Specific Noise Level (PSNL)
for the development as a means of managing intrusive noise impacts and preserving
the amenity of the receiving environment.

6.5.3 Intrusive Noise Impacts

The intrusiveness of an industrial noise source is generally considered acceptable if
the predicted Laeq,15minute iIMpact does not exceed the background noise level by
more than 5 dB when measured in the absence of the source. The background
noise level, or Rating Background Level (RBL), is determined in accordance with
Section 3 of the INP and is the median value of the Assessment Background Levels
(ABL) determined for the monitoring period. The use of the median accounts for
noise level variations over time. The intrusiveness criterion is equal o the RBL + 5dB.

6.5.4 Amenity Noise Level

To limit continuing increases in noise levels, the EPA has identified recommended
maximum ambient noise levels for typical receiver areas and land uses. The relevant
section of Table 2.1 of the INP has been reproduced as Table 6-7.

Where the existing noise level from industrial sources is close to the acceptable noise
level (ANL), the noise level from any new source(s) must be controlled to preserve
the amenity of the area. If the total noise level from industrial sources already
exceeds the ANL for the area in question, the Laeq Noise level from any new source
should not be greater than 10 dB below the acceptable noise level if there is
reasonable expectation that existing levels may be reduced in the future; or 10 dB
below the existing level if there is no such reasonable expectation that existing levels
will fall. Table 2.2 of the INP (reproduced as Table 6-8) sets out implications and
adjustment requirements for noise from industrial sources.
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Table é-7: Recommended LAeq noise levels from industrial noise sources

Recommended Recommended

Indicative Noise

Type of Receiver . Time of Day Acceptable Maximum
G ) Level dB(A) dB(A)
Rural Day 50 55
Evening 45 50
Night 40 45
Suburban Day 55 60
Evening 45 50
Night 40 45
Residential
Urban Day 60 65
Evening 50 55
Night 45 50
Urban/Industrial Day 65 70
Interface Evening 55 60
Night 50 55
School —internal All Noisiest 1-hr 35 40
Place of worship — All Whenin use 40 45
internall
Passive recreation All When in use 50 55
Active recreation All When in use 55 60
Commercial Premises All When in use 65 70
Industrial Premises All When in use 70 75

Source: Environment Protection Authority INP Table 2.1 (2000)

Table 6-8: Modification to acceptable noise levels (ANL) to account for existing level of industrial noise

Total existing LAeq noise level from Maximum LAeq noise level for noise from new sources

industrial sources, dB(A) alone, dB(A)

If existing noise level is likely fo decrease in the future:
Acceptable noise level minus 10.

Acceptable noise level plus 2 If existing noise level is unlikely to decrease in the
future:
Existing noise level minus 10

Acceptable noise level plus 1 Acceptable noise level minus 8
Acceptable noise level Acceptable noise level minus 8
Acceptable noise level minus 1 Acceptable noise level minus 6

Acceptable noise level minus 2 . .
Acceptable noise level minus 4

Acceptable noise level minus 3 . .
Acceptable noise level minus 3

Acceptable noise level minus 4 . .
Acceptable noise level minus 2
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Total existing LAeq noise level from Maximum LAeq noise level for noise from new sources

industrial sources, dB(A) alone, dB(A)
Acceptable noise level minus 5

Acceptable noise level minus 2

Acceptable noise level minus 6 . .
Acceptable noise level minus 1

< Acceptable noise level minus 6 .
Acceptable noise level

The level of fransportation noise (road fraffic noise in particular) may be high enough
to result in the noise from an industrial source being effectively inaudible, even
though the Laeq Noise level from that industrial noise source may exceed the
recommended acceptable noise level as shown in Table é-7.

In such cases, the amenity criterion for noise from industrial noise becomes the Laeq,
period(trafiic) MINUS 10 dB. This criterion replaces the amenity criterion in Table 6-7 and is
used in the same way the amenity criterion is used, that is, in conjunction with the
intrusiveness criterion, to determine the limiting criterion. This criterion may be
applied only if all the following apply:

1. Traffic noise is identified as the dominant source at the site;

2. The existing traffic noise levelis 10 dB or more above the acceptable noise level
for the area; and

3. Itis highly unlikely that the road traffic noise levels would decrease in the future.

6.5.5 Modifying Factor Adjustments

Where a noise source contains certain characteristics, such as tonality, impulsiveness,
intermittency, or dominant low frequency content, the “unusual” noise may cause
greater annoyance than other noise at the same level. One the other hand, noise
levels from a single event of a short duration, may cause less annoyance to nearby
sensitive receivers. In such circumstances, a modifying factor should be applied to
the acceptable noise level at the nearby sensitive receivers. These modifying factors
are provided in Table 6-9.

Table 6-9: Modifying Factor Corrections

Factor Assessment/ When to Apply Correctio
Measurement n
Tonal Noise ~ One-third octave Level of one-third octave band exceeds the level +5 dB
or narrow band of the adjacent bands on both sides by:
analysis 5 dB or more if the centre frequency of the band

containing the fone is above 400 Hz

8 dB or more if the centre frequency of the band
containing the tone is 160 to 400 Hz inclusive

15 dB or more if the centre frequency of the
band containing the tone is below 160 Hz
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Low Measurement of  Measure C-wt and A-wt noise levels over same +5 dB

Frequency  C-wtand A-wt time period. Correction to be applied if the
Noise noise level difference between the two levelsis 15 dB or
more
Impulsive A-weighted fast If difference in A-weighted maximum noise levels +5 dB
Noise response and between fast response and impulse response is
impulse response  greater than 2 dB
Duration Single-event One event in any 24-hour period 0to-20 dB
noise duration up
to 2.5h

Source: Environmental Protection Authority INP Table 4.1 (2000)

It is considered that normal operational activities would not generate unusual noise
characteristics. Furthermore, Advitech Environmental understands that tonal reverse
alarms would not be used in mechanical plant on the proposal site. Therefore, no
modification factors have been applied for tonality, impulsive noise or low frequency
noise.

6.5.6 Project Specific Noise Levels

Project specific noise levels (PSNLs) for the development are assigned after
determining the relevant noise levels from the intrusiveness and amenity criteria, and
set the benchmark against which noise impacts and the need for noise mitigation
are assessed. Table 6-10 and Table 6-11 provide an assessment of the acceptable
noise levels, and establish the PSNLs relevant to the project.

Table 6-10: Assessment of project specific noise levels (Residential Receivers)

Location Time Period Day Evening Night
(7:00 to 18:00)  (18:00 to 7:00)  (22:00 to 7:00)
Intrusiveness Criteria 35 37 35
Laeq, 15min (RBL +5)
Mean Laeq 48 46 36
) Recommended Acceptable Laeq
All receivers Noise Level (ANL-Rural) 50 45 40
Amenity Criteria 44 38 34
Project Specific Noise Level (PSNL) 35 35! 35

|.Aeq,15minuie

Notel:The INP Application Notes suggests that in circumstances where the evening and night period RBLs are higher than the day

period RBL, the allowable noise levels for the more sensitive periods should not exceed those of the day period.
Table 6-11: Recommended Acceptable LAeq Noise Level (ANL-Commercial Premises)

Recommended Laeq

Receiver Type Time of Day Noise Level, dB(A)

Commercial Premises When in use 65
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6.5.7 Sleep Disturbance Criteria

The occurrence of elevated noise levels over short durations, such as reversing
beepers and noise from heavy items being dropped, have the potential to cause
sleep disturbance to nearby residents. While the INP does not specifically address
sleep disturbance from high noise level events, the INP Application Note suggests
that the current criterion of an Lai 1 minute) NOT exceeding the Laso (15 minute) Y more than
15 dB(A) should be used as a guide to identify the likelihood of sleep disturbance.
This means that where the criterion is met, sleep disturbance is not likely to occur, but
where it is not met, a more detailed analysis is required to:

L] assess the maximum noise level or Lai (1minute);
m  the extent that the maximum noise level exceeds the background noise level; and,

®  the number of fimes any exceedance occurs during the night period.

The proposed Sleep Disturbance criterion for the receiving environment adjacent to
the proposed works area is presented in Table 6-12.

Table 6-12: Sleep Disturbance Criteria dB(A)

Location RBL (night) Sleep Disturbance Criteria
All receivers 30 45

Guidance on the potential impacts of short duration, elevated noise levels is
contained within the review of research results in the NSW Road Noise Policy (RNP).
From research on sleep disturbance to date, it can be concluded that:

= maximum internal noise levels below 50 — 55 dB(A) are unlikely to awaken people
from sleep; and

®  one of ftwo noise events per night, with maximum internal noise levels of 65 — 70
dB(A), are not likely to affect health or wellbeing significantly.

6.6 SUMMARY OF NOISE CRITERIA

Background noise levels were determined for the receiving environment adjacent to
the proposed works areq, in accordance with provisions established in Section 2 and
3 of the INP, to establish the project specific noise levels (PSNLs), which represent the
criteria relevant to the construction and operational phases of the proposed
development. Where predicted noise levels exceed the PSNLs, reasonable and
feasible noise control methods would be required to be implemented to manage
the potential adverse impacts. The relevant noise criteria for the proposed
development are summarised in Table 6-13.
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Table 6-13: Summary of Noise Criteria - Consiruction and Operational Phases

LAeq,l 5Sminute La ,1Iminute
Receiver Type Work Activity
Day Evening Night Sleep Disturbance
Construction
works 40 N/A N/A N/A
Residential Operation of Fans 35 35 35 N/A
Receivers Feed Delive
. - v 35 35 35 N/A
Silo Refilling
Bird Collection 35 35 35 45
Construction 70 (Whenin use)
Commercial works
Receivers
Operational works 65 Whenin use)

6.7 ROAD TRAFFIC NOISE GUIDELINES

The NSW Road Noise Policy (RNP) (2011) provides a framework for the management
of fraffic noise issues associated with new developments near existing or new roads,
and new or upgraded road developments adjacent to new or planned building
developments. The primary aim of the RNP is to provide assessment criteria for road
traffic noise based on protecting amenity and wellbeing.

The proposed development would require few off-site fraffic movements including
semi-trailer trucks for silo refilling and fruck and dogs for bird pickup. These traffic
movements would be confined to feed deliveries at a rate of three movements per
week, and bird pickup/delivery activities, which would occur approximately every 32
to 54 days. The bird pickup activities would require approximately five to six vehicles
per shed, with a maximum of two trucks on site at any one time. These activities
would generally be confined to the night period only, as the birds are more easily
handled during the cooler night periods.

The proposed development would involve access to the site from Mockingbird Road.
The road traffic noise criteria for Mockingbird Road, as a “local Road”, are provided
in Table 6-14.

Table 6-14: Road Traffic Noise Criteria

Assessment Criteria — dB(A)

Road Category Type of Project / Land Use Day Night
7am-10pm  10pm - 7am
Local Existing residences affected by additional traffic Laeq, (15n 55 Laeq, (9rn 50
on existing sub-arterial roads generated by land (external) (external)
use developments Limit increases to <

existing level + 2dB

Source: NSW Road Noise Policy (2011) Table 3
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6.8 GROUND VIBRATION GUIDELINES

The NSW Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) (2006) document
Assessing Vibration: a technical guideline provides guidance on the assessment of
human response to vibration, including the maximum vibration values and
recommendations for measurement and evaluation techniques.

The DEC guideline considers the following sources of vibration that may result in
undue impacts to nearby receivers:

m  Continuous vibration — from uninterrupted sources.

= Impulsive vibration — up to three instances of sudden impact (i.e. dropping heavy
itfems).

®  Infermiftent vibration — such as from driling, compacting or other actfivities that
would result in continuous vibration if operated continuously.

The preferred and maximum vibration levels for confinuous, impulsive and
intermittent vibration are provided in Table 6-15.

Table 6-15: Daytime Preferred and Maximum Vibration Levels for Human Exposure

Vibration Source Preferred Vibration Level Maximum Vibration Level
(Residential Receivers) RMS Acceleration RMS Acceleration
Continuous 0.010 m/s2 0.020 m/s2
Impulsive 0.30 m/s2? 0.60 m/s2
Intermittent 0.20 m/s!75 0.40 m/s1-75

While the guideline provides preferred and maximum values for human responses to
vibration, it does not address vibration-induced change to buildings or structures. At
present, building damage from construction-induced vibration is commonly assessed
with respect to the British Standard 7385

Part 2-1993 Evaluation and measurement for vibration in buildings. The
recommended limits (guide values) for transient vibration to ensure minimal risk of
cosmetic damage to residential buildings are shown in Table 6-16.

Table 6-16: Transient Vibration Guide values — Minimal Risk of Cosmetic Damage

Peak Component Particle Velocity in Frequency Range of

Type of Building Predominant Pulse

4 Hz to 15 Hz 15 Hz and above
Unreinforced or light framed structures. 15 mm/s at 4 Hz to 20 mm/s at 15 Hz to
Residential of light commercial type 20 mm/s at 15 Hz 50 mm/s at 40 Hz and
buildings above
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6.9 PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS

A model of the proposed construction and operation phase activities, and adjacent
sensitive receivers was constructed using the 1SO%613 calculation methodology in the
Predictor environmental noise modelling software, with consideration to the
CONCAWE sub-method to evaluate meteorological influences. Predictoris an
environmental noise mapping package that facilitates calculation of noise impacts,
accounting for source receiver relationships, terrain and meteorological affects. To
assess the potential noise impacts, predictions derived through the noise modelling
are presented against the relevant noise criteria.

6.10 NOISE GENERATING ACTIVITIES

The modelled impact of the proposed activifies is based on the Sound Power Level
(SWL) and location of noise sources within the proposed works area. Third-octave
(1/3 octave) SWL data representative of the proposed works were used as model
inputs. These data were sourced from:

m  SWis of processes supplied by the client;
m  the UK Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA, 2005);

m AS 2436-2010: Guide to noise and vibration control on construction,
demolition and maintenance sites; and

m  the Advitech Environmental noise source library, including SWL
measurements of processes at similar poultry operations.

As the proposed works comprise a number of phases of work, noise prediction
models were constructed to evaluate noise impacts from specific activities, during
each work phase. These work phases relate to both construction activities and
operational activities.

6.10.1 Construction Noise

During the construction works, the specific work phases or activities would include:

= Primary earthworks, including formation of access road and excavation of
the site;
m  |Levelling the pad to provide a finished ground surface; and

m  Construction of infrastructure, including concrete works and building of the
poultry sheds.

The primary earthworks were modelled relative to the natural land surface. Bulldozers
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and excavators were modelled as point sources, located at the point nearest to the
sensitive receivers. The dump truck was modelled as a moving source, assumed to
travel at an average speed of 20 km/h, with a maximum of eight vehicle movements
in any one hour.

The site levelling works were modelled relative to the final land surface following cut
and fill of the site. The graders, bulldozers and rollers were modelled as point sources,
located at the point nearest to the sensitive receivers. The water cart was modelled
as a moving source, assumed to fravel at a speed of 20 km/h, with a maximum of
two vehicle movements in any one hour.

Construction of the poultry sheds was assumed to involve the formation of concrete
structures, and the building of the poultry sheds with the earth mounds/barrier in
place. During this phase, delivery trucks and concrete trucks were modelled as
moving sources, assumed to travel at an average speed of

10 km/h, with four vehicle movements per hour. All other sources, including concrete
pumps, concrete screes, franna crane and hand tools were modelled as point
sources at the location most exposed to the nearby sensitive receivers. A list of the
proposed equipment, as well as their respective SWLs has been provided in Table
6-17.

Table 6-17: Construction Noise Sources

Activities Equipment Used Sound Power Level, dB(A)
Dump Truck 114
Primary Earthworks Excavator 105
Bulldozer 112
Grader 109
Roller 102
Water Cart 107
Delivery Truck 101
Concrete Truck 108
Concrete Pump 103
Construction
Concrete Scree 71
Franna 103
Hand Tools 102
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6.10.2 Operation Noise

During the operation of the proposed poultry facility, the specific work phases or
activities include:

m  Operation of the extraction fans for tunnel ventilation;
®  Feed delivery and mechanical silo refilling; and

= Bird delivery and collection using transport truck and forklift.

Ventilation fans have been identified as the primary confinuous noise generating
activity at the proposed development. Each broiler shed will have 15 Euroemme
EM52 exhaust fans to facilitate tunnel ventilation. Multiple fan configurations were
considered throughout this assessment, with the most appropriate configuration
involving twelve ventilation fans located at the rear of each shed (south western
end), and three fans located on the side of each shed facing the Hume Highway
(south east). The fans operate automatically on an as-required basis, with a greater
number of fans operating during warmer or more humid conditions. [t is considered
that only extreme meteorological conditions, late in the production cycle, would
warrant the operation of all 15 fans, and such conditions would typically occur
during the day period only. To account for adverse meteorological conditions
however, the modelling scenarios assumed 15 fans per shed during the night time
(neutral conditions) and five fans per shed during the night time (temperature
inversion conditions) (see Section 6.11 below). These scenarios are considered to be
highly conservative, and these operating conditions are likely to occur rarely, if at all.

The proposed development site on Mockingbird Road is close to two naturally
ventilated broiler farms on Mockingbird Road and Pheasants Nest Road, and one
tunnel ventilated broiler farm on Nightingale Road. As such, the cumulative
environmental effects that are likely to result from the designated project on
Mockingbird Road in combination with the physical activity on the other three broiler
farms needs to be considered. The cumulative noise levels due to the operation of
the ventilation fans of the proposed sheds were modelled under worst case
operating conditions, during the day and night periods.

Due to the topography of the proposed development site, excavation and fill of the
site would be required to provide a near level pad upon which to construct the
proposed poultry sheds. It is anticipated that the floor level of the nearest shed on
the western side of the proposed development would be approximately four metres
above the access road entrance. The existing access road, currently being used for
market gardens, would be used for the delivery trucks during feed delivery and bird
collection.
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Feed delivery and mechanical silo refilling scenarios were assessed during the day
and night periods. Following advice from the client, it was determined that up to
three feed delivery frucks per week were expected on site, with no more than one
truck on site during any one day. The feed delivery tfruck movements were modelled
as a moving source, travelling at a speed of 10 km/hr around the designated access
route. Mechanical silo refilling was modelled as a point source on the north-eastern
side of the proposed sheds near the greenhouses at one location representing the
most exposed location to the nearest sensitive receivers. It was assumed that the
mechanical silo refilling would occur for approximately 20% of the time during each
one-hour period.

Location of Nearby Farms

I Property Location

Client: Justin and Renee Camilleri
Project:  Pheasants Nest Poultry Farm ’ *
advitech
environmental

Source:  Google Earth Pe

Figure 6-3: Locations of Nearby Broiler Farms

During bird collection, a maximum of two transport frucks would be onsite at any one
time (four fruck movements). It is anticipated that the frucks would typically leave
the site approximately one hour apart, and would not travel in convoy. A forklift
would operate continuously during the bird collection, alternating between activities
inside and outside the buildings. To account for the sheds being partially open at the
time of the bird collection activities, the forklift has been modelled as operating for
100% of the time outside the buildings only. The bird collection scenario was
modelled for the day, evening and night periods.

During the night period, it was determined that the activity most likely to cause peak
levels that may disrupt the sleep of nearby residents, was the operation of the Forklift.
To assess the potential for sleep disturbance, the Lai (1 minute) from forklift operation was
modelled. A list of the proposed equipment, as well as their respective SWLs has
been provided in Table 6-18.
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Table 6-18: Operational Noise Sources

Activities Equipment Used Sound Power Level,
Ventilation Fan Multifan 130 Exhaust Fan 88
Feed Delivery Delivery Truck 101
Mechanical Refiller 104
Delivery Truck 101
Bird Collection Forklift 7?5
Forklift (Lat (1 minute)) 107

6.11 METEOROLOGICAL CONDITIONS

The INP states that meteorological conditions such as gradients winds and
temperature inversions can enhance or inhibit noise propagation. As per Section 5
of the INP, in circumstances where wind or temperature inversions are determined to
be a feature of the areaq, these conditions are required to be considered when
assessing the potential impacts from the proposed development.

Temperature inversions are considered to be a feature of a site when the
percentage occurrence of the total night time, winter temperature inversions
exceeds 30%. The night time period for determining the frequency of temperature
inversions is one hour before sunset, to one hour after sunrise (taken to be 6:00 pm to
7:00 am). The analysis of prevailing conditions indicated that ‘moderate’ to ‘high’
temperature inversions (F and G Class) were present for approximately 52% of night
periods during the winter season. As the prevalence of temperature inversions was
greater than 30%, the effects of temperature inversions were considered in the
modelling of adverse meteorological conditions. Due to the absence of significant
topographical features in the locality of the proposed site, drainage-flow wind,
associated with temperature inversion conditions, has not been considered in the
modelling of potential noise impacts.

Table 6-19: Modelled Meteorological Parameters

Modelled Meteorological Conditions

Meteorological

Parameter Day Evening/Night Evening/Night
(Neutral) (Neutral) (Inversion)

Temperature (deg C) 20 10 10

Humidity (%) 60 50 50

Wind Speed (m/s) 0 0 0

Wind Direction (deg) N/A N/A N/A
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Modelled Meteorological Conditions
Meteorological

Parameter Day Evening/Night Evening/Night
(Neutral) (Neutral) (Inversion)

Stability Class D D F

Wind is considered to be a feature of a site where source-to-receiver winds of up o 3
m/s occur for 30% of the time, for all time periods. Long term meteorological data
from the Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) stations at Camden (068192), indicates that
source-fo-receiver winds of up to 3 m/s at the study site do not occur for 30% of the
time during any season. Therefore, gradient winds are not considered o be a
feature of the site, and have not been considered in the prediction of noise impacts.

In accordance with the provisions established in Section 5 of the INP, neutral and
adverse meteorological conditions have been assumed in the prediction of
potential noise impacts associated with the proposed poultry facility. The modelled
meteorological scenarios are shown in Table 6-19.

6.12 NOISE MODEL RESULTS
6.12.1 Construction Phase Noise Predictions

The predicted Laeq,15minute NOISe levels at the nearest sensitive receivers, for primary
earthworks, levelling the pad, and construction of infrastructure activities are shown
below. To assist with the understanding of these results, the predicted noise level
contours are provided in Appendix D. The predicted noise levels represent
conservative assumptions, based on all plant operating at maximum capacity at
locations most exposed to the nearby sensitive receivers. It is therefore considered
that these modelled predictions represent the upper limit of expected noise levels.

It should be noted that many of the items of plant proposed for the construction
phase activities have the potential to generate tonal influences, particularly in the
case of reverse alarms. Where tonal reverse alarms are used in lieu of broadband
reverse alarms, the predicted noise levels are expected to be up to 5 dB higher than
those modelled.

6.12.2 Operational Phase Noise Predictions

The predicted Laeq,15minute NOISE levels at the nearest sensitive receivers, for
operational phase activities are shown in following tables. To assist with the
understanding of these results, the predicted noise level contours are provided in
Appendix D.
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Table 6-20: Predicted LAeq,15minute noise level - primary earthwork activities, dB(A)

Predicted Noise Levels (Laeq,15 minute) Compliance

Shed Construction Criteria dB(A) (Day) (Yes or No)

Receiver

R3 40 Yes
R4 52 No
R5 50 No
R4 48 No
R7 46 No
RS 46 No
R9 48 No
R10 45 No
R11 44 No
R12 43 No
R13 40 Yes
R14 42 No
R15 38 40 Yes
R16 43 No
R17 38 Yes
R18 44 No
R19 45 No
R20 48 No
R21 49 No
R22 49 No
R23 45 No
R24 45 No
R25 47 No
R26 43 No
R27 45 No
R28 41 No
R29 43 No
R30 44 No
R31 43 No
R32 36 Yes
R33 40 Yes
R34 34 Yes
R35 34 Yes
R36 43 No
R37 40 Yes
R38! 47 No
R39! 42 No
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Note 1: Service Station (External NML should be below 70 dB(A))

Table 6-21: Predicted LAeq,15minute noise level - levelling the pad activities, dB(A)

Predicted Noise Levels (Laeqg,15 minute) Compliance

Shed Construction I L) (Yes or No)

Receiver

R3 36 Yes
R4 50 No
R5 48 No
Ré 46 No
R7 44 No
RS 44 No
R9 44 No
R10 42 No
R11 41 No
R12 40 Yes
R13 37 Yes
R14 35 Yes
R15 35 40 Yes
R16 40 Yes
R17 34 Yes
R18 41 No
R19 42 No
R20 45 No
R21 46 No
R22 47 No
R23 42 No
R24 43 No
R25 44 No
R26 41 No
R27 43 No
R28 38 Yes
R29 40 Yes
R30 41 No
R31 40 Yes
R32 33 Yes
R33 36 Yes
R34 31 Yes
R35 30 Yes
R36 39 Yes
R37 37 Yes
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Predicted Noise Levels (Laeq,15 minute) Compliance

Receiver Criteria dB(A) (Day)

Shed Construction (Yes or No)
R38! 4 "o
R39! 40 re

Note 1: Service Station (External NML should be below 70 dB(A))

Table 6-22: Predicted LAeq,15minute noise level - construction of infrastructure activities, dB(A)

Recever reeIe hed Comsucton Criteria dB(4) (Da) COMPIGRES
(Yes or No)
R1 38 Yos
R2 41 No
R3 29 Yes
R4 38 Yes
RS 36 Yes
Ré 35 Yes
R7 32 Yes
R8 31 Yes
R? 33 Yes
R10 30 Yes
R11 2 Yes
R12 2 Yes
RT3 26 Yes
R14 27 Yes
R15 27 40 Yes
R16 28 Yes
R17 27 Yes
R18 29 Yes
R19 30 Yes
R20 34 Yes
R21 34 Yes
R22 35 Yes
R23 31 Yes
R24 32 Yes
R25 32 Yes
R26 30 Yes
R27 31 Yes
R28 28 Yes
R29 28 Yes
R30 2 Yes
R31 28 Yes
R32 24 Yes
R33 26 Yes
R34 23 Yes
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Predicted Noise Levels (Laeq,15 minute) Compliance

Receiver Criteria dB(A) (Day)

Shed Construction (Yes or No)
R35 23 Yes
R36 28 Yes
R37 27 Yes
R38 34 Yes
R39! 33 Yes

Note 1: Service Station (External NML should be below 70 dB(A))

Table 6-23: Predicted LAeq,15minute noise level - operation of ventilation fans, dB(A)

Predicted Noise Levels (Laeqg,15 minute)
Criteria

Receiver Day Evening/Night Evening/Night dB(A) Compliance
15 Fans (Neutral) 15 Fans (Neutral) 5 Fans (D/E/N) (Yes or No)
(Inversion)
R2 31 29 28 Yes
R3 23 24 19 Yes
R4 32 33 29 Yes
R5 28 28 26 Yes
R6 25 26 24 Yes
R7 23 23 21 Yes
RS 22 22 20 Yes
R9 26 26 25 Yes
R10 24 24 23 Yes
R11 23 24 23 Yes
R12 22 22 22 Yes
R13 21 22 21 Yes
R14 22 22 21 Ves
R15 22 23 22 35/35/35 Yes
R16 22 22 21 Yes
R17 22 22 21 Yes
R18 24 25 23 Yes
R19 30 30 27 Yes
R20 31 31 29 Yes
R21 33 34 31 Yes
R22 32 33 30 Yes
R23 26 26 23 Yes
R24 26 26 24 Yes
R25 24 24 22 Yes
R26 23 23 21 Yes
R27 23 23 20 Yes
R28 22 22 20 Yes
R29 21 22 19 Yes
R30 21 21 19 Yes
R31 20 20 18 Yes
R32 20 20 19 Yes
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Predicted Noise Levels (Laeq,15 minute)

Criteria .
Receiver Day Evening/Night Evening/Night dB(A) Compliance
15 Fans (Neutral) 15 Fans (Neutral) 5 Fans /e/N)  (YesorNo)
(Inversion)
R33 21 21 20 Yes
R34 19 19 17 Yes
R35 19 20 15 Yes
R34 21 21 19 Yes
R37 19 20 17 Yes
R38! 25 25 23 Yes
R391 27 27 23 Yes

Note 1: Service Statfion (Acceptable Laeq noise level should be below 65 dB(A))

Table 6-24: Predicted LAeq,15minute cumulative noise level - operation of ventilation fans, dB(A)

Predicted Noise Levels (Laeqg,15 minute)

Criteria

Receiver Day Evening/Night (Inversion) dB(A) Compliance
Fans (Mockingbird Road Fans (Mockingbird Road (D/E/N) (Yes or No)
and other broiler farms) and other broiler farms)

R 31 26 Yes

R2 31 28 Yes

R3 24 19 Yes

R4 32 29 Yes

R5 28 26 Yes

R6 26 24 Yes

R7 24 21 Yes

R8 23 20 Yes

R9 27 25 Yes

R10 25 23 Yes

R11 25 23 Yes

RI12 24 22 Yes

R13 24 21 Yes

R14 26 21 Yes

215 7 > 35/35/35 B

R16 26 21 Yes

R17 28 21 Yes

R18 28 23 Yes

R19 31 27 Yes

R20 31 29 Yes

R21 33 31 Yes

R22 33 30 Yes

R23 27 23 Yes

R4 27 24 Yes

R25 25 22 Yes

R26 24 21 Yes

R27 24 20 Yes

R28 23 20 Yes
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Predicted Noise Levels (Laeq,15 minute)

Criteria .

R Day Evening/Night (Inversion) dB(A) Compliance
Fans (Mockingbird Road Fans (Mockingbird Road (D/E/N) (Yes or No)
and other broiler farms) and other broiler farms)

R29 22 19 Yes

R30 22 19 Yes

R31 21 18 Yes

R32 25 19  Yes

R33 24 20 Yes

R34 21 17 Yes

R35 20 15 Yes

R36 22 19 Yes

R37 20 7  Yes

R38! 26 23 Y—es

R391 27 23 Yes

Note 1: Service Station (Acceptable Laeq Noise level should be below 65 dB(A))

Table 6-25: Predicted LAeq,15minute noise level - feed delivery and silo refilling, dB(A)

- Predicted Noise Levels (Laeq.15minte) ~ Criteria :
. Compliance
Receiver Day Evening/Night Evening/Night dB(A) (Yes or No)
(Neutral) (Neutral) (Inversion) (D/E/N)

R1 32 31 29 Yes
Ro 34 32 33 Yes
R3 24 24 22 Yes
R4 33 33 32 Yes
RS 29 29 28 Yes
Ré 27 27 27 Yes
R7 25 25 25 Yes
RS 23 23 22 Yes
R9 27 27 27 Yes
R10 25 25 25 Yes
R11 24 24 25 Yes
R12 23 23 24 Yes
RI3 22 22 22 35/35/35 Yes
R14 22 22 23 Yes
R15 23 23 23 Yes
R164 23 23 23 Yes
R17 22 22 22 Yes
R18 25 25 25 Yes
R19 30 30 29 Yes
R20 31 32 30 Yes
R21 33 34 33 Yes
R22 33 33 32 Yes
R23 26 27 25 Yes
R24 27 27 26 Yes
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Predicted Noise Levels (Laeq,15 minute) Criteria

. B Compliance
Receiver Day Evening/Night Evening/Night dB(A)
(Yes or No)
(Neutral) (Neutral) (Inversion) (D/E/N)

R25 25 25 24 Yes
R26 24 24 24 Yes
R27 24 24 24 Yes
R28 23 23 22 Yes
R29 23 23 23 Yes
R30 22 22 22 Yes
R3] 21 21 20 Yes
R32 20 20 20 Yes
R33 21 22 22 Yes
R34 19 19 19 Yes
R35 19 20 17 Yes
R36 22 22 21 Yes
R37 20 21 19 Yes
R38! 26 25 24 Yes
R391 27 27 25 Yes

Note 1: Service Station (Acceptable Laeq Noise level should be below 65 dB(A))

Table 6-26: Predicted LAeq,15minute and LA1,1minute (sleep disturbance) noise levels - bird collection, dB(A)

_ Predicted Noise Levels (Laeqisminte) ~ Criteria
R Day Evening/Night Sleep dB(A) Compliance
(Laeq, 15minute, (Laeq,15minute, Disturbance (E/N/Sleep (Yes or No)
Neutral) Inversion) sy disturbance)

R1 33 33 44 Yes

R2 34 35 45 Nes
R3 22 25 36  Yes
R4 32 31 38 T Yes
R5 29 31 39 T Yes
R6 27 29 37 T Yes
R7 25 26 35 Yes
RS 24 25 34 T Yes
R9 29 30 40 T Yes
R10 26 27 37 T Yes
R11 25 27 37 35/35/45 T
R12 23 25 33 T Yes
R13 22 23 32 T Yes
R14 23 24 34  Yes
R15 23 24 32 T Yes
R16 25 26 36 T Yes
R17 23 24 32 T Yes
R18 26 27 36 T Yes
R19 29 28 32 T Yes
R20 31 30 35 T Yes
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Predicted Noise Levels (Laeqg,15 minute) Criteria

R Day Evening/Night Sleep dB(A) Compliance
(Laeq, 15minute, (Laeq, 15minute, Disturbance (E/N/Sleep (Yes or No)
Neutral) Inversion) (L1, 1minvte) disturbance)

R21 33 32 37 Yes

R22 32 32 39 T Yes
R23 27 27 35 T Yes
R24 27 29 38 T Yes
R25 25 28 36 T Yes
R26 24 27 34 T Yes
R27 24 26 33 T Yes
R28 23 25 33 T Yes
R29 22 24 32 T Yes
R30 22 23 32 T Yes
R3] 21 22 31 - Yes
R32 20 22 30 - Yes
R33 22 23 31 - Yes
R34 19 20 29  Yes
R35 20 18 29 - Yes
R36 22 21 31 - Yes
R37 20 19 31 - Yes
R38! 25 17 27 T Yes
R39! 27 18 29 T Yes

6.12.3 Assumptions of the Model

Key assumptions of the model include:

topographical information was obtained from the 1 second SRTM Derived Digital
Elevation Models produced by Geoscience Australia;

all cleared areas were modelled considering a conservative ground factor of 0.5 to
account for a mixture of hard and vegetated surfaces;

all residential receivers were modelled at 1.5 metres above the ground surface, at
the most noise affected location within approximately 1.5 kilometres of the dwelling;

to reduce the noise levels at the nearby sensitive receivers, the fans on the side of
sheds facing the Mockingbird Road were relocated to the rear of the sheds;

all sources operate at their maximum assumed noise levels for the duration of the
assessment period;

the three-metre earth mound/barrier surrounding the proposed site was modelled
from south eastern end to north western end, and around the designated access
route;

four-metre-tall Colorbond fencing was modelled at the rear of the sheds to provide
attenuation during the operation of fans;
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m  the Lai 1 minute) fOr the operation of the forklift was based on a recent measurement of
bird collection activities at a similar facility in the Hunter Region; and

= no modifying factors have been applied to noise source sound power levels (SWLs)
as fonal influences are not considered to be a feature of the operational noise
environment.
It must be noted that these represent conservative assumptions, and the modelling

results represent the upper limit of expected noise levels.
6.13 ROAD TRAFFIC NOISE ASSESSMENT RESULTS

The proposed development is not considered a fraffic generating development
according to Schedule 3 of the Infrastructure SEPP. According to the proponent, the
proposed facility will generate a maximum of four truck movements (two ingressing
and two egressing) during any one hour of the night period during bird collection. To
enable the assessment of road traffic noise associated with the proposed
development, the single event sound power level of 108 dB(A) for a typical fruck
movement at 80 km/hr was used to predict the Laeq1nr, traffic noise level, using the
following relationship:

Lacgsnr = SEL+101og(N) - 10 log (32400) - 20 logr) - 8

Where: SEL is the sound exposure level from a truck pass-by;
N is the number of fruck movements during the night period;
32400 is the number of seconds in 9 hours;
r is the distance from road to the receiver; and

8 is a constant for converting sound power levels to sound pressure
levels.

Based on asingle event truck pass-by sound power level of 108 dB(A), a distance of
approximately 145 metres from the access road to the nearest residential receiver on
Mockingbird Road and a maximum of two trucks deliveries each hour (four tfruck
movements) over the course of the night period (? hours), the predicted Laeq 1 traffic
noise level at the nearest sensitive receiver is anticipated to be in the order of 27
dB(A). This complies with the daytime and night time criteria established in Table
6-14 for local roads and would not increase the traffic noise levels from Mockingbird
Road.

6.14 VIBRATION ASSESSMENT RESULTS

A desktop vibration assessment was undertaken having regard to site construction
activities, the types of vibration events, and the distance between the vibration
source and the nearest receiver locations. The typical ground vibration levels from
construction activities, provided in Table 6-27 have been sourced from the South
Australian Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure document
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Management of Noise and Vibration: Construction and Maintenance Activities
(2015), and the Transport for NSW (TINSW) (2012) Construction Noise Strategy. It
should be noted that vibration levels are influenced by the actual operating
condition of the items of plant and the local site and geotechnical conditions. Table
6-27 provides indicative vibration levels and associated safe working distances,
however, where there is the potential for ground vibrations to occur; vibration level
monitoring should be undertaken at the site to quantify the potential impacts.

Table 6-27: Typical Vibration Levels from Construction Activities

Typical Levels Safe Working Distance

Activity of Ground

Vibration Cosmetic Damage Human Comfort

Truck traffic over

. 2mm/s at 10m <10m 40m
irregular surfaces

Bulldozer 2mm/s at 5m <10m 20m
Roller/Compactor 2mm/s at 15m <15m 50m
Excavator 0.2mm/s at <15m 40m

40m
Excavator (with 1.3mm/s at
rock breaker) 10m <10m 40m

The maijority of the proposed construction activities are considered to occur
intermittently, in that they occur for relatively short periods during any one cycle of
the construction activity. Nevertheless, due to the potential for plant to operate for
extended periods of time, all items of plant are considered to operate in a
continuous fashion throughout the construction period.

A review of aerial photographs indicated that the closest point between the
proposed construction site and the nearest sensitive receiver is approximately 300
metres. Based on the typical vibration levels from the proposed construction
activities, vibration impacts from the proposed works, associated with cosmetic
damage to buildings and human response to vibration, are unlikely to occur. It is
important to note that the safe working distances are indicative and depend on site
specific conditions including items of plant and geotechnical conditions.

6.15 ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS

6.15.1 Construction Phase

Modelling of potential impacts associated with construction phase activities
indicated that predicted noise levels would exceed the noise affected Noise
Management Level (NML) of 40 dB(A), at multiple receiver locations for each phase
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of construction. The noise affected NML is considered to be the point above which
there may be some community reaction to the noise being generated by the
construction activities. It should be noted that the highly noise affected NML of 75
dB(A), considered to be the point above which there is likely to be strong community
reaction to the construction noise, was not predicted to be exceeded at any of the
nearby receiver locations during the proposed construction phase.

For the purpose of this assessment, three construction phases were considered. These
include primary earthworks; levelling and compacting the site; and the construction
of the pouliry sheds. The primary earthworks were considered to be activities for the
purpose of ‘cutting’ the site. All noise sources were modelled relative to the existing
ground level. The site levelling and compacting works were considered to be the
activities for the purpose of redistributing excavated material (filling) the site, and
compacting the site. All noise sources during this phase were modelled relative to
final ground surface. The shed construction works were considered to include all
activities relating to shed construction including concrete works and shed building.
Advitech Environmental understands that the ground works, including the site
excavation and compacting would be undertaken over a period of approximately
four weeks. It is also recommended that the earth berms/barriers proposed to
reduce the impacts associated with noise and air quality should be consfructed
during the site excavation and levelling pad works.

The results of the modelling indicate that the highest predicted noise levels at each
of the sensitive receiver locations would generally occur during primary earthworks.
The predicted noise levels were observed to exceed the noise affected NML at 30 of
the 39 identified nearby residential receivers, with the highest noise levels predicted
at receiver locations R2 and R4 (52 dB(A)).

During the site levelling and compacting works, the results of the noise modelling
indicate that the predicted noise levels would exceed the noise affected NML at 22
of the 39 identified nearby residential receivers. The highest noise levels were
predicted to occur at receiver locations R2 and R4 (50 dB(A)).

During the shed construction works, the results of the noise modelling indicate that
the predicted noise levels would exceed the noise affected NML only at one of the
39 identified nearby residential receivers. The highest noise levels were predicted fo
occur at receiver location R2 (41 dB(A)).

It is noted that the predicted noise levels represent conservative assumptions, based
on all plant operating at their maximum capacity at the locations that present the
highest potential exposure to the nearby sensitive receivers. It is therefore
considered that the modelled predictions represent the upper limit of the expect
noise levels. During ‘normal’ operating conditions, it is likely that items of plant would
operate below their maximum capacity, and items of plant would likely be dispersed
throughout the construction site. It is therefore anticipated that construction noise
levels would typically be lower than those presented.

To reduce the impact on potentially affected residential receivers, it is
recommended that a construction phase noise management plan (NMP) should be
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prepared prior to start of construction. Specifically, the NMP should ensure that early
and ongoing consultation with potentially affected receivers adjacent to the works
area is undertaken, and site work practices to minimise noise are implemented.
Some practical methods for managing the potential impacts may include:

m  designing of the site to avoid the use of reverse alarms or employ the use of
broadband alarms to reduce the occurrence of any annoying
characteristics;

®  place as much distance between plant or equipment and other sensitive
land uses;

®  place fixed equipment in cuttings or behind earth mounds/barrier;

= regularly inspect and maintain equipment to ensure it is good working order;
and

= frain workers to minimise noise by avoiding shouting; minimising slamming
vehicle doors; avoiding the use of radios or stereos outdoors where
neighbours can be affected; and preventing the dropping of materials from
height or unnecessary metal to metal contact on equipment.

Assessment of the potential vibration impacts associated with construction works
indicates that the proposed construction activities would occur at a distance
greater than the minimum safe working distances for each of the items of plant
proposed for the works. It is therefore considered that the construction works would
not result in any undue vibration impacts, on either cosmetic damage to buildings or
human comfort.

6.15.2 Operation Phase

Modelling of potential impacts for the operation of the ventilation fans during the
day, evening and night periods, modelled under neutral and adverse
meteorological conditions, indicates that the noise levels would comply with the
Laeq.15minute Criteria at all receiver locations. Cumulative noise impact assessment for
the fans of the existing tunnel ventilated sheds at Nightingale Road and the fans of
the proposed sheds at Mockingbird Road showed that the noise levels would
comply with the Laeq1sminute Criteria of 35 dB(A) during day and night periods at all
receiver locations.

Noise levels generated during feed delivery and silo refilling activities are predicted
to comply with the day, evening and night time Laeq,15minute Criterion of 35 dB(A) under
neutral and adverse meteorological conditions at all receiver locations.

Bird collection activities would generally occur during the night periods over a period
of approximately one week, for each five to eight-week production cycle. However,
the potential noise impacts associated with bird pickup were undertaken for both
day and night periods in case any bird pick up would occur during day period also.
It should be noted that peak noise levels during night time were modelled based on
adverse meteorological conditions involving the occurrence of a temperature
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inversion. The results of the modelling indicate that the predicted noise levels for bird
pickup activities during the day, evening and night periods would comply with the
associated LAeq,15minute criteria for all receiver locations.

In addition to general bird collection activities, the Lai iminute) for the operation of the
forklift, to be used during bird loading, was modelled to predict whether Lai (iminute)
noise levels would exceed the sleep disturbance Lai,iminute Criterion of 45 dB(A). The
results of the analysis indicates that the Lai aminute) NOIse levels would not exceed the
sleep disturbance Laiiminute Criterion at any receiver.

Although the results of the predictive modelling indicated that no exceedances of
the day, evening or night criteria are anticipated, it is advised that universal work
practices to minimise noise impacts should be implemented. Some of the work
practices that may be considered for the operation of the proposed facility include:

= fraining workers on ways to minimise noise outside the sheds. This includes
avoiding the use of radios, loud talking and the slamming of vehicle doors;

m  operating the equipment in a quieter or more efficient manner include low
truck speeds travelling on site;

= minimising time that equipment is left idling;

®  reducing heavy acceleration / engine revving, and ensuring that heavy
vehicles avoid using air breaking on site; and

®  equipment should be regularly checked and maintained to ensure that it is in
good mechanical condition so that unwanted annoying characteristics are not
produced.

6.16 CONCLUSIONS

Noise modelling was undertaken using the Predictor environmental noise modelling
software, considering several operational scenarios with consideration to
topographical and meteorological conditions. Strategic earth mounds are included
in the modelled scenarios to provide attenuation measures.

Modelling of the construction activities indicate that predicted Laeq,15minute NOISE levels
would exceed noise affected NML of 40 dB(A) at multiple receiver locations during
each construction phase over day period; however, this modelling scenario was
predicted to comply with the highly noise affected NML of 75 dB(A), above which
there is likely to be strong community reaction to the noise.

A review of the items of plant and separation distances between the proposed
construction works and the nearby sensitive receivers suggested that all of the
proposed construction activities would be undertaken at safe distances to prevent
any vibration impacts. It is therefore considered that the construction works would
not result in any undue vibration impacts, on either cosmetic damage to buildings, or
human comfort.
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To reduce the noise impacts, it is recommended that the operating fans are all
located either at the rear of the sheds or side of sheds facing the Hume Highway. On
this basis, fans are not operating on the side of shed facing the Mockingbird Road.
Modelling of the fans operating indicate that predicted Laeq,1sminute NOISe levels would
comply with the nominated PSNL criteria at all receiver locations under neutral and
adverse meteorological conditions. Cumulative noise impact assessment for the fans
operating also showed that the noise levels would comply with nominated PSNL
criteria at all receiver locations.

Modelling of the feed delivery and silo refilling activities indicated that the predicted
Laeq.15minute NOISE levels would not exceed nominated criteria any receiver location
during day, evening and night time operations, under neutral and worst case
operating conditions.

Modelling of the bird collection activities indicate that predicted Laeq,15minute NOISE
levels would be below the nominated PSNL criteria at all receiver locations during
various site activities. Modelled sleep disturbance (La1, 1 minute) impacts due to forklift
operation resulting from the proposed development operating during the night
period, are also predicted to comply with the sleep disturbance criterion of

45 dB(A) at all receiver locations during bird collection activities under temperature
inversion conditions.
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7 AIR QUALITY ASSESSMENT

Chapter Seven provides a detailed air quality assessment to identify potential
impacts of the proposed pouliry farm extension. The chapter provides the results of
meteorological investigations and detailed air quality modelling, estimates emissions,
and compares the likely impacts on air quality against relevant industry standards.

The proposed sheds would be approximately orientated in a north east to south west
direction. Ventilation would be provided by 15 axial fans per shed directed through
a 10 metre (m) stack positioned at the earth mound facing end of the shed. The
proposed sheds measure 150 m by 18.3 m, giving a total floor area of 2,745 m2. The
birds will remain in the sheds at all times.

7.1  SENSITIVE RECEIVERS

The site is positioned in a rural receiving environment, with small acreages
surrounding the site. The closest urban settlement to the proposed development is
Bargo located approximately 5 km to the west.

Of the 39 identified sensitive receivers within a radius of approximately 1.5 km of the
proposed site, 37 are residential receivers and 2 are service stations on the Hume
Motorway. Sensitive receivers were identified based on their proximity and exposure
to the subject site. The locations of nearby sensitive receivers are shown in Figure 7-1
and detailed in Table 7-1.

=== Property Location

u Sensitive Receivers

]
Om 300 m

Client: Justin and Renee Camilleri
Project:  Pheasants Nest Poultry Farm ’ )
advitech

Source:  Google Earth environmental

Figure 7-1: Nearby Sensitive Receivers
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Table 7-1: Nearest Identified Sensitive Receivers

Receiver Receiver Receiver Address Easting (UTM) Northing (UTM)
Identifier Type (km) (km)

(D)

R1 Residentfial 220 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 282.6942 6205.037
R2 Residentfial 185 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 282.4975 6205.052
R3 Residentfial 225 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 282.9785 6205.427
R4 Residentfial 110 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.9581 6204.821
RS Residential 100 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.8468 6204.723
R6 Residential 80 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.7552 6204.61
R7 Residential 60 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.6529 6204.413
R8 Residential 50 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.6319 6204.256
R9 Residential 50 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 282.075 6205.279
R10 Residential 90B Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 282.0765 6205.541
R11 Residential 90 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 282.1754 6205.645
R12 Residential 110 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 282.2843 6205.818
R13 Residential 120 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 282.3181 6205.902
R14 Residential 115 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 282.1918 6205.927
R15 Residential 95 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 282.087 6205.807
R16 Residential 85 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 281.9944 6205.737
R17 Residential 75 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 281.9455 6205.681
R18 Residential 65 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 281.8334 6205.451
R19 Residential 55 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 281.7342 6205.299
R20 Residential 35 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 281.8564 6205.089
R21 Residential 15 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 281.8751 6205.017
R22 Residential 119 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.8913 6204.913
R23 Residential 105 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.6569 6204.949
R24 Residential 95 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.7215 6204.735
R25 Residential 85 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.6422 6204.656
R26 Residential 79 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.5702 6204.597
R27 Residential 71 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.5625 6204.521
R28 Residential 63 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.4506 6204.512
R29 Residential 55 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.4453 6204.375
R30 Residential 45 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.4386 6204.308
R31 Residential 35 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.3563 6204.195
R32 Residential 155 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 282.1404 6206.107
R33 Residential 130 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest 282.3566 6205.973

294-296 Pheasants Nest Road,

R34 Residential Pheasants Nest

282.6698 6206.246
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Receiver Receiver Receiver Address Easting (UTM) Northing (UTM)

Identifier Type (km) (km)

(ID)

R35 Residential 180 Whipbird Road, Pheasants Nest 283.0833 6206.116
R36 Residential 40 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.4869 6204.200
R37 Residential 20 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest 281.3952 6204.054
R38  Commercial ~ orfhiound Senvice Stafion, Hume 282.4349 6203911

Highway, Pheasants Nest

R39  Commercial ~ Sevihbound Service Stafion, Hume 2827217 6203.969

Highway, Pheasants Nest

UTM = Universal Transverse Mercator coordinate System based on the WGS84 Datum

7.2 SITE TOPOGRAPHY

The subject site is located at approximately 270 to 280 m Australian Height Datum
(AHD) on undulating terrain within a valley in the NSW Southern Highlands. Local
atmospheric dispersion could be influenced by night-time katabatic drainage flows
from elevated terrain or channelling effects in valleys or gullies around the site. A
three-dimensional representation of the area showing the site location is presented in
Figure 7-2.

Proposed
Poultry Facility
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Figure 7-2: Project Area Showing Topographic Features

7.3 AIR QUALITY GUIDELINES
The NSW Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) specify impact assessment
criteria for emissions to air and permissible ground level concentrations (GLCs).

Note: The NSW Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) came into existence in
April 2011. OEH was previously part of the Department of Environment, Climate
Change and Water (DECCW). The DECCW was also recently known as the
Department of Environment and Climate Change (DECC), and prior to that the
Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC). The terms OEH, DECCW, DECC
and DEC are interchangeabile in this report.

7.4 GROUND LEVEL CONCENTRATIONS

The NSW DEC in the publications Approved Methods for the Modelling and
Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW (NSW EPA, 2016) and the Assessment and
management of odours from stationary sources in NSW' (DEC, 2006) specify impact
assessment criteria. The relevant sections from this publication are reproduced
below in Table 7-2 which presents the GLC criteria for each applicable air pollutant.

Table 7-2: NSW DECC Impact Assessment Criteria

Pollutant DECC Design Criteria Units Averaging Time
Odour 2-72 ou 1 hourt
TSPe 90 pg/ms3 Annual
50 pg/ms3 24 hours
PMod
25 pg/ms3 Annual
25 pg/ms3 24 hours
PMzs¢
8 pg/ms3 Annual
29
Deposited Dustf n g/m2/month Annual

aSource: NSW EPA, Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants, 2016
(Table 7.5). The range 2-7 OU represent population-dependant odour performance criteria. Odours
below

2 OU are not considered offensive (NSW EPA, 2016).

b Odour concentration adjusted fo one second nose response fime using published peak-to-mean
factors.

¢ Total suspended particulates.
d Particulate materials with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 um.
e Particulate materials with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 um.

f Dust is assessed as insoluble solids as defined by AS 3580.10.1.

I ——
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g Maximum increase in deposited dust level.

hMaximum total deposited dust level.

The air dispersion modelling review was undertaken using the US EPA air dispersion
model CALPUFF Version 6.42.

An odour and particulates assessment was undertaken to assess potential impacts
on receivers surrounding the project site. Odour was assessed for the 99t percentile,
one-second average GLC. GLCs were determined using appropriate odour emission
rates obtained from available representative literature reports concerning poultry
layer facilities.

TSP, PMio and PM2s was assessed for the 100" percentile over the respective
averaging period using one year of meteorological data.

The impact assessment criteria for odour are based upon the NSW OEH affected
population performance criteria for complex mixtures of odour. Table 7-3 lists the
odour impact assessment criteria as a function of population.

Table 7-3: Odour Assessment Criteria’

Popitonof o cammnty ———Odow ssosmen: rtria
Rural single residence (<=2) 7.0

=10 6.0

~30 5.0

~125 4.0

~500 3.0

Urbap area (>= 2000) and/or schools and 20

hospitals

199t percentile. Based on nose-response-time average of one-second.

According to the NSW OEH, the affected population is categorised as the number of
people who are impacted by odour concentrations of 2 OU and above. In
accordance with the NSW OEH definition of “affected population”, six residences
with a residence population of 3.3 are estimated to be “affected” within the
impacted radius of the proposed poultry. The commercial receptors (R38 and R39)
are not expected to exceed four working employees at a given time and therefore
the average population of 3.3 persons per receptor is considered representative.
According to the NSW OEH population performance criteria for complex odours, this
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equates to an odour performance criteria of 5.3 OU. This assessment has applied an
odour criterion of 5 OU to determine regulatory compliance.

As the population density increases, the proportion of sensitive individuals is also likely
to increase, so that more stringent criteria are necessary. Hence, the impact
assessment criteria for complex mixtures of odours were designed to take into
account the range of sensitivity to odours within the community and to provide
additional protection for individuals with a heightened response to odours. This is
achieved using a statistical approach that is dependent upon population size.

To arrive at a one-second averaging fime appropriate peak-to-mean factors have
been applied to hourly average odour concentrations. Peak-to-mean factors
estimate the effects of plume meandering and concentration fluctuations perceived
by the human nose. A peak-to-mean factor of 2.3 has been adopted,
corresponding to near-field and far-field receivers for point (stack) sources, for all
stability classes (A-F).

Peak-to-mean ratios (P/M60) will alter the overall odour emissions rate depending on
the type of emissions source. The recommended factors developed by Katestone
Scientific and listed in the NSW EPA Approved Methods are shown in Table 7-4.

Table 7-4: Peak-to-Mean Ratio!

Source Type Pasquill-Gifford Stability Near field PM/60 Far field P/M60
Class

Area AB.C.D 2.5 2.3
EF 2.3 1.9

Line A-F 6 6

Surface wake- AB.C 12 4

free point DEF 25 7

Tall wake-free AB.C 17 3

point D,EF 35 6

Wake-affected A-F 2.3 2.3

point

Volume A-F 2.3 2.3

1Source: NSW EPA Approved Methods

A peak-to-mean ratio of 2.3 has been applied to the estimated odour emissions rate
(OER) as the source type is a wake affected point. The shed ventilation stacks are
located approximately 10 m above the ground level and immediately adjacent to
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the poultry building and it is not considered that the source type is a tall wake free
point source.

The odour assessment assumes that if the CALPUFF peak-to-mean adjusted one-hour
ground level odour concentration is higher than the regulatory standard, a potential
odour problem is apparent.

7.5 CLIMATE AND DISPERSION METEOROLOGY

To determine the most representative 12-month calendar period, required for
modelling air emissions from the proposed poultry farm at Pheasants Nest, historical
Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) climate data at Camden/Bankstown were reviewed
in Table 7-5.

Table 7-5: Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) Climate Data History for Camden/Buxton!

Year Temperature (degrees Celsius) Rainfall (mm)
Maximum IfDifference Minimum Difference Yearly total Percentage
year average rom long year average from long of long term
term average term average average
2007 23.8 +0.1 10.9 +0.7 1023.4 129%
2008 23.0 -0.7 10.0 -0.2 840.8 106%
2009 24.6 +0.9 10.7 +0.5 587.61 68%
2010 23.7 +0.0 10.8 +0.6 943.01 110%
2011 234 -0.3 10.5 +0.3 757.4 95%
2012 234 -0.3 9.7 -0.5 796.8 100%
2013 24.7 +1.0 10.2 +0.0 970.81 113%
2014 24.7 +1.0 10.8 +0.6 841.61 98%
2015 23.8 +0.1 10.5 +0.3 813.6 116%
'Rainfall data from Buxton (Amaroo) has been used for years 2009, 2010, 2013 and 2014 as Camden data was not

complete.

A review of Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) climate data suggests greater deviations
in either the average rainfall or temperatures for the years 2007, 2009, 2010, 2013 and
2014. It is noted that the Camden meteorological station did not have complete
rainfall information for 2009, 2010, 2013 and 2014, so nearby Buxton (Amaroo) was
used to analyse climate deviation from average.

The years with the least deviation from long term average climate statistics are years
2008, 2011, 2012 and 2015. Given the availability of data for 2011, it was selected as
the representative year for weather and climate to model air emissions from the
proposed poultry farm at Pheasants Nest.
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7.6 CALMET METEOROLOGICAL DOMAIN

Air dispersion modelling requires the creation of a three-dimensional (3D) CALMET
meteorological data file that represents the weather and climate for the region
(domain) modelled. Briefly, CALMET is a meteorological model that develops hourly
(or sub-hourly) wind and other meteorological fields on a 3D gridded modelling
domain. Associated two dimensional fields, such as mixing height, surface
characteristics, and dispersion properties are also included in the file produced by
CALMET. The final time varying wind field thus reflects the influences of local
topography and land uses.

Compilation of a 2011 3D meteorological data file for the Pheasants Nest area
representative of the proposed site was obtained from the following data sources:

»  Fifth-Generation NCARIPenn State Mesoscale Prognostic Model (MMS5) for 2011;
. Tahmoor Coal AWS hourly meteorological data for 2011;

= BoM Camden Airport AWS hourly meteorological data for 2011;

= NSW DECC 2007 Land Use NSW; and

»  Terrain data set with SRTM1 30 m resolution topography data.

MM5 is a widely-used 3D numerical meteorological model which contains
non-hydrostatic dynamics and a variety of physics options. Extensive comparison
between MM5 outputs and observed weather data has validated its use for
application in the preparation of 3D CALMET weather files (refer to Appendix C).
MM5 is capable of simulating a variety of meteorological phenomena such as
tropical cyclones, severe convective storms, sea-land breezes, and terrain forced
flows such as mountain valley wind system:s.

Hourly weather information for 2011 was obtained from the nearby Tahmoor Coal
facility. The Tahmoor Coal monitoring station is located approximately 4.5 km west of
the proposed poultry farm. The subsequent generated 3D meteorological file used in
this report was developed using high resolution MM5 meteorological information and
the Tahmoor Coal weather data.

The recording of hourly weather information is not undertaken at Pheasants Nest by
the BOM. The nearest BOM weather station recording good quality hourly weather
datais at Camden Airport, and is located approximately 26 km north of the
proposed poultry farm. This report has not considered the Camden Airport
meteorological observations as representative to the assessment location, although
was included in the CALMET model to ensure a complete observational data set for
2011.

The MM5 wind field was used as an initial guess in CALMET. Final wind fields was
generated by applying observational meteorological data to the initial wind field
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and then adjusted to account for the kinematic and thermal effects of terrain on
wind.

7.7 POULTRY FARM SITE METEOROLOGY

7.7.1 Wind Direction

The CALMET model wind field predictions of seasonal wind speed, direction and
frequency for the year 2011 at the Pheasants Nest poultry farm site are presented in
Figure 7-3.
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Figure 7-3: CALMET 2011 Pheasants Nest Poultry Farm Site Seasonal Wind Rose

The CALMET seasonal wind roses at the Pheasants Nest poultry farm site predict that
the predominant winds are from a southern direction in summer and autumn, with
the wind direction being more variable in the winter and spring months. Furthermore,
calm winds are predicted to account for 5.5 to 9.3 % of the 2011 modelling period.

7.7.2 Atmospheric Stability

Atmospheric stability refers to the tendency of the atmosphere to resist or enhance
vertical dilution. The Pasquill-Gifford-Turner assignment scheme identifies six Stability
Classes, ‘A’ to ‘F', to categorise the degree of atmospheric stability. These classes
indicate the characteristics of the prevailing meteorological conditions.
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Stability Class ‘A’ represents highly unstable conditions that are typically found during
summer, categorised by strong winds and convective conditions. Conversely,
Stability Class ‘F' relates to highly stable conditions, typically associated with night-
time clear skies, light winds and the presence of a temperature inversion. Classes ‘B’
through to ‘E’ represent conditions infermediate to these extremes. Figure 7-4
presents the stability class frequency for the proposed pouliry farm location.
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Figure 7-4: Proposed Pheasants Nest Poultry Farm 2011 Stability Class Frequency

7.7.3 Mixing Height

Mixing height is used by meteorologists to quantify the vertical extent of mixing in the
atmosphere. It is the height to which vertical mixing extends and is usually defined as
the layer of air beneath the inversion. The atmosphere within this layer is usually well-
mixed through turbulent motion.

Mixing height usually reaches a maximum in the afternoon and is at a minimum at
dawn. The diurnal variation in atmospheric mixing height with time is presented in
Figure 7-5. The low mixing height predicted during evening and early morning
periods are not conducive to good air dispersion.

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 137



1600
1400

1200 /
1000 /

E
5
2 800 / \
I
[=1]
£
X 600
=
400
‘
200

o1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 © 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

Hours

Figure 7-5: Proposed Pheasants Nest Pouliry Farm 2011 Diurnal Annual Mixing Height

7.8 MODELLING APPROACH/METHODOLOGY

The current Level 2 odour and particulate assessment utilises the CALPUFF (Version
6.42) modelling system. The CALPUFF modelling system comprises of three main
components: CALMET, CALPUFF and CALPOST and a large set of pre-processing
programs designed to interface the model to standard routinely available
meteorological and geophysical databases.

The project site is situated amongst locally significant topography. These particular
topological landforms will contribute to the local meteorology. This phenomenon is
displayed in the CALMET wind field presented in Figure 7-6 where the arrow length of
the wind vector is proportional to the wind speed and the direction is representative
of the wind direction.

I ——
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Figure 7-6: CALMET Modelling Domain - Example of Spatially Variable Surface Winds

7.9 EXISTING AIR QUALITY ENVIRONMENT

7.9.1 Odour

Aerial photographs indicate the subject areais rural in nature. Upon inspection, other
operational poultry farms are located with 2 km of the subject site. To determine
whether cumulative odour impacts associated with the closely situated poultry farm
are applicable, Advitech has reviewed the poultry farms for separation distances in
accordance with the NSW DEC Technical Notes: assessment and management of
odour from stationary sources in NSW.

7.9.2 Particulates

The NSW DECCW operate an air quality monitoring program that collects accurate
real-time measurements of ambient level pollutants at 28 monitoring sites within the
air quality monitoring network (AQMN), located around the greater metropolitan
area of Sydney, the lllawarra, the Lower Hunter and selected rural sites around NSW.
The monitoring location that is considered to be most representative of the
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Pheasants Nest area is located at Bargo approximately é km to the south-west of the
proposed development. PM2s ambient monitoring data was not available from the
Bargo monitoring station and was taken from the nearest available monitoring
station aft Liverpool. Table 7-6 displays the background particulate concentrations at
the Bargo and Liverpool monitoring station for the 2011 monitoring year.

Table 7-6: OEH Background Air Quality

Pollutant Background Units Averaging
Concentration2 Time
TSP 25.80 pg/ms3 Annual
Dust Deposition na g/m2/month Annual
Variable pg/ms3 24 Hours
PM1o (refer to Figure 7-7)
12.9 pg/ms3 Annual
Variablec pg/ms3 24 Hours
PM, 5 (refer to Figure 7-7)
5.9 pg/ms3 Annual

a Reported value is the average 24-hour result
b Assumed from PMio background (TSP = 2 x PMio)

na - Not available

In the absence of DECCW dust deposition data, the maximum increase in deposited
dust level (i.e. 2 g/m2/month) has been used as the impact assessment criteria.
Figure 7-7 displays the PM1o and PM2s 24-hour average background concentrations
for 2011. The monitoring data indicates one PMio exceedance (i.e. 17 September
2011) above the DECCW impact assessment criteria of 50 ug/m3. The monitoring
data indicates two PM2s exceedances (i.e. 21 May 2011 and 15 November 2011)
above the DECCW impact assessment criteria of 25 ug/ma3. For the purpose of the
assessment, a maximum 24-hour PMio and PM2.s concentration of 43.6 ug/ms3 and
22.2 yg/ms3is respectively applied.

|
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Figure 7-7: Bargo and Liverpool Background Monitoring Data from 2011

7.10 AIR EMISSION APPROACH/METHODOLOGY
There has been considerable research into describing and characterising odour

emissions from poultry facilities (refer to Appendix C). It is generally accepted that
the poultry shed OER is a function of:

L] The number of bird

= The bird age/mass;

S;

L] The shed ventilation rate; and

m  The ambient temperature.

The shed OER is dependent upon the ventilation rate at any particular time, and can

vary substantially should growing conditions within the shed change.

The Air Quality report has assumed a three-phase production cycle for the project
site. The first phase is the brooding phase, which begins from day 1 to 22. During this
phase the ventilation system is operated under minimum ventilation. The second
phase is between day 23 and 50, where the ventilation system is operated under

tunnel ventilation mode. During this growing cycle gradual flock thinning was

undertaken to maintain optimum flock health, as well as to account for partial flock

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd

Page 141




harvesting. After day 50, the sheds are cleaned and sterilized and remain ready for
chick restocking. This last phase takes 17 days.

This report assessed one year of farm operation for both properties that includes
approximately 5.5 growing batches per shed. All sheds (i.e. seven sheds) are
assumed to operate in a synchronous fashion i.e. the batches in all sheds started and
finished at the same time, and so peak odour and particulate emission rates from the
farm are considered in the modelling. This potentially represents a worst-case
operating scenario from an air quality (i.e. odour and particulates) perspective. This is
consistent with the modern pouliry industry policy of poultry facilities operating on an
“allin, all out” basis.

7.10.1 Ventilation

Ventilation requirements for all types of poultry houses are dependent upon ambient
temperatures, the age and bodyweight of the birds and the number of birds housed.
There are two dominant modes of shed ventilation offered during the bird growing
cycle, ‘'minimum’ and ‘tunnel’.

Minimum ventilation is achieved by utilising chimney fans for the proposed pouliry
farm, located along the roof of the shed. This report has assumed eight horizontal
discharge chimney fans equally spaced along the length of the shed roof. Minimum
ventilation is the dominant ventilation type applied during the initial 22 days of the
bird growing cycle. During this period, birds require warmer conditions for optimal
growth. As the growing phase confinues throughout the 22-day period the rate of
minimum ventilation is increased to account for increases in bird mass. The odour
emissions from each chimney fan were modelled with a release height of 4.6 m and
a constant efflux velocity of 8 m/s.

After day 22 of the growing cycle, the ventilation mode transitions to ‘tunnel
ventilation’. Tunnel ventilation is achieved with the mounting of large axial flow fans
at the end of the sheds, resulting in a more confrolled and consistent flow of air
through the shed. During this period, odour emissions from each fan were modelled
considering a vertical release at a height of 10 m and a constant efflux velocity of

8 m/s. This report has assumed that air would be extracted by 15 exhaust fans for the
proposed sheds, providing a maximum ventilation rate of approximately 125 m3/s for
each new shed. To compensate for reduced tunnel ventilation flowrates during
cooler periods, this report assumes that the 8 m/s efflux velocity is maintained by
numbers of fans switched off while the remaining operational fans operate at full
capacity. 10 m stacks are to be constructed to achieve a vertical release at the
poultry sheds.

It is also recognised that guidelines regarding the ventilation rate can vary
considerably between environments/climates, the bird species farmed and specific
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poultry grower ventilation program settings (refer to Appendix C). This is significant
because the shed ventilation rate can greatly influence the predicted odour GLC's
during cool overnight conditions when the atmosphere is generally too stable to

affect good odour dispersion. It is generally accepted that high OERs that are

modelled during cool overnight conditions will significantly impact on the peak

percentile GLCs.

The ventilation rate profile for the first growing cycle in the modelled year is

presented in Figure 7-8.
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Figure 7-8: Ventilation Rate Profile - Example for One Proposed Shed

7.10.2 Odour Emissions

The OER for each ventilated shed (i.e. minimum or tunnel ventilated shed) at any
given stage of the growth cycle was calculated according to the following equation

(see detail in Appendix C):

where:
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OER is the odour emission rate (OU.m3/s).

K = 2.2 (empirical factor unifless). A value of 2.2 represents new poultry facilities
confirming to best practice. This is considered conservative as the literature
indicates that the value of K may be one (1) for very well designed and managed
sheds that operate with minimal odour emissions, and a value of K may be five (5)
for a very poorly managed shed with high odour emissions.

Ais the total shed floor area (m?).

D is the average shed bird density (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.

V is the ventilation rate (m?3/s).

The odour emissions profile for the first growing cycle in the modelled year is
presented in Figure 7-9. The corresponding hourly time series odour emissions profile,
commensurate of all shed odour emission locations, was generated and included
into the CALPUFF modelling dispersion program.
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Figure 7-9: Odour Emission Rate Profile - Example for One Proposed Shed

The clean out phase of the growing cycle occurs after all the birds have been
removed from shed. It is understood that the removal of the litter during this phase
can be an odorous process. The complete removal of the litter has been assumed to
occur during day 52 — 59 between 11 am -2 pm. The odour emissions have been
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modelled as a volume source from the open shed doors with an odour
concentration of 5563 OU/m?3 and 0.5 air changes per hour (refer to Appendix C).

On site composting will be undertaken in an enclosed shed within four internal
composting bays. Only one composting bay will be used for active composting. The
remaining bays will be used for storing used litter, storing mature compost and a
vacant bay ready for the next cycle. The compost consists of layers of dead pouliry
covered by used litter. The compost will not be turned throughout the process and
will remain in the composting bay for at least five weeks after the last layer is added
to the composting bay before being removed from the site. Once the active
composting bay is at capacity, a new composting layer will begin in a vacant
composting bay.

A representative odour emission rate was taken from Heggies. (2006). Woodlawn
Alternative Waste Technology Facility — Air Quality Impact Assessment (refer to
Appendix C). The specific odour emission rate for fresh putrescible waste (5.65
OUV/m?/s) is considered appropriate for the composting on site. The composting
shed was modelled as a continuous volume source with an assumed active
composting area (i.e. actively worked composting bay) of 50 mZ2.

7.10.3 Particulate Emissions
The maximum particulate emission concentration (PEC) for a given total bird mass is
calculated by the following equation (refer to Appendix C):

PEC=aM +Db
where:

m  PECis the maximum particulate emission concenfration (mg/ms).
= Mis the fotal mass of birds (ftonnes).

L] a =0.270 for TSP or 0.115 for PMio, b = 0.385 for TSP or 0.917 for PMio.

To account for the dilution that occurs under higher flow rates, the particulate
emission concentration (PECy) is calculated using the equation below:

PECv = PEC x (cVd)
where:
m  PEC, is the particulate emission concentration (mg/ms).
m  PECis the maximum particulate emission concentration (mg/ms).

= Visthe shed ventilation rate (m3/s).
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c =3.3for ISP and 4.11 for PMo.
d =-0.49 for TSP and -0.58 for PMio.

A particulate emission rate (PER) is calculated by multiplying the PECy by the
ventilation rate (V). Wheel generated PMio and TSP emissions are calculated using
default estimates from the NPl Manual for Mining Version 3.1 (refer to Appendix C).

PM2s emission rates are estimated using available literature for poultry shed and
wheel generated emissions. The poultry shed PMa2s emissions are estimated using a
PMio to PM2s ratio determined from measured data in the report produced by the
Australian Poultry CRC (refer to Appendix C). Wheel generated PM2s emissions are
calculated using estimates in AP42 Section 13.2.2 Unpaved Roads (refer to Appendix

C).

The particulate emissions profile for the first growing cycle in the modelled year is
presented in Figure 7-10. The corresponding hourly time series particulate emissions
profile, commensurate of all shed particulate emission locations, was generated and

included into the CALPUFF modelling dispersion program.
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Figure 7-10: Particulate Emission Rate Profile — Example for One Proposed Shed
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7.11  DISPERSION MODELLING

7.11.1 Meteorological Model Configuration
Table 7-7 details the parameters used in the meteorological modelling to drive the
CALMET model.

Table 7-7: CALMET Meteorological Parameters used in this Report

Identifier Descriptor Comment

MM5E Grid spacing 1.33 km x 1.33 km
Year of analysis 2011
Time step hourly

CALMET (v 6.333) Meteorological grid domain 10 km x 10 km
Meteorological grid origin (SW corner) 277500 m, 6199500 m
Meteorological grid resolution 0.1 km
Surface meteorological station Camden Airport AWS, Tahmoor Coal AWS
TERRAD value 5 km
Critical Parameters (R1, R2, RTMax, 5km, 5km, 6 km, 6 km
R2Max)
Cell Face Heights 0, 20, 40, 80, 160, 320, 700, 1300, 1700,

2300, 3000

7.11.2 Dispersion Modelling Configuration

CALPUFF is an advanced non-steady-state meteorological and air quality modelling
system. The model advects ‘puffs’ of material emitted from modelled sources,
simulating the dispersion and transformation processes along the way. The model has
been adopted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) in its guideline
on air quality models. CALPUFF uses the 3D wind fields generated by CALMET with the
primary output files from CALPUFF processed in CALPOST to produce time-based
concentration or deposition fluxes evaluated at selected receiver locations.

Odour and particulate concentrations were simulated for a regular Cartesian
receiver grid covering a 10 km by 10 km computational domain, set within the
CALMET modelling domain and centred over the project area, with a grid resolution
of 0.1 km. High resolution MM5 meteorological data for the year 2011 has been used
in conjunction with locality specific meteorological data.

Appendix C contains example CALMET and CALPOST input files.

7.11.3 Modelling Scenarios
The assessment of particulate and odour emissions from the proposed poultry farm
involved modelling 45,000 birds per shed.
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Odour and particulate emissions from sheds were modelled as point (stack) sources
for the entire 2011 growing cycle period. Poultry sheds have traditionally been
modelled as volume sources. Over time it has become known that this approach
does not allow for appropriate temperature buoyancy to be considered. It has
therefore become more appropriate to model tunnel ventilated poultry sheds as
point (stack) sources (see Appendix C).

Odour emissions from the cleanout phase have been modelled as a single volume
source to simulate the open doors without mechanical ventilation during litter
removal. The composting shed has been modelled as a continuous volume source
with a constant odour emission. Table 7-8 lists the locations of the stack and volume
sources.

Table 7-8: Odour Emission Source Characteristics

Source ID Easting Northing Ground Stack/ Exit Exit Sigma Sigma
(UTM)(km) (UTM)(km) Elevation Release Velocity Temperature y(m) z(m)
(m) Height (m/s) (9]
(m)
Tunnel 1 282.416 6204.618 271 10 8 Variable N/A N/A
Tunnel 2 282.416 6204.618 271 10 8 Variable N/A N/A
Roof 1 282.494 6204.735

Roof 2 282.484 6204.721
Roof 3 282.474 6204.706
Roof 4 282.464 6204.692

Roof 5 282.454  6204.677 271 4 8 varioble A NA
Roof 6 282.445  6204.662
Roof 7 282.435  6204.648
Roof 8 282.425  6204.633
Cleanout 282500  6204.745 271 2 N/A Ambient 42 2.3
Compost 282389  6204.667 269 2.3 N/A Ambient 5 2.7

7.11.4 Assumptions
The following assumptions have been used in the CALPUFF model computation of
odour and particulate GLCs.

7.11.4.1 General

= Options within CALPUFF modelling reflect the NSW EPA Generic Guidance and
Optfimum Model Settings for the CALPUFF Modelling System guidelines (refer to
Appendix C).
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m  The production cycle is 67 days and consists of three distinct phases. The first
phase is the brooding phase and begins from day 1 to 22. During this phase the
venftilation system is operated under minimum ventilation. The second phase is
between day 23 and 50 where the ventilation system is operated under tunnel
ventilation mode. After day 50, the sheds are cleaned and sterilized and remain
ready for chick restocking. This period (phase 3) lasts for 17 days.

»  The modelling assessment assumes the farm is fully stocked with pouliry (i.e. seven
sheds with 45,000 birds per shed) at the proposed farm and in operation for 365
days per annum.

m Al sheds are mechanically ventilated. The sheds are not naturally ventilated.

®  Shed emissions are affected by building downwash. Plumes are trapped in building
wakes in the cavity region immediately downwind of a building or subjected to
plume downwash and enhanced horizontal or vertical spreading due to the
turbulent zone that exists further downwind. The ISC-method of building downwash
has been applied in this report.

m  |In the event the oufside ambient dry bulb temperature fell below 22 degrees
Celsius, the funnel ventilation system reduced to between 1% and 5% of full
capacity flow (i.e. between 1% and 5% of 125 m3/s).

= |In the event the outfside ambient dry bulb temperature fell below 20 degrees
Celsius, the tunnel ventilation system reduced to a minimum ventfilation rate (i.e. up
fo 70,000 m3/h), as defined by the Ross Broiler Management Handbook 2014 (refer
to Appendix C).

m  The discharge ducting for the tfunnel ventilated fans that are located at the end of
each shed is orientated so that all exhaust emissions are emitted as a vertical
discharge through two stacks at a height of 10 m and constant velocity of 8 m/s.

7.11.4.2 Odour

m  Predicted odour GLCs are the one-hour average 99th percentile dispersion model
value and adjusted using a P/M 60 factor of 2.3 to represent the one second nose-
response-time.

m  Odour emissions from all funnel fans on a shed are modelled as one shed specific
stack source (e.g. 7 sheds equating to 7 stacks) and odour emissions from roof
chimney fans are modelled as individual stack sources (e.g. eight roof fans on one
shed equating to eight stacks per shed).

= Minimum turbulence velocity, sigma v, is set to 0.2 for all stability classes as per NSW
EPA Generic Guidance and Optimum Model Settings for the CALPUFF Modelling
System guidelines (refer to Appendix C).

m  Odour emissions from the removal of shed litter are modelled as one specific
volume source (i.e. large shed doors at north-eastern end of the shed).

m  Shed litter remains in the shed after the final bird pickup, and is removed from the
sheds during the following week. The used shed litter is taken to the composting
shed after the shed cleanout.
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= Composting of used litter does not involve mechanical turning or any addition of
water. Odours from the composting shed have been modelled as a constant
odour emission represented as a volume source.

= No odours are generated from loading, storage and distribution of feed material
info sheds.

7.11.4.3 Particulates

®  Wheel generated emissions modelling is based on the expected truck movements
during the growing cycle. It is assumed six frucks per shed are required during each
poultry thinning and two trucks per week for feed delivery.

m  Wheel generated particulate emissions are estimated using the default emission
rate from the National Pollutant Inventory (NPI) Emission Estimation Technique (EET)
manual for mining version 3.1.

®  Predicted PMio and PM2s GLCs are the 24-hour average 100t percentile dispersion
model value and predicted TSP GLCs are the annual average 100t percentile
dispersion model value.

m  Particulate air emissions from poultry shed ventilation use a geometric mass mean
diometer of 1.96 um and a geometric standard deviation of 1.54 um (refer to
Appendix C).

»  Partficulate air emissions from unpaved haul roads use a geomefric mass mean
diameter of 8.30 um and a geometric standard deviation of 1.18 um (refer to
Appendix C).

7.12 EMISSIONS SOURCES
Odour and particulate emission rates vary diurnally, seasonally, throughout the
life of the flock and will be different at different pouliry facilities depending on
management and infrastructure (refer to Appendix C). The main source of odour
from pouliry facilities is typically the litter within the chicken sheds. As the litter
(made up of dry organic litter, manure, dust and feathers) begins to break down
odorous compounds are created which then volatilise. High litter moisture
content, low oxygen levels, small particle size, high temperatures and low pH
levels encourage anaerobic bacterial activity and the generation of odour. The
rate at which the compounds then volatilise is dependent on the litter pH and
temperature, ventilation rates and climate (refer to Section Error! Reference s
ource not found., reference Error! Reference source not found.).

This report presents the modelling of odour and particulate emissions associated
with the 180 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest poultry facility operating at
315,000 chickens. The chickens and waste material within the chicken shed are
the only sources onsite that have the potential to generate odour.
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7.13 DISPERSION MODELLING RESULTS

7.13.1 Odour

Figure 7-11 and Table 7-9 present the incremental 99" percentile one-second
average GLC of odour at the surrounding sensitive receiver locations, as
predicted by CALPUFF, for the proposed operation. The DECCW odour
criterion as outlined in Table 7-3 is 5 OU.
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Figure 7-11: 99 Percentile One-Second Average Odour Concentration (Contour labels = 1, 2, 5 OU)

I
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Table 7-9: Predicted Odour at Sensitive Receivers

Receiver Receiver ID Predicted GLC 99 Percentile Impact
One-Second Odour assessment
(o) C{g‘ﬁ;"
R1 Residential 1.8
R2 Residential 2.1
R3 Residential 0.5
R4 Residential 1.9
RS Residential 1.4
R6 Residential 1.1
R7 Residential 1.4
R8 Residential 1.5
R% Residential 2.0
R10 Residential 1.5
R11 Residential 1.2
R12 Residential 1.1
R13 Residential 1.1
R14 Residential 0.9
R15 Residential 1.0
R16 Residential 1.1
R17 Residential 1.2
R18 Residential 1.4 oY
R19 Residential 1.3
R20 Residential 1.5
R21 Residential 1.4
R22 Residential 1.6
R23 Residential 1.1
R24 Residential 1.2
R25 Residential 0.9
R26 Residential 0.8
R27 Residential 0.8
R28 Residential 0.8
R29 Residential 1.0
R30 Residential 1.1
R31 Residential 1.1
R32 Residential 0.7
R33 Residential 1.0
R34 Residential 0.5
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Receiver Receiver ID Predicted GLC 99" Percentile Impact

One-Second Odour assessment
(o) C('geu")"
R35 Residential 0.2
R36 Residential 1.1
R37 Residential 1.0
R38 Commercial 2.1
R39 Commercial 1.9

The results indicate the 991 percentile one second average odour GLC criteria is not
exceeded at any sensitive receivers.

7.13.1.1 Cumulative Impact

To address concerns regarding the issue of potential cumulative odour impacts
associated with the proposed development, a semi-quantitative assessment was
undertaken to understand if the resultant odour risk profile supported additional
detailed cumulative odour dispersion modelling. Our assessment included the
following considerations:

»  The type and nature of similar poultry operations in the surrounding locality; and

»  Therequest of a public register of odour nuisance complaints in the surrounding
locality.

The information used in our assessment was provided by Tattersall Lander who has an
understanding of surrounding poultry operations and good relations with the
Wollondilly Shire Council. Based on the information received from Tattersall Lander,
we note the following:

a) No information regarding the nature (i.e. type, intensity of operation etc.) of
the surrounding pouliry farms has been supplied by the Wollondilly Shire
Council.

b) Information regarding publicly registered odour nuisance (i.e. pouliry)
complaints for the locality surrounding 180 Mockingbird Road, Pheasants Nest
NSW has been supplied by the Wollondilly Shire Council. Wollondilly Shire
Council has provided 21 complaints for 75 Nightingale Road, Pheasants Nest.
No complaints were recorded for the farms at 50 Mockingbird Road,
Pheasants Nest and 294 Pheasants Nest Road, Pheasants Nest.

To understand if additional detailed cumulative odour dispersion modelling was
warranted, Advitech assessed each of the surrounding poultry operations using the
NSW EPA Level 1 assessment guidelines for broiler farms (refer to Appendix C). The
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application of this odour policy assessment method (i.e. by estimating the required
odour separation distances of the existing pouliry farms) is useful in understanding if
the resultant odour risk profile(s), when combined with the current AQIA odour
predictions, justifies any further assessment.

The site factors applied to the NSW EPA Level 1 assessment are based on satellite
imagery obtained through Google Earth. The numbers of birds per shed have been
calculated on the floor areas of the sheds and an initial stocking density of 18 birds
per square metre. It has been assumed the sheds are stocking meat poultry (broilers)
for the purpose of this assessment. The predicted odour concentrations of the
proposed development and the calculated odour separation distances for the
surrounding poultry farms (i.e. Farm 1, 2 and 3) are displayed in Figure 7-12.

Figure 7-12: Overlay Predicted Level 1 Odour Assessment Impact With Odour Contours

The odour population dependency criterion is 5 OU. Figure 7-12 indicates that the
calculated Level 1 odour separation distances from surrounding poultry farms
overlap the subject site and the predicted 2 OU contour isopleth. It is also noted that
the predicted incremental 2 OU isopleth from the proposed poultry farm does not
intfersect any off-site receptor. Furthermore, it is not expected that odour
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concentrations in excess of the 5 OU criterion will occur where the AQIA odour
contour (i.e. 2 OU) and separation distance boundaries overlap.

On the balance of information used in this assessment, it is our opinion that the
conftribution of odour from surrounding poultry related operations will not materially
impact on the outcomes and additional odour modelling will not be required.

7.13.2 Particulates

7.13.2.1 Annual Average PMio

The predicted concentrations of annual average PMio for the proposed operation
are presented in Figure 7-13 and Table 7-10.
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Figure 7-13: 100t Percentile Annual Average PMio Concentration (Contour labels = 0.5, 1, 2 ug/m3)

Table 7-10 presents the predicted cumulative 100t percentile annual average PMio
for sensitive receivers respectively. A maximum annual PM1o background
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concentration of 12.9 ug/ms3 has been applied (refer to Table 7-6) to determine if
further assessment is required.

Table 7-10: Predicted Annual Average PMio at Sensitive Receivers

Receiver Predicted Background Total (ug/m?3) Impact
Increment (ug/m3) Concentration Assessment
Criteria
R1 1.4 14.3
R2 1.6 14.5
R3 0.3 13.2
R4 0.7 13.6
RS 0.5 13.4
R6 0.4 13.3
R7 0.4 13.3
R8 0.4 13.3
R9 0.8 13.7
R10 0.6 13.5
RT1 0.5 13.4
R12 0.4 13.3
R13 0.4 13.3
R14 0.3 13.2
R15 0.4 13.3
R16 0.4 s 13.3 X
g 05 12.9 ug/m 134 25 ug/m
R18 0.5 13.4
R19 0.4 13.3
R20 0.5 13.4
R21 0.5 13.4
R22 0.6 13.5
R23 0.4 13.3
R24 0.4 13.3
R25 0.4 13.3
R26 0.4 13.3
R27 0.4 13.3
R28 0.3 13.2
R29 0.3 13.2
R30 0.3 13.2
R31 0.4 13.3
R32 0.3 13.2
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Receiver Predicted Background Total (ug/m?3) Impact

Increment (ug/m3) Concentration Assessment
Criteria
R33 0.4 13.3
R34 0.2 13.1
R35 0.1 13.0
R36 0.4 13.3
R37 0.4 13.3
R38 1.1 14.0
R39 0.8 13.7

The annual PMio impact assessment criteria are not exceeded at any sensitive
receivers. According to the NSW OEH guidance, no additional contemporaneous
assessment of annual average PMio is required.

7.13.2.2 24 Hour Average PMio
The predicted concentrations of 24-hour average PMio maximum increment for the
proposed operation are presented in Figure 7-14.
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Figure 7-14: 100t Percentile 24 Hour Average PMio Concentration (Contour labels = 5,10, 20 ug/m?)

The predicted concentrations of the 24-hour average PMio impact for the proposed
operation are presented in Table 7-11.

Table 7-11: Maximum Impact of 24 Hour Average PMio

Receiver Predicted Maximum Total (ug/m3) Impact
Increment (ug/m3) Background Assessment
Concentration Criteria
R1 16.2 59.8
R2 25.4 69.0
R3 4.5 48.1
R4 10.6 54.2
RS 11.0 54.6
Ré 10.4 54.0
R7 11.9 55.5
R8 10.3 53.9
R9 16.5 60.1
R10 10.4 54.0
R11 8.3 51.9
R12 6.6 50.2
R13 6.6 s 50.2 s
14 3 43.6 ug/m 9.9 50 yg/m
R15 7.1 50.7
R16 8.3 51.9
R17 9.4 53.0
R18 14.5 58.1
R19 8.2 51.8
R20 2.0 52.6
R21 8.9 52.5
R22 10.6 54.2
R23 10.0 53.6
R24 11.3 54.9
R25 11.6 55.2
R26 14.9 58.5
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Receiver Predicted Maximum Total (ug/m?3) Impact

Increment (ug/m3) Background Assessment
Concentration Criteria
R27 9.4 53.0
R28 10.5 54.1
R29 11.2 54.8
R30 10.3 53.9
R31 8.3 51.9
R32 5.0 48.6
R33 6.5 50.1
R34 8.2 51.8
R35 1.7 45.3
R36 8.0 51.6
R37 9.1 52.7
R38 27.2 70.8
R39 21.8 65.4

' The background concenftration of 89.7 ug/ms has been discounted as it is above the impact assessment criteria.

Bold and grey highlighted text indicates exceedances above the assessment criteria (i.e. 50 pg/m3).

The exceedances at nearby sensitive receivers of the 24-hour average PMio
concentration presented in Table 7-11 indicates that a Level 2 contemporaneous
impact and background assessment is required to determine any additional
exceedances as a result of the proposed operation. A summary of the 24-hour
average PMio contemporaneous impact and background assessment (Level 2
Assessment) for identified sensitive receivers are presented in Table 7-12. The detailed
results of the contemporaneous impact and background assessment for each
receiver are given in Appendix C.
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Table 7-12: Summary of 24 Hour Average PM1o Contemporaneous Impact and Background

PM1o 24-hour average (ug/m?3) PMio 24-hour average (ug/m?)
Highest Predicted Receiver Background Highest Receiver

Background Increment Predicted

Increment
17/09/11 89.7 0.1 R1 89.8 26/01/11 27.5 27.2 R38 54.7
18/09/11 43.6 0.2 R2 43.8 01/09/11 14.8 25.4 R2 40.2
23/09/11 38.4 0.1 RI1 38.5 31/08/11 14.7 23.4 R2 38.1
21/05/11 38 2.1 R1 40.1 10/02/11 12.4 22.2 R38 34.6
22/05/11 33.4 1.0 R1 34.4 01/02/11 24.8 21.8 R39 46.6
15/11/11 31.8 4.1 R2 35.9 05/11/11 15.2 21.7 R38 36.9
20/05/11 27.7 1.8 R1 29.5 02/02/11 24.2 20.8 R39 45.0
26/01/11 27.5 27.2 R38 54.7 19/04/11 17.7 18.1 R2 35.8
19/05/11 27.2 3.0 R1 30.2 26/06/11 8.7 18.0 R2 26.7
31/01/11 26.4 7.2 R39 33.6 29/04/11 5.7 16.7 R2 22.4
22/10/11 26.4 2.5 R18 28.9 15/06/11 7.1 16.5 R9 23.6
16/09/11 25.5 0.1 R2 25.6 23/08/11 11.3 16.4 R2 27.7

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 160



The detailed results of the contemporaneous impact and background assessment
for each highlighted receiver as shown in Table 7-12 are given in Appendix C. There
is one additional exceedance (i.e. 26 January 2011) of the 24-hour PMio impact
assessment criteria at nearby sensitive receivers. According to the NSW OEH
guidance, mitigation measures or emission controls that reduce emissions are
required.

The exceedances of the criteria are a result of the combination of the ambient dust
concentration, poultry shed emissions and wheel generated emissions. It is
recommended that particulate emissions be managed by the implementation of an
air quality management plan which details best management practices.

7.13.2.3 Annual Average TSP

The predicted concentrations of annual average TSP for the proposed operation are
presented in Figure 7-15 and Table 7-13.
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Figure 7-15: 100" Percentile Annual Average TSP Concentration (Contour labels = 1, 2, 5 ug/m3)
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Table 7-13: Predicted Annual Average TSP at Sensitive Receivers

Receiver Predicted Background Total (ug/m?3) Impact
Increment (ug/m3) Concentration’ Assessment
Criteria
R1 3.6 29.4
R2 4.3 30.1
R3 0.8 26.6
R4 1.6 27.4
RS 1.1 26.9
R6 1.0 26.8
R7 0.9 26.7
R8 1.0 26.8
R9 1.7 27.5
R10 1.3 27.1
RT1 1.1 26.9
R12 0.9 26.7
R13 0.8 26.6
R14 0.7 26.5
R15 0.9 26.7
R16 0.9 26.7
R17 1.0 26.8
18 o 25.8 ug/m3 6 20 pg/ms3
R19 0.9 26.7
R20 1.1 26.9
R21 1.1 26.9
R22 1.3 27.1
R23 0.9 26.7
R24 1.0 26.8
R25 0.9 26.7
R26 0.9 26.7
R27 0.8 26.6
R28 0.8 26.6
R29 0.7 26.5
R30 0.7 26.5
R31 0.8 26.6
R32 0.6 26.4
R33 0.8 26.6
R34 0.5 26.3
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Receiver Predicted Background Total (ug/m?3) Impact

Increment (ug/m3) Concentration’ Assessment
Criteria
R35 0.3 26.1
R36 0.8 26.6
R37 0.8 26.6
R38 2.6 28.4
R39 1.9 27.7

1Considered to be twice the annual average PMio value (refer to Table 5)

The modelling results for the proposed operation indicate that the predicted GLCs for annual average
TSP at all receivers surrounding the facility will not exceed the impact assessment criteria of 90 ug/ms.

7.13.2.4 Annual Average PM2s

The predicted concentrations of annual average PM2 s for the proposed operation are presented in
Figure 7-16 and Table 7-14.
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Figure 7-16: 100t Percentile Annual Average PM2.s Concentration (Contour labels = 0.25, 0.5, 1 ug/m3)
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Table 7-14 presents the predicted cumulative 100" percentile annual average PMa2s
for sensitive receivers respectively. An annual average PM2s background
concentration of 5.9 ug/m3 has been applied (refer to Table 7-6) to determine if
further assessment is required.

Table 7-14: Predicted Annual Average PM2s at Sensitive Receivers

Receiver Predicted Background Total (ug/m?3) Impact
Increment (ug/m3) Concentration Assessment

Criteria

R2 0.4 6.3
R3 0.1 6.0
R4 0.2 6.1
RS 0.1 6.0
R6 0.1 6.0
R7 0.1 6.0
R8 0.1 6.0
R9 0.2 6.1
R10 0.2 6.1
RT1 0.1 6.0
R12 0.1 6.0
R13 0.1 6.0
R14 0.1 6.0
R15 0.1 5.9 ug/ms3 6.0 8 pg/ms
R16 0.1 6.0
R17 0.1 6.0
R18 0.1 6.0
R19 0.1 6.0
R20 0.1 6.0
R21 0.1 6.0
R22 0.2 6.1
R23 0.1 6.0
R24 0.1 6.0
R25 0.1 6.0
R26 0.1 6.0
R27 0.1 6.0
R28 0.1 6.0
R29 0.1 6.0
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Receiver Predicted Background Total (ug/m?3) Impact

Increment (ug/m3) Concentration Assessment
Criteria
R30 0.1 6.0
R31 0.1 6.0
R32 0.1 6.0
R33 0.1 6.0
R34 0.1 6.0
R35 0.0 5.9
R36 0.1 6.0
R37 0.1 6.0
R38 0.3 6.2
R39 0.2 6.1

The annual PM2s impact assessment criteria are not exceeded at any sensitive
receivers. According to the NSW OEH guidance, no additional contemporaneous
assessment of annual average PMass is required.

7.13.2.5 24 Hour Average PM2;s
The predicted concentrations of 24-hour average PM2s for the proposed operation
are presented in Figure 7-17 and Table 7-15.
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Figure 7-17: 100" Percentile 24 Hour Average PM2s Concentration (Contour labels = 2, 5, 10 pg/m3)

Table 7-15 presents the predicted cumulative 100t percentile 24-hour average PMa2s
for sensitive receivers respectively. A maximum 24-hour PM2s background
concentration of 22.2 ug/ms3 has been applied (refer to Table 7-6) to determine if

further assessment is required.
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Table 7-15: Predicted Maximum 24-Hour Average PMas at Sensitive Receivers

Receiver Predicted Background Total (ug/m?3) Impact
Increment (ug/m3) Concentration’ Assessment
Criteria
R1 4.8 27.0
R2 4.4 26.6
R3 1.3 23.5
R4 3.2 25.4
RS 3.3 25.5
R6 3.1 25.3
R7 3.6 25.8
R8 3.1 25.3
R9 4.9 271
R10 3.1 25.3
RT1 2.5 24.7
R12 2.0 24.2
R13 2.0 24.2
R14 1.9 24.1
R15 2.1 24.3
R16 2.5 24.7
R17 2.8 25.0
18 0 22.2 ug/m3 6.4 25 pg/ms3
R19 2.5 24.7
R20 2.7 24.9
R21 2.7 24.9
R22 3.2 25.4
R23 3.0 25.2
R24 3.4 25.6
R25 3.4 25.6
R26 4.4 26.6
R27 2.8 25.0
R28 3.1 25.3
R29 3.3 25.5
R30 3.1 25.3
R31 2.5 24.7
R32 1.5 23.7
R33 2.0 24.2
R34 2.5 24.7
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Receiver Predicted Background Total (ug/m?3) Impact

Increment (ug/m3) Concentration’ Assessment
Criteria
R35 0.5 22.7
R36 2.4 24.6
R37 2.7 24.9
R38 8.2 30.4
R39 6.5 28.7

! The background concentration of 38 ug/ms3 and 28.9 ug/m?3 has been discounted as it is above the impact
assessment criteria.

The exceedances at nearby sensitive receivers of the 24-hour average PMa2s
concentration presented in Table 7-16 indicates that a Level 2 contemporaneous
impact and background assessment was required to determine any additional
exceedances as a result of the proposed operation. A summary of the 24-hour
average PM2s contemporaneous impact and background assessment (Level 2
Assessment) for identified sensitive receivers are presented in Table 7-16. The detailed
results of the contemporaneous impact and background assessment for each
highlighted receiver are given in Appendix C.
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Table 7-16: Summary of 24 Hour Average PM2.s Contemporaneous Impact and Background

PM25 24-hour average (ug/m3) PM2.s 24-hour average (ug/m?3)
Highest Predicted Receiver Background Highest Receiver

Background Increment Predicted

Increment
15/11/2011 38.0 0.7 R2 38.7 26/01/2011 15.3 8.2 R38 23.5
21/05/2011 28.9 0.6 R1 29.5 10/02/2011 4.3 6.6 R38 10.9
22/09/2011 22.2 0.0 R1 22.2 1/02/2011 8.1 6.5 R39 14.6
20/05/2011 20.6 0.5 R1 21.1 5/11/2011 6.8 6.3 R38 13.1
22/05/2011 19.1 0.2 RI1 19.3 2/02/2011 11.4 6.2 R39 17.6
23/09/2011 18.8 0.0 R1 18.8 15/06/2011 1.8 4.9 R9 6.7
31/07/2011 16.3 1.5 RI1 17.8 8/11/2011 14.1 4.9 R38 19.0
3/08/2011 16.1 2.2 R1 18.3 7/08/2011 6.4 4.8 R1 11.2
22/10/2011 15.7 0.8 R18 16.5 2/11/2011 10.3 4.4 R38 14.7
23/10/2011 15.4 1.0 R38 16.4 7/11/2011 13.8 4.4 R26 18.2
26/06/2011 15.4 3.0 R2 18.4 1/09/2011 5.9 4.4 R2 10.3
26/01/2011 15.3 8.2 R38 23.5 12/02/2011 5.4 4.2 R18 9.6

'No predicted 24-hour average PMas recorded at any sensifive receiver.
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There are no additional exceedances of the 24-hour PM2s impact assessment
criteria at nearby sensitive receivers. According to the NSW OEH guidance, no
additional assessment of 24-hour average PMazs is required.

7.13.2.6 Dust Deposition

The predicted concentrations of annual average deposited dust for the proposed

operation are presented in Figure 7-18.
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Figure 7-18: Annual Average Deposited Dust (Contour labels = 0.01, 0.05 g/m2/month)

The modelling results for the proposed operation predict the dust deposition rate to
be low. The incremental deposited dust level predicted at any sensitive receiver is
predicted to be less than 0.05 g/m?2/month. The impact is not expected to exceed
the maximum increase in deposited dust level criteria of 2 g/m2/month.
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7.14 DISCUSSION

The air quality impact assessment indicates that odour GLCs at sensitive receivers will
not exceed the impact assessment criteria. It should be noted that the odour
nuisance risk to the transient service station users at R38 and R3% has been consider
to be low due to the short duration of a visit and low predicted odour
concenftration. Based on the assessment bases outlined in the report it is a
requirement that the development of the poultry farms be constructed with 10 m
stacks to achieve air quality compliance.

The particulate dispersion modelling indicates that there may be an additional
exceedance of the 24-hour average PMio impact assessment criteria at nearby
sensitive receivers. The exceedance of the criteria is a result of the combination of
the ambient dust concentration, poultry shed emissions and wheel generated
emissions. It should be noted that wheel generated dust emissions are based on
emission factors from the AP42 Section 13.2.2 Unpaved Roads (refer to Appendix C)
and may be considered conservative for this application.

Particulate exceedances during periods of high background concentrations can be
minimised by the implementation of best management practices such as:

®  Moderate driving speeds (<40 km/h) are maintained on unsealed internal
roads;

m  Loads are securely covered for fransport;

= Farm operations are planned and performed by taking into account
weather conditions and forecasts (e.g. wind direction and strength) to
minimise the impact of windblown dust on nearby sensitive land uses;

®  Roads are wetted as a contingency action if unacceptable dust impacts
on neighbours during peak periods of tfruck movement are likely during
pick-up (e.g. in particularly dry and windy conditions); and

= Vegetative screens, impact walls, earthen mounds or enclosures at the
end of tunnel ventilated sheds are installed as control measures against
unacceptable dust impact.

It is recommended that particulate emissions be managed by the preparation and
implementation of an air quality management plan which details best management
practices. To assist with the management of air quality impacts from the poultry
facility, it is recommended that a weather monitoring station is installed on-site.

7.15 AIR QUALITY CONCLUSIONS
CALPUFF modelling for odour and particulates for the proposed poultry facility was
undertaken to enable assessment of air quality impacts.

A population dependent complex odour criterion of 5 OU (9?9t percentile nose
response time) was applied to modelled odour emissions from the poultry facility.
Based on the assessment bases outlined in this report, the result of CALPUFF
modelling suggests that predicted cumulative odour GLCs above the 5 OU criterion
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will not be encountered at any identified sensitive receivers. The highest predicted
off-site odour concentration of 2.1 OU is at sensitive receiver R2 and R38.

Modelling results suggest that particulate GLCs may cause additional exceedances
of the impact assessment criteria at off-site discrete receivers. It is recommended
that particulate emissions be managed by the implementation of an air quality
management plan which details best management practices. To assist with the
management of air quality impacts from the poultry facility, it is recommended that
a weather monitoring station is installed on-site.

It should be noted that air dispersion models such as CALPUFF are predictive models.
CALPUFF is dependent upon the accuracy of emission locations and inventories,
local meteorology and the representativeness of background concentrations. As
such there is always a degree of uncertainty in the predicted air quality impact.
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8 TRAFFIC & TRANSPORT

Chapter Eight summarises traffic and transport considerations associated with the
proposed development of the land.

From the site work completed and following a review of the provided
documentation, it is considered that the proposed poultry farm development will
have an acceptable impact upon the overall road network in the locality of the site.
The existing traffic flows in the locality of the site are very low and well within the
capacity of the local roads. Any increases in the local traffic associated with
operation of the proposed farm will not have a notficeable impact on the operation
or safety of these roads.

The proposed site access operates in a safe manner and allows for vehicles to enter
and exit the site in a forward direction, consistent with the existing rural nature of the
site. Vehicles will be able to manoeuvre within the site to exist in a forward direction.

Any parking associated with the development can be accommodated within the
subject site.

It is concluded that the development should be approved on fraffic and access
grounds.

A specialised Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) was prepared for the proposed
development. The TIA was prepared by SECA Solution. The TIA is reproduced as
Appendix G.

e ———
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9 ECOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Chapter Nine summairises flora and fauna investigations within the proposed poultry
farm development and surrounding locality. A detailed description of existing flora
and fauna and the impacts of the proposed development is provided separately at
Appendix E.

9.1 ECOLOGICAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Native vegetation within the site has been highly modified by past clearing for
agricultural practices. Smaller more intact areas of native vegetation largely
associated with steeper terrain were present in the far west of the site. Remnant
trees were scattered over a large portion of the site outside the existing
development. As a result of fieldwork completed for this report a total of five
vegetation communities were delineated within the site. These vegetation
communities were:

. Sandstone Woodland (6.04hal);

. Sandstone Gully Forest (1.07ha);

. Shale-Sandstone Ironbark Forest (Poor Condition) (3.22ha);
. Pasture/Grassland (2.81ha);

. Aquatic Dam (1.14ha).

The 3.22ha area of Shale-Sandstone Ironbark Forest occurring within the east of the
site was found to be consistent with a highly modified example of the threatened
ecological community Shale/Sandstone Transition Forest which is listed as Critically
Endangered Ecological Community under both state and national legislation. The
proposal will result in the removal of 2.89ha of this community from within the site.
Taking the Approved Conservation Advice (TSSC, 2014) into consideration the
3.22ha area of Shale Sandstone Transition Forest would meet the threshold for the
patch sizes of >0.5ha, with the patch being contiguous with a native vegetation
remnant (any native vegetation where cover in each layer present is dominated by
native species) >1ha in area. However, the assemblage would fall below the
threshold requiring >30% of the perennial understorey cover to be made up of native
species. Therefore, the proposal is unlikely to require referral, assessment and
compliance under the provisions of the EPBC Act. Considering the disturbance to
this community and the proposal is unlikely to have an adverse effect such that its
local occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction.

A total of eight specimens of the threatened Epacris purpurascens var. purpurascens
were located in the western portion of the site. All eight of the specimens will require
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removal for the proposed dam. Considering the current land practices where the
specimens were located such as grazing and slashing the long-term outlook for
these individuals would be reduced. According to the Bionet Atlas (OEH, 2017)
larger numbers of specimens of E. purpurascens var. purpurascens have been
recorded within the local area, particularly to the east within the Upper Nepean
State Conservation Area over the Hume Motorway to the east. Approximately 50
plants were also recorded approximately 500m to the south-west along Mockingbird
Bird Road in 1999 to 2000 (OEH, 2017). The loss of eight specimens will result in an
incremental reduction of this species within the local area. However, the proposal is
unlikely to have a significant effect on these threatened flora species such that a
local extinction would occur. It is recommended that individual specimens of E.
purpurascens var. purpurascens be translocated into adjacent suitable habitat. Any
franslocation of specimens of E. purpurascens var. purpurascens will require a
Translocation Plan that is approved by OEH. None of the remaining addressed flora
species were recorded within the site during the survey. The site was found to
contain suitable habitat for a further 16 addressed flora species.

Seven threatened fauna species were recorded within the site during the survey,

being;

. Meridolum corneovirens (Cumberland Plain Land Snail);
. Petroica boodang (Scarlet Robin);

. Calyptorhynchus lathami (Glossy Black-Cockatoo);

. Mormopterus norfolkensis (Eastern Freetail Bat);

. Scoteanax rueppelli (Greater Broad-nosed Bat).

. Falsistrellus tasmaniensis (Eastern False Pipistrelle);

. Chalinolobus dwyeri (Large-eared Pied Bat).

The proposal will result in a reduction of suitable habitat for these fauna species such
as hollows for the tree roosting microchiropteran bats. However, the proposal is
unlikely to have a significant impact on these threatened fauna species such that a
local population would be placed at risk of extinction.

Foraging/hunting/nesting resources of varying quality was available for 36 of the 46
remaining fauna species assessed. The proposal will result in a small incremental
reduction of habitat in the local area for a number of these fauna species. Taking
info consideration the recommendations of an Ecological Management Plan (EMP)
to maintain and enhance areas of suitable habitat that will remain within the site
and presence the large areas of adjoining habitat the proposal is unlikely to disrupt
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the life cycle of the addressed threatened fauna species such that local extinction
would occur.

Investigations in accordance with State Environmental Planning Policy No. 44 -
‘Koala Habitat Protection’ revealed the site contained two listed Koala Feed Tree
species, Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) and to a much lesser extent Eucalyptus
tereticornis (Forest Red Gum). These tree species comprise over 15% of the total
frees present within the site and therefore considered to constitute ‘Potential Koala
Habitat’. However, considering the lack of Koala activity recorded within the site, it
would unlikely be considered to constitute Core Koala Habitat and accordingly no
further provisions of this policy apply to the site.

Considerations have been made to the Commonwealth Environment Protection
and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act (1999). As previously mentioned the listed
Crifically Endangered Ecological Community Shale/Sandstone Transition Forest and
the threatened Chalinolobus dwyeri (Large-eared Pied Bat) were identified within
the site. For reasons previously given the proposal was is not likely to significantly
affect any items of National Environmental Significance. The koala was also
addressed and referral to the minister was deemed not recommended for adversely
affecting habitat critical to the survival of the koala.

The proposal will result in an incremental loss of habitat within the local areq,
however, with the implementation of the recommendations and mitigation
measures given below (with further detail in Appendix E) and the undertaking of an
Ecological Management Plan (EMP) to protect and enhance the remaining habitat
within the site it is believed that the proposal will avoid adversely impacting upon
any of the threatened species or threatened ecological communities considered in
this report.

9.2 OFFSETS AND MITIGATION WORKS
A number of mitigation measures are specified to minimise the impact of the loss of
habitat. The measures include:

. Protection of remaining native vegetation and habitat within the site;

. Rehabilitation of native vegetation within the site; and

. Protection of native fauna during and after construction.

. It is recommended that an Ecological Management Plan (EMP) be prepared

and adopted to enhance, conserve and manage the ecological characteristics of
the remainder of the site. This requirement should be incorporated into any
conditions of development consent issued for the proposed development of the
land.
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T. o It is recommended that a Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) be
prepared and adopted to manage weeds within the site. This requirement
should be incorporated into any conditions of development consent issued
for the proposed development of the land.

9.2.1 Protection, Rehabilitation and Enhancement of Remaining Native Vegetation
and Habitat

To protect and enhance native vegetation occurring within the site the following

measures are required to be implemented:

(1) An Ecological Management Plan is to be prepared and adopted to
enhance, conserve and manage the ecological characteristics of the
remainder of the site. This requirement should be incorporated into any
conditions of development consent issued for the proposed development of
the land.

As part of the Ecological Management Plan, to reduce the impact on any fauna
species which may be present, any removal of hollow-bearing trees will be required
to be supervised by a suitably qualified fauna ecologist. Where required, and at the
discretion of the on-site ecologist, frees will need to be gently and slowly felled
utilising methods aimed at reducing any impact on fauna. Hollow bearing frees
may only be removed after breeding season when hollows have been generally
vacated. Any removed tree hollows will be replaced by suitable nest boxes* at a
ratio of 4:1 (four nesting boxes*/hollow). *Utilisation of any existing felled hollows in
lieu of man-made nest boxes is preferred.

The Ecological Management Plan needs to focus on measures to enhance
Cumberland Plain Woodland in the non-development areas of the site including the
Critically Endangered Community; Shale Sandstone Transition Forest.

(2) A Vegetation Management Plan is o be prepared and adopted to manage
and enhance native vegetation and mitigate weeds within the site. This
requirement should be incorporated into any conditions of development consent
issued for the proposed development of the land. The following matters are relevant:

. Appropriate sediment and runoff controls are to be implemented to prevent
sediment and nutrient runoff;

. Trees will be required to be clearly highlighted and marked, specifically
discerning any proposed removal to avoid other trees being mistakenly removed or
damaged;

. Trees occurring within close proximity to the development will require
temporary fencing around their dripline to avoid disturbances including those such
as compaction;
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. The extent of all areas of native vegetation outside the disturbance area is to
be clearly defined on the ground and permanently fenced to ensure they are not
subject to disturbance during construction and future land practices within the site;

. To compensate for the loss of frees it is recommended that additional trees
be planted at a ratio of 4:1 outside the development. Any plantings must comply
with the Bushfire Asset Protection Zone Requirements. Tree species are to include

those native to the site such as Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum), a known Koala

Feed Tree Species.

. It is recommended that individual specimens of E. purpurascens var.
purpurascens be translocated into adjacent suitable habitat. Any franslocation of
specimens of E. purpurascens var. purpurascens will require a Translocation Plan that
is approved by OEH.

9.2.2 Protection of Native Fauna
To protect native fauna within the site the following measures are required to be
implemented:

(1) An Ecological Management Plan is to be prepared and adopted to
enhance, conserve and manage the ecological characteristics of the
remainder of the site. This requirement should be incorporated into any
conditions of development consent issued for the proposed development of
the land.

As part of the Ecological Management Plan, to reduce the impact on any fauna
species which may be present, any removal of hollow-bearing trees will be required
to be supervised by a suitably qualified fauna ecologist. Where required, and at the
discretion of the on-site ecologist, frees will need to be gently and slowly felled
utilising methods aimed at reducing any impact on fauna. Hollow bearing trees
may only be removed after breeding season when hollows have been generally
vacated. Any removed tree hollows will be replaced by suitable nest boxes* at a
ratio of 4:1 (four nesting boxes*/hollow). *Utilisation of any existing felled hollows in
lieu of man-made nest boxes is preferred.

The Ecological Management Plan needs to focus on measures to enhance
Cumberland Plain Woodland in the non-development areas of the site including the
Critically Endangered Community; Shale Sandstone Transition Forest.

All tfrees will be required to be inspected for Koalas prior to removal.
Koala feed trees and hollow-bearing trees are to be retained within APZs.

Fencing around any areas of native vegetation must allow for the movement of all
native fauna. No barbed wire is to be used.
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Artificial lighting is to be kept to a minimum and away from areas of vegetation
which are associated with nocturnal fauna.

Low speed limits are to be set along the access roads to help avoid collision with
any native fauna. Driver awareness regimes are also required to educate all persons
associated with the proposed development of the land.
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10 ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT & STATEMENT OF HERITAGE IMPACT

Chapter Ten provides a summary of a detailed Archaeological Cultural Heritage
Assessment and a Statement of Heritage Impact (undertaken by Advitech Pty. Ltd.)
to assess the impacts of the proposed poultry farm on items of Aboriginal and
European heritage.

A copy of the Advitech report is provided separately in Appendix F.

The principal objectives of the study were to identify, evaluate and, if necessary,
propose appropriate management protocols for material cultural evidence located
in the study area and or at some risk from direct or peripheral effects of the project.
It is concluded that there are no constraints, on archaeological or cultural grounds,
to the proposed development in the current areas proposed forimpact. This
conclusion and the following recommendations are made on the basis of:

= The legal requirement under the NPW Act which states that it is illegal to
knowingly deface, damage or destroy a relic or Aboriginal place in New South
Wales without first obtaining the written consent;

= The legal requirement of the Heritage Act which states that it is an offence to
damage, disturb or despoil any relic, deposit or place listed on the State
Heritage Register; and

®  Research info the archaeological, environmental and historical record of the
study area as detailed in this report.
However, should the current areas proposed for impact be varied causing further

direct or peripheral impacts to subsurface areas further into the south western
corner of the property, further archaeological and cultural investigation will be
required.

10.1  HISTORIC OR NATURAL HERITAGE

The study area is an evolved landscape resulting from housing, farming structures,
vegetation clearing, the construction of dams and drainage lines, pastoralism,
fencing and erosion. The study area is not considered to be significant, rare or
representative at local, State or National level.

No items of historical or natural heritage, as defined by the NSW Heritage Office
under the requisite criteria, were found to be located within the study area.
Therefore, no approvals are required under the Heritage Act to proceed with the
development.

The Advitech report recommends that:

= |n the case of unexpected potential heritage items identified during any
excavation works, that an ‘Unexpected Heritage Items Procedure’ be created
and provided to all workers, contfractors, sub-contractors and employees at
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their time of their work induction to the site. The ‘Unexpected Heritage Items
Procedure’ should:

— Define arelic;

— Provide that, if a relic is discovered in the course of excavation, that is
likely to be disturbed damaged or destroyed by works, then all works
must be suspended in that area and an archaeologist contacted to
assess the find; and

— Provide that if the proponent must notify the Heritage Branch, Office of
Environment and Heritage, or its delegate and suspend work in the
vicinity of the object that might have the effect of disturbing,
damaging or destroying such relic until the requirements of the
Heritage Branch have been satisfied; and

® A copy of the Advitech assessment should be lodged with the NSW Department
of Heritage.
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11 CONTAMINATION

The history and current use shows that this property has had market garden activity
since the 1980s and some grazing across it. Sampling and testing for chlorinated
hydrocarbon analysis was undertaken in the properties for potential pesticide
contamination.

The laboratory test results indicate that no levels (or very low) of 4.4-DDE are present
across the subject site and are therefore within the EPA guideline for an “Intensive
Livestock Keeping Establisnment” (poultry farming) enterprise. Testing also indicate
some very low levels of Organophosphorus Pesticides (OPP), namely Dimethoate
and Malathion. These pesticides were found predominantly within the shed they are
stored and within the igloos they are sprayed in. Low levels were also found in 2 of
the dams, however further testing of the sediment in these dams showed no levels
present. Both these pesticides are approved for the current use of the land and are
not persistent in the environment and don't pose any threat.

As these OPP’s only have a life of around 14 days in the environment, they are
consequently not a concern for the environmental integrity of the subject property.

Sampling for heavy metal contamination, organochloride pesticides and total
petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) was undertaken around existing structures and stored
metallic objects particularly sheds. The laboratory test results indicate very low or no
presence was detected. A high level of zinc was detected but this was localised to
a metal shed erected with zinc alum and leaching would be attributable to the
level recorded in the soil surface.

All soil samples were analysed for the presence of asbestos and all samples were
free of respirable asbestos fibres and no free fibro particles samples were observed.

All other heavy metal concentrations were found to be non-detectable and within
the background rural levels and below EPA guideline levels and there is no potential
for contamination by heavy metals over the subject site and property.

Hydrocarbons were not detected in any of the samples analysed and locations
sampled provided the highest potential to be impacted by hydrocarbons and, it
may be concluded that hydrocarbons are not present and will not impede the
proposed erection of an “Intensive Livestock Keeping Establisnment” (poultry
farming) enterprise.

Based on the soil analytical results and our site inspection, the property and subject
site can be considered safe for use as a Poultry Keeping Enterprise.

Ground water was not encountered during the test pitting and consequently was
not analysed. The low permeability of the soils would prevent any vertical
movements of contaminated water. There is no evidence that any ground water

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 182



would have the potential to be contaminated from the surface activities in the
subject properties.

Elaboration of report detail and conclusions is illustrated as Appendix J.
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12 VISUAL ASSESSMENT

Chapter Twelve describes the visual impacts of the proposed development.
Potential visual impacts were determined through evaluation of the inferaction
between visual modification and visual sensitivity.

12.1 METHODOLOGY AND VISUAL IMPACTS

Visual sensitivity is a measure of how critically a change to the existing landscape will
be viewed from various viewpoints. This sensitivity is dependent on a number of
viewer characteristics which, for the purposes of this study, are land use, distance of
the poultry farm from viewers and the visibility from critical viewing locations.

The existing landscape character of an area is a fundamental factor in determining
the visual impact of any development. The background setting and surrounding
natural or built environments can either expose a new development to view or help
absorb the visual effects. The following elements influence the character of the
landscape and visibility of a development:

e vegetation - influences lines of view as well as the visual character of an
areq;

o topography — can obscure or expose a development;

e distance of views - influences the area potentially affected by a
development and the degree of impact; and

e Dbuilt structures — form part of the visual character of an area and may also
block or create lines of view.

The visual impact of the proposed poultry farm extension was assessed through a
pragmatic exercise utilising computer-based software to illustrate view cross sections
of the proposed development from specified potential neighbouring sensitive
receptors and public location.
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Figure 12-1: Locations of Cross Sectional Analysis Between Existing Residences and Public Places and the Proposed Development
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Figure 12-2: Cross Section 1
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Figure 12-3: Cross Section 2
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The cross sections readily illustrate that visual impact of the proposed development is
negligible. The proposed development will be physically screened from any nearby
public road. Local topography and extensive vegetation largely prevents the
visibility of the proposed poultry farm from all surrounding residences.

e ——
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13 BUSHFIRE ASSESSMENT

Chapter Thirteen considers matters related to bushfire management and
assessment under NSW legislation.

NSW Rural Fires Act 1997

The site is identified as being bush fire prone on the Cessnock Bush Fire Prone Land
Map, however, the development is not for a habitable building, nor are any of the
sheds within 10 metres of a habitable building and hence this is not a relevant issue.
It is also noted that the sheds are to be constructed from non-combustible materials.

e ———
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14 WASTE MANAGEMENT

Chapter Fourteen considers the waste management regime to be implemented in
association with the proposed development.

Relevant authorities have requested full consideration of waste outputs from the
proposed development.

To facilitate the successful operation of the proposed poultry farm, waste streams
generated during the construction and operational phases of the development will
be effectively managed and or disposed offsite. Waste management at the
Pheasants Nest facility will be in accordance with the NSW Waste Avoidance and
Resource Recovery Strategy 2014-2021 (WARR Strategy).

All waste management strategies for the site will be outlined within the Operations
Manual for the site, which will be kept on site and easily accessible for reference at
all times. Waste management strategies at the Pheasants Nest Farm will be
developed with consideration of the NSW Waste hierarchy presented in Figure 14-1.

Most preferable

Avoid and reduce waste

Reuse waste

ct Y
h W
\ !

y
\ ~ Recycle waste

Recover energy

Treat waste

Dispose of waste

Least preferable

Source: http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/images/waste/waste-hierarchy.jpg
Figure 14-1: NSW Waste Hierarchy

14.1 GENERAL NON-RECYCLABLE WASTE

The disposal of general non-recyclable waste is applicable to both the construction
and operation phases of the proposal. Construction wastes will be the responsibility
of the building confractors and management of these wastes will be presented in
the Construction Management Manual.

Day to day general waste will be placed into enclosed skips and removed from the
facility by a licensed confractor on a regular basis. This waste will be tfransported to
and disposed of at a local landfill site. No general, non-recyclable waste material
will be stockpiled and or disposed of on site.
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14.2 RECYCLABLE WASTE

The site will incorporate standard recycling protocols for mixed recycling, ensuring
that recyclable waste is not disposed of in landfill. Recyclable waste will be sorted
to Council requirements, collected by a licenced confractor, and then fransferred
to the nearby Bargo Waste Management Centre. Recycling will be carried out in
accordance with Better Practice Guidelines for Waste Management and Recycling
in Commercial and Industrial Facilities (EPA, 2012).

14.3 CHEMICAL CONTAINERS

Chemicals used at the Pheasants Nest facility will be primarily for sanitisation and
disinfection. These chemicals would be brought to the site and removed by
confracted shed cleaners at the end of each farm cycle. Any empty chemical
containers generated by shed cleaning would be removed from the site and
appropriately disposed of by the respective cleaning company.

The proponent would be responsible for waste generated by chemicals stored on
site. The following chemicals would be stored on site for water sanitation, as well as
pest, vermin and weed confrol:

Glyphosate 20L drums (herbicide);
Rat bait stations (vermin conftrol in sheds); and

Chlorine (disinfectant and sanitisation).

The above chemicals will be stored in an appropriately bunded storage area for
short terms and in limited volumes. Chlorine will be stored in the pump shed in
double walled containers and managed under confract with the processor. All
stored chemicals will be placarded if quantities exceed WorkCover placarding
requirements. In the unlikely event that the quantities of chemicals stored exceed
dangerous goods nofification thresholds, WorkCover will be notified and standard
Dangerous Goods handling processes followed.

Empty chemical containers will be disposed of either via a chemical supply
company, or the drumMUSTER program. Bargo Waste Management Centre is the
nearest drumMUSTER drop off site; located 4km to the west.

The potential risks associated with the management of chemical wastes at the
Pheasants Nest Development are considered low, based on the use of best
management practices, the limited volumes of chemicals stored, as well as the
locations and design of chemical storage sheds. Risks will be further reduced
through the preparation and implementation of an environmental operations
manual prior to operations commencement, which will detail requisite mitigation
measures, including incident management procedures and waste disposal
protocols.

Safety Data Sheets (SDS) for all chemicals kept on-site would be available for
reference by staff at all fimes. Procedures for dealing with spills of chemical waste
will follow chemical SDS protocols and detailed within the environmental operations
manual for the facility.
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14.4 POULTRY LITTER

To minimise the risk of disease spread amongst flocks and likelihood of offensive
odours emitted from the proposed facility, spent litter and manure will be removed
from the sheds at the end of each batch. This is followed by washing and
disinfecting before placing the next batch of chickens.

Spent litter will be trucked promptly off site to be used as a ferfiliser on rural
properties. Apart from a small amount of spent litter to be used for composting,
waste litter and manure would not be stockpiled to reduce odour impacts and
biosecurity risks. The use of spent litter (manure and spent bedding) for land
application is permitted by The Manure Exemption (2014), under Part 9, Clauses 91
and 92 of the Protection of the Environment Operations [POEO] (Waste) Regulation
2014. Reuse of spent litter as a fertiliser and composting medium is consistent with
the WARR Strategy.

Given the close proximity of the Pheasants Nest facility fo Sydney’s primary food
production basin, there is unlikely to be a shortage of demand for the spent pouliry
litter from the production facilities. Hence, the use of poultry litter generated by the
proposal for fertiliser would be a reliable disposal strategy that would benefit local
businesses.

The proponent has two arrangements to provide ferfiliser to local properties:

-The grower will have contractual arrangements with a litter company who
sources a local market; and or

-The grower arranges their own market whereby local farmers have a
semiformal arrangement for the receipt of spent pouliry litter.

At the end of each eight-week production cycle, a typical pouliry shed at the
Pheasants Nest facility will have accumulated approximately 150m3 of poultry waste.
Once birds are removed from the sheds, shed cleaning contractors will remove the
litter directly to trucks for removal from site; in accordance with contractual
arrangements and the processors Broiler Handbook.

Loads leaving the site will be required to be secured in accordance with Regulation
292 of Road Rules Regulation (2014). In addition, the proponent will make every
effort to ensure that loads leaving the site for use on local properties are covered to
minimise chances of spillage and odour emissions.

The safe handling and application of the fertiliser material once it has left the
development site will be the responsibility of the end-user. To promote appropriate
handing and application of fertiliser offsite, the proponent will direct end users to the
management guidelines provided in the National Environmental Management
System for the Meat Chicken Industry (RIRDC 2014). Records of the quantity,
transporter, destination and intended use will be maintained on site.

14.5 ROUTINE MORTALITY DEAD BIRDS

Routine mortality within broiler facilities is usually 0.1 to 0.25% per day. Accounting
for projected thinning, the projected weight of mortalities across each production
cycle per shed is displayed in Figure 14-2 (thinning will occur around Days 35 and 42,
with 15 and 25% of stock processed, respectively). However, it must be noted that
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mortality rates are not constant, with mortality usually typically greatest at days three
to four, then stabilise until approximately day 45 when mortality increases to 0.6%.
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Figure 14-2: Upper and lower predicted mortality rates across the production cycle per shed,
accounting for thinning on days 35 and 42.

To dispose of routine mortalities, composting in bays onsite is the proposed disposal
option for the Pheasants Nest Development. Composting is a suitable disposal
option for the Pheasants Nest site as it is located outside the Sydney drinking water
catchment.

When composting facilities are effectively designed, composting of routine bird
mortalities is an environmentally sustainable and biologically safe option for disposal
(RIRDC, 2014). Onsite disposal via composting is also an accepted practice
described in Best Practice Management for Meat Chicken Production (DPI, 2012).
The major benefit of composting bird material is the production of nutrient rich
humus-like material, which is a valued fertiliser and or soil amendment. Production of
this compost is consistent with waste reduction avenues outlined in the WARR
strategy.

Onsite routine mortality composting at the proposed development will be carried
out in accordance with:

»  Environmental Guidelines: Composting and Related Organics Processing
Facilities (NSW DEC, 2004);

m  National Environmental Management System for Meat Chicken Industry
(RIRDC 2014);

m  Australian Standard (AS) 4454 — 2012 Composts, soil conditioners and
mulches; and

= Any Council and regulatory authority requirements.

The composting protocol will involve the daily removal of dead and injured birds
during routine animal welfare inspections. Any bird not deceased, but showing signs
of illness or disease, will be humanely destroyed in accordance with animal welfare
standards by appropriately trained personnel. Within
24 hrs of death, all mortalities will be collected in enclosed containers within the
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poultry sheds, then transported directly to the onsite composting facility for disposal.
In the unlikely occasion that routine mortalities exceed the capacity of the
composting facility, they would be stored in a freezer, and collected by a pre-
arranged pet food company.

The proposed onsite composting system has been designed to manage the
predicted volume of routine dead birds during production cycles for each farm, plus
additional capacity for periodic fluctuations.

The composting shed will also:

®  pbe located toward the south eastern extent of the property, which is at an
appropriate distance from the production facilities of each farm and
sensitive receivers;

®  be covered, out of public view and have a concrete (impermeable) floor
to prevent leaching to ground water and watercourses;

®  be designed to maintain complete coverage of carcasses in compost piles;
=  maintain aerobic activity;
®  have clean water diverted around the composting site; and

®  be appropriately managed to prevent pests and vermin.

The composting shed will consist of three bays, whereby at any time, one bay will be
used for composting mortalities over an eight-week cycle. These mortalities will be
layered over an initial base layer of sawdust, with layers of mortalities interspersed
between layers of poultry litter. To prevent localised wet areas and poor
composting, carcasses will be arranged so that they do not overlap. The second
bay will be used to store used litter, whilst the third will be cleaned out and prepared
for the next cycle of composting. To minimise odour impacts, only benign poultry
litter will be used for composting. At the end of the eight weeks, in synchrony with
the broiler production cycle, a front-end loader will remove all compost material.

Fertiliser material generated through composting would be supplied to the same
customers as those purchasing pouliry litter. Records of the quantity, transporter,
destination and intended use will be maintained on site.

The location of the proposed composting shed is shown with further design details in
the development plans located at Appendix A.

14.6 SEWAGE

Sewage generated by onsite staff amenities at the Pheasants Nest Site will be by on-
site waste disposal.

14.7 MASS MORTALITIES

In the unlikely event of mass bird deaths, the proponents would institute the
Emergency Quarantine and Disease Management Plan and would immediately
contact the integrator/processor who will arrange for an inspection by the company
technical staff to ascertain the cause of death. The NSW Department of Primary
Industries (DPI) will be nofified by the Broiler processor.
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In NSW high mortality and disease events fall under the jurisdiction of the following
legislation and regulations:

= New South Wales Exofic Diseases of Animals Act 1991;
m  Exoftic Diseases of Animals (General) Regulation 1998;
m  Stock Diseases Act 1923;

m  Stock Diseases (General Regulation) 1997; and

m  State Emergency and Rescue Management Act 1989.

If the suspected cause of the poultry deaths is an Emergency Animal Disease, the
NSW Department of Agriculture will be noftified in accordance with relevant
AUSVETPLAN manual procedures. All birds on the farm and adjacent farms may
need to be slaughtered with an extended vacancy time before the reinfroduction
of birds.

The Emergency Quarantine and Disease Management Plan will outline immediate
measures to be implemented to isolate the infected farm, effect strict quarantine
procedures to prevent the spread of the disease, and notify all relevant persons of
the nature of the outbreak. Destruction and disposal of carcasses, spent litter, feed
and the decontamination of equipment, buildings, equipment and so on, in this
instance, will be under the direct control of the Chief Veterinary Officer of the DPI.
Where appropriate and directed by DPI, urgent ring vaccination will be considered.

Upon confirmation that it is a disease outbreak, and immediate slaughter of farm
stock is necessary, killing will be managed by the DPI in co-ordination with the EPA
and the processor. The birds will be euthanased humanely within the sheds at the
facility.

Wollondilly Council may need to be contacted to assist in the disposal of the birds
on farm (burial, composting) or off-farm (land fill site).

14.8 TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL OPTIONS

The method of destruction of birds will depend on the site and number of birds
involved but usually is by dislocation of the neck or gassing in accordance with the
AUSVETPLAN Destruction of Animals Manual (AUSVETPLAN, 2015).

The disposal options available for a mass death of birds will depend upon the cause
of death (AUSVETPLAN, 2015). The preferred method of mass bird disposal will be
determined by the processor with consultation with the DPI to ensure appropriate
quarantine control and standard operating procedures are implemented in line with
the relevant AUSVETPLAN disease strategy. For diseases such as Newcastle Disease,
birds may need to be incinerated at high temperature. Other disposal options may
include:

®  Mass onsite disposal:  from an historical perspective, on-site burial of
diseased poultry has been favoured for reasons of practicality and
expediency. However, this practice is now discouraged on the basis of
significant environmental risk and more favourable options becoming
available. If poultry are to be buried on-farm as a requirement of a
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government agency with an exotic disease outbreak, specification will be
as advised in the National Environmental Management System for the Meat
Chicken Industry (RIRDC 2014);

m  Disposal in aland-fill site;

m  Protein recovery facility: preferable, but may be economically,
geographically and logistically prohibitive in some circumstances. If the
carcasses are to be rendered, contact will need to be made with local
plants;

= On-farm in shed composting: euthanased birds are layered and with a co-
composting material and formed into windrows within the sheds and
managed in accordance with document The Biosecurity of Mass Poultry
Mortality Composting (RIRDC, 2014); and

= |ncineration.

Infected sheds, equipment, disposal sites and personnel involved in the operation
will need to be disinfected and sterilised to prevent the spread of a disease in
accordance  with  the  AUSVETPLAN  Operational  Procedures  Manual
Decontamination (AUSVETPLAN, 2008). If an Emergency Animal Disease is
diagnosed, all subsequent activities involving plant and personnel will be decided
by NSW and Federal authorities.

14.9 SUMMARY OF PRIMARY WASTE STREAMS AND MANAGEMENT COMMITMENTS
Primary waste streams, along with other potential waste streams, are listed in Table
14-1 with their Classifications under the Waste Classification Guidelines Part 1:
Classifying Waste (EPA, 2014) and infended management.
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Table 14-1: Primary waste sireams, their classification and selected management commitments for the
Pheasants Nest Farm.

Waste Type NSW Classification Management
General Waste General solid waste Collected on a regular
(putrescible and non- basis from the
putrescible) Development Site by a
licensed confractor, or
onsite personnel for
recycling and/or disposal
at Bargo Waste
Management Centre.
Chemical and fuel Hazardous waste: If Returned to the chemical
containers containers were supply company for
previously used to store recycling, reuse or
Dangerous Goods (Class appropriate disposal. Non-
1,3, 4, 5 or 8) and have returnable chemical
not been cleaned out fo containers will be
remove residues. collected and managed

General sold waste Py  the  drumMUSTER
(non-putrescible): If the Program, which runslocally
containers have been ©out of the Bargo Waste

washed or vacuumed. Management Cenfre.
Note that transport of any

Dangerous Goods will be
conducted in accordance
with Australion Codes.

Poultry litter General solid waste Collected and fransported
(putrescible) offsite at end of each
production cycle for
reused as  agricultural
fertiliser. A small amount of
litter will be maintained on
site for the purpose of the
dead bird composting
facility. Retained litter will
be stored at the
composting facility, away
from the production area.
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Waste Type NSW Classification Management

Routine / daily dead birds  General  solid  waste Deceased birds will be
(putrescible) collected from the poultry
sheds on a daily basis
immediately after shed
inspections and disposed
at the onsite composting
facility. The onsite
composting facility will be
managed in accordance
with regulatory
requirements.

Sewage (from staff Liquid Collected (pump-out
amenities and system) on a regular basis
residences) by a licensed contractor

for offsite  disposal in
accordance with relevant
standard and guidelines
and confrol approvals. If
on site disposal is used it
would be by irigation or

infiltration.
Tyres Special waste Offsite recycling or disposal
at licenced facility.
Green waste General solid waste Composting and/or direct
(non-putrescible) reuse on site.
Used motor oil, air and oil  Special waste Offsite recycling or disposal
filters and rags at licensed facility.
Batteries Hazardous waste Offsite recycling.
Light bulbs Hazardous waste Offsite recycling.
Mass bird mortalities General solid  waste Several feasible options for
(putrescible) disposal are available (See

Section 3.7.1). Option to be
determined by NSW DPI.

STATEMENT OF COMMITMENTS

Table 14-2 outlines a Statement of Commitments that will be made by the
proponent.

Table 14-2: Statement of Commitments

Aspect/Commitment
m  Appropriate systems will be implemented to ensure that all waste streams
generated by the development are effectively managed and or disposed
of offsite.

m  General waste will be collected on a regular basis from the site by a
licensed contractor, or personnel for recycling and or disposal at the Bargo

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd Page 199



Waste Management Centre.

m  Storage of all chemicals will be placarded if quantities exceed WorkCover
placarding requirements. In this case, WorkCover wil be nofified and
standard Dangerous Goods handling processes followed.

= Empty chemical containers will be returned to the chemical supply
company for recycling, reuse or appropriate disposal. Any non-returnable
chemical containers can be collected and managed via the drumMUSTER
program which runs locally out of the Bargo Waste Management Centre.

= Poultry litter will be collected from the sheds at the end of each production
cycle and removed from site for provision as a ferfiliser.

= No waste litter and manure will be stockpiled on site except the small
amount retained for the purpose composting routine dead bird (retained
litter will only be stockpiled nearby the composting shed, and not the
production areaq).

m  Deceased birds will be collected from the pouliry sheds on a daily basis
within 24 hours of death and disposed of in the onsite composting facility
immediately following inspection.

m  Composted roufine mortalities will be collected from the sheds at the end of
each production cycle and removed from site for provision as a ferfiliser.

= An Emergency Quarantine and Disease Management Plan, in consultation
with NSW DPI (Agriculture), EPA and Council, will be developed prior to
commencing operations.
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15 ANIMAL WELFARE, BIO-SECURITY AND DISEASE MANAGEMENT

Chapter Fifteen considers and assesses animal welfare, biosecurity and
disease management matters. Specifically:

e Department of Primary Industry (Agriculture) requirements for a
5km separation distance between pouliry existing poultry
breeder complexes and new Intensive Livestock Intensive
Industry (Poultry Farm Operations).

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

e Details of all disease and bio-security control measures; and

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

15.1 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: PROXIMITY TO EXISTING POULTRY BREEDING
COMPLEXES

The Department of Primary Industries (Agriculture) specified in its comments to the
DoPE (via request for SEARs) that any future Intensive Livestock Industries (Poultry
Farms) should be located in excess of 5 kms from any existing Poultry Breeder Farm
Complexes.

Our Figure 15-1 illustrates the current locational relationship between existing
prescribed Poultry Breeder Complexes and existing Intensive Livestock Industries
(Poultry farms) in the locality.
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From our research (and as illustrated in Figure 15-1) it is apparent that there are
significant numbers of Intensive Livestock Industry (Poultry Farms) facilities already
well within a 5km proximity of existing prescribed Poultry Breeder Complexes. In that
regard, extensive precedent has already been established. Within the locdality, there
are dlready 8 existing Intensive Livestock Industry (Poultry Farms) facilities well within 5
kms of Poultry Breeder Complexes.

It would be unreasonable to decline this application on that basis.

15.2 ANIMAL HEALTH AND WELFARE

There are several Codes of Practice and Guidelines designed to safeguard the
health and welfare of poultry during growing, transportation and slaughter
associated with meat chicken production. These are:

= National Animal Welfare Standards for the Chicken Meat Industry
(Australian Poultry CRC, 2008);

®  Primary Industries Standing Committee Model Code of Practice for the
Welfare of Animals — Domestic Poultry (2001) (The Model Code);

»  The Australion Department of Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry National
Farm Biosecurity Manual for Poultry Production (2009);

m  The Australian Department of Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry National
Water Biosecurity Manual for Poultry Production (2009); and

»  The Australian Chicken Meat Federation Inc. National Farm Biosecurity
Manual for Chicken Growers (2010).

Additionally, the NSW Department of Primary Industries has published the Best
Practice Management for Meat Chicken Production in NSW (2012) of which Manual
I- Site Selection and Development provides guidance on poultry welfare
requirements and Manual 2 - Meat Chicken Growing Management provides
guidance on the management of biosecurity risks.

Bird welfare, flock performance and economic functioning go hand-in-hand. The
proponent is committed to maintaining the highest animal welfare standards in
accordance with The Model Code. Key aspects of this commitment to animal
health and welfare include the following issues which are further discussed below:

®  Space Allowance;
= Equipment;

= Lighting;

= Ventilation;

= Wafer;
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= |nspections;
m  Transportation; and

m  Shed Personnel and Bird Handling requirements.

15.2.1 Space Allowance

Stocking densities of sheds are determined by a combination of weather, shed
design and climate control capabilities. To prevent birds from overheating in hot
weather, stocking density will be such that poultry have adequate space to
facilitate body heat loss through panting, gular flutter, and the ability to hold wings
away from the body. Stocking densities in each shed at the facility will not exceed
32 kg/m? as required for tunnel ventilated sheds by The Model Code. However,
stocking densities may be re-evaluated immediately and adjusted accordingly
upon the occurrence of disease or evidence of behavioural changes, such as
cannibalism. The need fo adjust stocking densities will be revised following daily
inspection.

Industry calculations of maximum stocking density for the proposed development
have been based on the following assumptions:

= 15 birds / m?

= Shed dimensions of 18.5 m x 165.2 m = 3,056.2 m?;

= Day 1 stocking number per shed = 45,000 birds;

m  Routine mortality rate of 0.1% per day (MCE, 2016); and

= Thinning rate at days 32 to 34 (one third of stock) and 42 (one further third
of stock) each cycle.

Based on the proposed shed dimensions and assumptions listed above, the
recommended maximum stocking density at the end of a cycle would be 20,000
birds per shed (6.5 birds per m2 at 3,056.2 m?). Planned day one stocking rates of
45,000 chicks will result in an end of cycle stocking density of 77,180 kg total end
weight (approximately 25 kg/m?), taking daily mortality and thin outs into
consideration. Hence, the maximum stocking densities proposed for the Bishops
Bridge facility are less than the maximum stocking rates recommended in the Model
Code.

15.2.2 Equipment

All equipment to which the birds have access will be selected and maintained to
avoid injury, pain and stress to the birds.

Automated shed control equipment, including ventilation and temperature control
systems, will be regularly checked and maintained to ensure optimum efficiency.
Feeding and watering equipment will be checked daily to ensure all birds have
sufficient access to food and water.
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Automated equipment monitors and alarms will be installed in case of equipment
failure.

15.2.3 Lighting

Lighting within the poultry sheds will be operated in accordance with the processor’s
management manual, and depend on the production cycle and operations being
undertaken in the shed. The practices adopted in the shed will ensure:

m  Sudden increases in light intensity would be avoided to prevent flight
reactions;

= Adequate lighting to allow thorough inspection of pouliry welfare
(supplemented with a torch where needed);

= lighting provided over at least eight hours per day;

= Lighting used for bird pickup and the grow out stage would be capable of
being dimmed and turned on in a dimmed state; and

= Lighting levels will be checked routinely with light metering equipment.

15.2.4 Ventilation

The proposed sheds are designed with tunnel ventilated fully enclosed climate
confrol systems. The tunnel ventilated system is able to provide optimal
environmental parameters to maintain poultry wellbeing, growth and productivity.
The tunnel system will be fully automated, computer controlled and alarm
monitored. The facility will incorporate a backup power generation system for use in
the event of power failure.

The ventilation system for the farm will meet the criteria outlined in The Model Code,
ensuring that:

= Fresh airis provided;

m  Shed temperature and relative humidity are maintained at acceptable
levels (< 80% at temperatures above 30°C), even during extreme weather
events;

= Dust and odour are minimised; and

»  Build-up of harmful gases, with hydrogen sulphide levels below 5 ppm and
carbon dioxide below 3000 ppm (0.3%) are reduced.

15.2.5 Food and Water Supply

In accordance with The Model Code, there will be no greater than 85 birds,
maximum density, per pan feeder. Poultry will be fed a diet containing adequate
nutrients and provided with access to sufficient potable water for good health and
vitality.  Automated feed delivery will be maintained daily and kept flowing;
however, enough food would be on hand in the event that the mechanical feeding
system fails.

Each shed will incorporate four rows of pan feeders with individual pans spaced at
0.75 m. Based on the shed dimensions supplied in the EIS, each shed will house 880
feeders (165 m / 0.75 m x 4 rows) providing a maximum of about 51 birds per pan
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feeder at Day 1 stocking rates and about 34 birds per pan feeder at the end of
cycle. These densities are well within the recommended feed space and access
requirements described in The Model Code. Availability of pan feeders during the
brooding period (Day 1 to 14) wil vary dependent on the size of the chicks’
restrictions within the shed.

The sheds will utilise nipple drinking systems. In accordance with the Model Code,
during brooding, there should be a maximum density of 50 chicks per nipple, and
during grow out, the density will be 25 birds per nipple. Water will be supplied at a
temperature at which they do nof refuse to drink. Prior fo commencement of
operation, water wil also be tested for salt content and microbiological
contamination and in accordance with the processors requirements.

Nipple feeder drip lines will be spaced each 3 metres across the sheds and at 0.2
metre intervals along each drip line. Based on the shed dimensions supplied in the
EIS, there will be 4125 nipple access points available or a maximum of 5 birds per
nipple at the end of the cycle. Availability of nipples during the brooding period
(Day 1 to 22) will vary dependent on the size of the chicks’ restrictions within the
shed. At no fime will the water availability exceed the maximum bird per nipple
density described in The Model Code.

Best Management Practice (DPI, 2012) requires the availability of at least 2 days of
water supply at 2 L per bird in the event of an emergency service interruption. The
site will incorporate these requirements. In the unlikely event of daytime
transportation of birds, water and pan feeders will not be lifted any earlier than three
hours before transportation/loading times.

15.2.6 Inspections

The pouliry facility will engage in a schedule of daily and weekly inspections to
ensure the humane treatment and welfare of the poultry are maintained. Under
some circumstances, such as hot weather, disease outbreak and/or cannibalism,
inspections would be carried out more frequently than once a day.

To ensure the welfare of the birds, daily inspections will incorporate checks for:

m  Reduced bird health and general wellbeing manifesting as reduced food
and water intake, reduced production, changes in activity level, abnormal
feather or dropping condition or any other physical feature;

m  Presence of parasites (for example, the presence of lice) and infectious
diseases;

m  Checking for enfrapment in manure areas;

= Problem behaviours (for example, feather pulling and cannibalism);
m  Sufficiency of food and water supply systems;

»  Effectiveness of ventilation and lighting; and

= Dead and injured birds will be removed for disposal or appropriate
treatment. Any bird which is removed but not deceased, and cannot be
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suitably isolated and freated without unreasonable pain, will be humanely
destroyed.

Weekly inspections of lighting levels and uniformity, alarm systems, cooling systems,
fans and general site maintenance and housekeeping will be conducted. Records
of inspections and findings will be rigorously maintained.

15.2.7 Shed Personnel and Bird Handling

Persons responsible for the management and handling of birds will need to have
undergone appropriate induction, training and supervision in the humane treatment
of the shed stock before being deemed competent, as prescribed by The Model
Code. To ensure bird welfare during management and handling:

= The ability of birds to move to reach food and water, as well as other signs
of il health (for example, abnormal feathers or droppings and behavioural
changes), is assessed daily. If this is not possible, injured birds would be
culled promptly and humanely (neck dislocation is an acceptable method
that may be used, and would be carried out competently

m  Effective program run to manage internal and external parasitism (for
example, lice);

m  Qutbreaks of feather picking and cannibalism are managed through
reducing stocking denisity, light intensity, temperature, humidity, removing
instigating birds, eliminating sharp beams of sunlight;

»  Entrapped birds are freed immediately and actions taken to reduce risk of
this re-occurring;

= Once a day and immediately before pickup, dead, incurably sick and
injured birds will be removed;

m  Sheds will be managed to minimise entry of predators (for example, by
cats, foxes and rats), wild birds and other pests, which may stress stock
birds and or infroduce disease;

m  To reduce stress, cooler periods of the evening would be used for bird pick
up;

m  Access to water is not removed until pick-up crews arrive on the farm;

m  Feed lines will be left in place for not less than 3 hours before pick up; and

= Following part pick-up, water lines and feed-lines will be quickly reinstated.

15.2.8 Poultry Transport

Since transportation is highly stressful for poultry, all efforts will be made to avoid
unnecessary stress during catching, loading, transportation and unloading. The
facility and associated infrastructure would be designed to allow loading and
unloading of poultry without undue suffering or distress.

Cooler periods, such as at night, are used to reduce stress on the chickens, as hotter
temperatures usually result in significant stock loss. Transportation will occur during
the night time period (that is, after 2:00 p.m.).
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Procedures will be implemented to ensure that transportation does not occur until all
certification and chains of custody are clearly defined and completed to ensure
minimal delay during bird movement.

15.3 BIOSECURITY AND DISEASE MANAGEMENT

15.3.1 Procedures and Practices

The proponent is committed to upholding the objectives of the National Farm
Biosecurity Manual for Chicken Growers (ACMF 2010), which are:

= To prevent the infroduction of infectious disease agents to meat chicken
flocks;

= To prevent the spread of disease agents from an infected area to an
uninfected area; and

= To minimise the incidence and spread of microorganisms for public health
significance.

A copy of the National Farm Biosecurity Manual for Chicken Growers (ACMF, 2010)
will be maintained at the site with ready availability for staff.

Biosecurity refers to those measures taken to prevent or control the infroduction and
spread of infectious agents to a flock. It aims to prevent the introduction of
infectious diseases, and prevent the spread of disease from an infected area to an
uninfected area. The nature of each avian influenza outbreak that has occurred in
Australia (five over the past 50 years) suggests that one or more biosecurity
deficiencies were involved in the spread of the virus within and between properties
(AAHC, 1999). Effective biosecurity practices are an integral part of a successful
poultry production system. The biosecurity procedures and practices to be
implemented include, but may not necessarily be limited to:

= Farm signage: Appropriate signage will be erected at the farm enfrance.
Signs will notify visitors of biosecurity requirements and direct them to
contact the operator prior to proceeding, and any other requirements
relating to access.

= Farm isolation: The facility is located less well in excess of Tkm from another
poultry farm, the nearest being at Sawyers Gully, some é km away. This
distance is beyond the minimum separation distance requirements defined
by NSW DPI (2012); being a minimum of 1 km to other intensive poultry
farms, and 5 km to poultry breeder farmes.

Additional measures to ensure isolation from disease include:

—  Secure perimeter fencing will be installed;
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— Control gates will be installed at the site office/manager residence to
restrict access to immediate production area;

—  Poultry water will be provided free from microbial contamination that
could cause disease and or food safety issues. Regular water quality
tests will be conducted, and, if necessary, sanitised prior to storage in
reservoirs;

— Poultry sheds and equipment will be cleaned and disinfected at the
end of each production cycle;

— Dogs and cats will not be allowed in shed, unless dogs are part of flock
security strategies;

— Feeding systems will, wherever possible, be closed to ensure that feed
is protected from contamination by wild birds and rodents;

—  Shed litter will be removed from site at the end of each cycle;

—  Bird mortalities during the cycle will be composted in accordance with
Environmental Guidelines: Composting and Related Organics
Processing Facilities (DEC, 2004) (see the main body of the EIS for more
detail);

— All farm staff members working in direct contact with pouliry livestock
will not be permitted to keep other bird species or pigs at their place
of residence;

— All farm staff members and visitors will not be permitted to travel
between separate poultry farms without changing clothes and
footwear;

- Attempts will be made to limit and detract wild birds and vermin from
the poultry sheds, related farm buildings, and surrounding area of the
farm. This will include keeping the shed doors closed following final
pickup, washing and disinfecting, shed doors would be remained
closed to prevent access by wild birds where feasible;

—  Litter and manure will not be stockpiled in the production area; and

— The pouliry sheds wil provide adequate hygiene footbaths, hand
sanitisers and change facilities.

= Single Age Sheds: To reduce the risk for disease fransfer and outbreak, the
poultry flock units placed within any given shed on the farm will all be of
the same age to prevent the potential for infected vaccinated stock
without signs transferring disease to younger or susceptible birds.

= Closed Flock System: Once a flock is established on site, no new birds will
be infroduced from any other source.

m  Pest control: Pest control measures described elsewhere in the EIS will be
implemented. Pest management will also be detailed in the agreed
Processor Agreement.

= Vehicle hygiene: Vehicle hygiene is managed under the guidance of the
processor. All vehicles entering site will be required to pass through a
wheel wash prior to site entry. Further, the potential for mechanical
transmission of disease pathogens is reduced through the requirement that
vehicles pass through processor washing facilities prior to leaving the
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processor site and do not enter other production facilities on route to the
facility.

= Documentation and training for biosecurity:

— All farm staff will receive fraining in the relevant part of the manual
and fraining will be recorded;

—  Maintenance of appropriate records; and
— Site induction and restricted access procedures.

= Water quality standards: Maintenance of appropriate water quality
standards will be maintained in accordance with the National Water
Biosecurity Manual — Poultry Production (DAFF, 2009).

= Personnel Standards to minimise the intfroduction or spread of disease or
contaminants by staff contractors and visitors:

—  Equipment cleaning and timing of maintenance procedures;

— Visitor (including contractor) check-in procedures and inductions
systems will be implemented and maintained; and

— Biosecurity procedures for pickup and delivery crews relating to
scheduling of delivery, litter delivery and traceability of movements.

=  Emergency management for animal disease aimed at minimising and
isolating movement of biosecurity threats. The facility will establish clear
guidelines regarding when an emergency disease alert should be raised,
appropriate contact details for nofification and immediate cessation of
bird and other movements. Additional actions for emergency biosecurity
management include:

— Locked facility and sheds;

— Availability of equipment for disinfection;
— Additional visitor restriction;

— Routine work restriction;

— Additional hygiene standards when leaving the production area for
personnel and vehicles; and

— Adherence to procedures as required at the direction of the State’s
Chief Veterinary Officer and in accordance with Animal Health
Australia.

15.3.2 Disease Management

There is a major economic incentive for the proponents to ensure flocks are kept
disease free. As well as affecting bird health and welfare, disease can significantly
reduce production efficiency and product quality. If a flock requires depopulating,
the economic gain from the flock is immediately lost. In addition, there is
considerable cost associated with the removal and euthanasia of birds, carcass
disposal, shed disinfection and remediation activities. On this basis, there is
increasing emphasis on maintaining flock health through proper nuftrition,
vaccination, farm hygiene and biosecurity.
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A consideration that will be made by the proponents is the efficient disposal of wet
litter. Excessive wet litter can lead to an outbreak of foot pad dermatitis lesions
(RIRDC, 2015). To maintain acceptable dry and friable litter quality, a warm and
ventilated shed will be maintained to ensure moisture evaporation, along with good
nuftrition o ensure gut integrity, and regular maintenance of watering lines.

Australiac has an excellent record on quarantine and stringent disease control
measures, which are critical to ensuring healthy flocks. Due to Australia’s ‘island’
status, high standards are set by the Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service
(AQIS), and the industry’s biosecurity measures provide significant protection again
disease entering local poultry flocks. The proponents are committed to upholding
these standards and will implement a range of biosecurity measures in accordance
with the National Farm Biosecurity Manual — Poultry Production (DAFF, 2009), as well
as be part of any requisite national coordinated response as outlines in the Enterprise
Manual Poultry Industry (chickens, ducks and turkeys) (AUSVETPLAN, 2013).

The two most serious diseases that must be kept out of pouliry flocks are Newcastle
Disease and Avian Influenza). Although these two devastating diseases are not
present in commercial poultry in Australia, the poultry industry is at risk from their
infroduction. Other poultry diseases include coryza, chronic respiratory disease,
infectious laryngotracheitis, lice and mite infestations, chlamydiosis, blackhead and
internal parasites. A strict hygiene program is required to keep diseases out of
poultry. Some diseases are conftrolled by vaccination or medication strategies.

15.3.2.1 Avian Influenza

Avian Influenza (Al) is an infectious viral disease of birds. Al can be spread by
movements of infected birds (domestic or wild), through droppings and secretions of
infected birds directly or through movement of contaminated objects, clothing or
vehicles. Windborne spread from infected large flocks is also possible over short
distances. Other animals like cats and dogs can also spread the Al virus if they
come in direct contact with contaminated materials or infected birds.

There have been a number of outbreaks of Al in domestic poultry since 1976 in
Victoria, Queensland and New South Wales. All outbreaks were contained and
successfully eradicated. Five outbreaks between 1976 and 1997 were caused by
the H7 subtype Al, and none were related to migratory birds. In 2012, two egg farms
near Hay, NSW, were infected with the H7 subtype.

The Australian Government has an extensive emergency animal disease response
plan in place that clearly sets out how industry and government agencies would act
to isolate farms with the disease and eliminate it, while ensuring no further spread
occurs (AUSVETPLAN, 2011). The proposed facility will strictly adhere to this protocol.

15.3.2.2 Newcastle Disease
Newcastle Disease (ND) is a viral disease of domestic poultry (chickens, turkeys,
ducks and geese), cage and aviary birds, and wild birds. ND usually presents as a
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respiratory disease, but depression, nervous manifestations, or diarrhoea may be the
predominant clinical signs.

In response to outbreaks of the Newcastle Disease between 1998 and 2002, the
Australion government and the poultry industry jointly developed a National
Newcastle Disease Management Plan to provide for a national approach to the
long-term management of the disease in Australia (Animal Health Australian, 2012;
see also AUSVETPLAN, 2014). A key element of this Plan is the compulsory
vaccination of all commercial domestic poultry flocks across Australia, according to
nationally agreed standard operating procedures. Since the adoption of the
Nafional Management Plan, the implementation of vaccination and other
measures, such as enhanced biosecurity practices, the Australian pouliry industry
has, at least to date, prevented the re-emergence of Newcastle Disease in Australia.

15.3.3 Mass mortalities

Broiler farms need to have a contingency plan for the occurrence of high
mortalities.  An Emergency Quarantine and Disease Management Plan will be
established prior fo commencement of farm operations and will address both:

= Consultation; and

= Treatment and disposal options.

15.3.3.1 Consultation

In the unlikely event of mass bird deaths, the proponents would institute the
Emergency Quarantine and Disease Management Plan and would immediately
contact the integrator/processor who will arrange for an inspection by the company
technical staff to ascertain the cause of death. The NSW Department of Primary
Industries (DPI) will be notified by the Broiler processor.

In NSW high mortality and disease events fall under the jurisdiction of the following
legislation and regulations:

= New South Wales Exotic Diseases of Animals Act 1991;
m  Exofic Diseases of Animals (General) Regulation 1998;
m  Stock Diseases Act 1923;

m  Stock Diseases (General Regulation) 1997; and

m  State Emergency and Rescue Management Act 1989.

If the cause of the deaths is an Emergency Animal Disease (EAD), the NSW
Department of Agriculture will be notified in accordance with relevant AUSVETPLAN
manual procedures. All birds on the farm and adjacent farms may need to be
slaughtered with an extended vacancy time before the reintfroduction of birds.
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The Emergency Quarantine and Disease Management Plan will outline immediate
measures to be implemented to isolate the infected farm, effect strict quarantine
procedures to prevent the spread of the disease, and notify all relevant persons of
the nature of the outbreak. Destruction and disposal of carcasses, spent litter, feed
and the decontamination of equipment, buildings, equipment and so on, in this
instance, will be under the direct control of the Chief Veterinary Officer of the DPI.
Where appropriate and directed by DPI, urgent ring vaccination will be considered.

Upon confirmation that it is a disease outbreak, and immediate slaughter of farm
stock is necessary, killing will be managed by the DPI in co-ordination with the EPA
and the processor. The birds will be euthanised humanely within the sheds at the
facility. Cessnock City Council may need to be contacted to assist in the disposal of
the birds on farm (burial, composting) or off-farm (land fill site).

15.3.3.2 Treatment and Disposal Options

The method of destruction of birds will depend on the site and number of birds
involved but usually is by dislocation of the neck or gassing in accordance with the
AUSVETPLAN Destruction of Animals Manual (AUSVETPLAN, 2015).

The disposal options available for a mass death of birds will depend upon the cause
of death (AUSVETPLAN, 2015). The preferred method of mass bird disposal will be
determined by the processor with consultation with the DPI to ensure appropriate
quarantine control and standard operating procedures are implemented in line with
the relevant AUSVETPLAN disease strategy. For diseases such as Newcastle Disease,
birds may need to be incinerated at high temperature. Other disposal options may
include:

®  Mass onsite disposal:  from an historical perspective, on-site burial of
diseased poultry has been favoured for reasons of practicality and
expediency. However, this practice is now discouraged on the basis of
significant environmental risk and more favourable options becoming
available If poultry are to be buried on-farm as a requirement of a
government agency with an exotic disease outbreak, specification will be
as advised in the National Environmental Management System for the Meat
Chicken Industry (RIRDC 2014);

m  Disposal in a land-fill site;

m  Protein recovery facility: preferable, but may be economically,
geographically and logistically prohibitive in some circumstances. If the
carcasses are to be rendered, contact will need to be made with local
plants;

= On-farm in shed composting: euthanised birds are layered and with a co-
composting material and formed into windrows within the sheds and
managed in accordance with document The Biosecurity of Mass Poultry
Mortality Composting (RIRDC, 2014); and

®  |ncineration.
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Infected sheds, equipment, disposal sites and personnel involved in the operation
will need to be disinfected and decontaminated to prevent the spread of a disease
in accordance with the AUSVETPLAN Operational Procedures Manual
Decontamination (AUSVETPLAN, 2008).

If an EAD is diagnosed, all subsequent activities will be decided by NSW and Federal
authorities.

15.4 COMMITMENTS REGARDING ANIMAL WELFARE AND BIOSECURITY

15.4.1 Animal Welfare Commitments
Commitments in relation to Animal Welfare Issues are presented in Table 15-1.

Table 15-1: Animal Welfare Statement of Commitments

Aspect/Commitment

Animal Welfare

» The proponents will meet all standards of care and management for animal
health and welfare as detailed in the National Animal Welfare Standards for
the Chicken Meat Industry (Australian Poultry CRC, 2008).

15.4.2 Biosecurity and Disease Management

Proponent statements of commitment in relation to Biosecurity are presented in Table
15-2.

Table 15-2: Biosecurity Statement of Commitments

Aspect/Commitment

Biosecurity

» The proponents will implement a suite of biosecurity measures in accordance
with the National Farm Biosecurity Manual for Chicken Growers (ACMF, 2010).

Disease Management / Mass Mortality

*» In the unlikely event of a major disease outbreak, the EPA, DPI and Cessnock
Council will be contacted as soon as the breakout is suspected. Immediate
measures will be implemented to isolate the infected sheds, effect strict
quarantine procedures to prevent the spread of the disease, and notify all
relevant stakeholders. Where permitted, urgent ring vaccination of flocks
within the confrolled area will be organised.

= Upon confirmation that it is indeed an exoftic disease or EAD outbreak and
immediate slaughter of farm stock is necessary, slaughter will be managed by
the DPI in co-ordination with the EPA and technical service units of the poultry
industry. The birds will be slaughtered humanely within the poultry sheds.

» Depending on the scale of the mass mortality event and advice from the DPI
and EPA, the following options can be implemented for the disposal of bird
carcasses and fomites:

— Rendering - transportation to a protein recovery plant for treatment and
disposal. This would occur under the supervision of the DPlI to ensure
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appropriate quarantine confrol and standard operating procedures are
implemented in line with the relevant AUSVETPLAN disease strategy.

— Landfill disposal - landfilling would be carried out under appropriately
qualified supervision from the DPI, EPA and Council to ensure appropriate
quarantine control and standard operating procedures are implemented in
line with the relevant AUSVETPLAN disease strategy.

- In-shed composting — composting would occur under the supervision of the
DPI and EPA and in accordance with the standard operating procedures for
mass poultry composting developed by RIRDC (2014).
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16 PROJECT MITIGATIONS

Chapter Sixteen provides a summary of all mitigation activities to ensure that
the development can proceed and any specific activity will not adversely
impact on adjoining neighbours or the environment.

8.17ha out of a fotal of 10.33ha
of native vegetation of varying
quality (largely more disturbed
areas).

The removal of 2.8%ha of a
highly modified Critically
Endangered Community; Shale
Sandstone Transition Forest;
Eight specimens of Epacris
purpurascens var.
purpurascens fo make way for
the dam;

16.1 MITIGATION ACTIVITIES
Table 16-1 below provides a summary of proposed actions:
Table 16-1: Mitigation Actions
Issue Proposed Mitigation Actions
Ecology This remnant vegetation was found to be highly disturbed within the

proposed foofprint and, largely, through the remainder of the
proposed development site.

Preparation of Ecological Management Plan
Preparation of Vegetation Management Plan
Vegetation and Nest box offsets

Fauna Friendly Fencing

Weed Management

Ecologists to be present during tree feling and any dam

e Approximately 8.17ha of known | dewatering: associated animal welfare considerations and

habitat of varying quality for | replacement within the existing dam to the north of the site.
seven affected threatened
fauna  species;  Meridolum | Tree felling during times of fauna non-breeding season only
corneovirens (Cumberland
Plain Land Snail), | Slow felling of trees which are home to animals at the time
Calyptorhynchus lathami
(Glossy  Black  Cockatoo),
Petroica boodang (Scarlet
Robin), Chalinoclobus dwyeri
(Large-eared Pied Bat),
Mormopterus norfolkensis
(Eastern Freetail Bat),
Falsistrellus tasmaniensis
(Eastern Falsistrelle) and
Scoteanax rueppelli (Greater
Broad-nosed Bat);

e 296 native trees will require
removal including 19 of the 26
hollow-bearing trees from the
site;

e 76 Koala Feed Tree Species in
the  form of  Eucalyptus
punctata (Grey Gum) will
require removal;
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e Potential Injury/Mortality 1o
native fauna during felling of
trees;

e Suitable habitat for a number
of additional threatened and
other flora and fauna species
which may utilise the study
areq.

Removal of Existing Site Dams

An ecologist must be present at the dewatering and habitat
removal of any existing dams and ensure fauna is safely relocated
to the existing dam to the north of the site. Water from the dams are
to be redirected into proposed new dams.

Visual Impacts

The EIS clearly establishes that no adverse visual impacts will occur.

Notwithstanding, a series of vegetated buffers and earth mounds
are proposed to be established at the site.

Air Quality and Odour Impacts

The result of CALPUFF modelling
suggests that predicted cumulative
odour GLCs above the 5 OU
criterion will not be encountered at
any identified sensitive receivers.
The highest predicted off-site odour
concentration of 2.1 OU is at
sensifive receiver R2 and R38.

Modelling results suggest that
particulate  GLCs may cause
additional exceedances of the

impact assessment criteria at off-
site discrete receivers.

It is recommended that particulate emissions be managed by the
implementation of an air quality management plan which details
best management practices. To assist with the management of air
quality impacts from the pouliry facility, it is recommended that a
weather monitoring statfion is installed on-site.

It should be noted that air dispersion models such as CALPUFF are
predictive models. CALPUFF is dependent upon the accuracy of
emission locations and inventories, local meteorology and the
representativeness of background concentrations. As such there is
always a degree of uncertainty in the predicted air quality impact.

Noise Impacts

Modelling of the construction
activities indicate that predicted
LAeq,15minute noise levels would
exceed noise affected NML of 40
dB(A) at multiple receiver locations
during each construction phase
over day period; however, this
modelling scenario was predicted
to comply with the highly noise
aoffected NML of 75 dB(A). The
construction works would not result
in any undue vibration impacts, on
either cosmetic damage fo
buildings, or human comfort.

Predicted LAeq,15minute  noise
levels wil  comply with the
nominated PSNL criteria af all
receiver locations under neutral
and adverse meteorological

Low truck speeds travelling on site, minimising time that equipment
is left idling, reducing heavy acceleration / engine revving, and
ensuring that heavy vehicles avoid using air breaking on site.
Equipment will be regularly checked and maintained to ensure that
it is in good mechanical condition.

Extensive earth mounds and associated landscaping are proposed
throughout the development site. These features will mitigate noise
emanation from the property.
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conditions. Cumulative noise
impact assessment for the fans also
showed that the noise levels would
comply with  nominated PSNL
criteria at all receiver locations.

Modelling of the feed delivery and
silo refilling activities indicated that
the predicted LAeq,15minute noise
levels would not exceed
nominated criteriac any receiver
location during day, evening and
night time operations, under neutral
and worst case operating
conditions.

Modelling of the bird collection
activities indicate that predicted
LAeq,15minute noise levels would
be below the nominated PSNL
criteria at all receiver locations
during various site  activities.
Modelled sleep disturbance (LAT, 1
minute) impacts due to forklift
operafion  resulting from  the
proposed development operating
during the night period, are also
predicted to comply with the sleep
disturbance criterion of

45 dB(A) at all receiver locations
during bird collection activities
under temperature inversion
conditions

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

The detailed archaeological
assessment of the site concluded
that the wider study area would
have been suitable for transitory or
opportunistic hunting or gathering
of resources. It is considered that
the proposed development site
itself has nil to low potential for
Aboriginal objects on the following
basis:

O The lack of Aboriginal objects
found during the survey;

O The lack of registered Aboriginal
sites or places found within the
study areq;

O The topography, landforms and
landscape within  the study
areq;

The persons responsible for on site management will ensure
that all staff, contractors and others involved in construction
and maintenance related activities are made aware of the
statutory legislation protecting sites and places of
significance. Of particularimportance is the National Parks
and Wildlife Amendment (Aboriginal Objects and Aboriginal
Places) Regulation 2010, under the National Parks and Wildlife
Act 1974;

In case of unexpected potential Aboriginal objects identified
during any excavation works, an ‘Unexpected Aboriginal
Object Procedure’ should be created and provided to all
workers, contractors, sub-contractors and employees at their
time of their work induction to the site. The ‘Unexpected
Heritage Items Procedure’ should:

- Define an Aboriginal object in accordance with the Guide
to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011); and

- Contain provisions that if an Aboriginal object is incidentally
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O Consultation  undertaken  with discovered and it is likely to be disturoed damaged or
local Aboriginal people and in destroyed by excavation, works must be suspended in that
accordance with the Aboriginal area and an archaeologist contacted to assess and, if
Culfu'rol Heritage  Consultation necessary, register the find; and should any skeletal remains be
Requirements  for - Proponents found, all works should cease and the NSW Police Service and

2010; ) . . . .
010 . . the Office of Environment and Heritage be immediately
O The archaeological context;
and contacted; and

O The highly disturbed nature of
the maijority of the study area

due to historical pastoral and A copy of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment should
market garden development be lodged with the Aboriginal Heritage Information
and infrastructure. Management System.

No further investigation in regard to
Aboriginal objects in the study area
is required under the Aboriginal
Cultural  Heritage  Consultation
Requirements for Proponents 2010.

European Heritage The potential for any impacts on European Heritage has been
assessed as nil.

No mitigation works are consequently proposed.

Traffic and Transport

The proposed poultry  farm | No physical traffic or transport mitigation measures or network
development  will have an | improvements are required.

acceptable impact upon the
overall road network in the locality | Drivers entering the site will be educated around any specific
of the site. The existing traffic flows | traffic-related procedural requirements.

in the locality of the site are very
low and well within the capacity of
the local roads. Any increases in
the local traffic associated with
operation of the proposed farm will
not have a noticeable impact on
the operation or safety of these
roads.

The site access is proposed to
operate in a safe manner and
allows for vehicles to enter and exit
the site in a forward direction,
consistent with the existing rural
nature of the site.

Vehicles will be able to manoeuvre
within the site to exist in a forward
direction.

Any parking associated with the
development can be
accommodated within the site.
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Bushfire

The site is identified as being bush
fire prone, however, the
development is not for a (human)
habitable building.

An alternate bushfire solution s
proposed.

1. The sheds are to be constructed to BAL-FZ (AS3959-2009).

2. An Emergency Management Plan (EMP) is to be prepared prior
to occupation of the sheds; this EMP is to be kept on site at all
fimes and a copy is also to be provided to the local branch of
the RFS.

3. Fire resistant species are to be utilised on the vegetated mound.

4. The area between the vegetated mound and for a minimum of
20 metres in all other areas is to be managed as an inner
protection area.

Stormwater & Groundwater Impacts

It is proposed that the discharge of stormwater will be managed by
way of internal reticulation as part of a generally closed system
which will provide a best practice operation.

Animal Welfare/Biosecurity/Disease
Management

Best practice will be undertaken on the farm and the incorporation
of relevant and modern standards, work practices and stakeholder
auditing will ensure comprehensive compliance. Operational
maintenance and management of a quarantined area  will
mitigate disease outbreaks.

Waste Management

Comprehensive waste management procedures will  be
incorporated info procedures associated with the proposed
development as detailed in the ES.

All procedures will be in accordance with industry best practice
guidelines.

16.2 CONCLUSION
All impacts of
and on merit,

the development have been recognised, investigated
mitigated. Sufficient robustness with recommendations

and farm management actions will ensure that the development can

proceed.
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17 PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

Chapter Seventeen provides conclusions regarding the overall suitability of the
project taking into consideration the environmental impacts of the project, the
suitability of the site and the benefits of the project. The project is justified in

relation to socio-economic considerations and the principles of ecologically
sustainable development.

17.1  JUSTIFICATION FOR THE PROPOSAL

Schedule 2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation,
2000 requires that an EIS include:

The reasons justifying the carrying out of the development or
activity in the manner proposed, having regard to biophysical
economic and social considerations and the principles of
ecologically sustainable development.

The proposal can be justified if:

the socio-economic and environmental benefits outweigh the
disadvantages; and

the overall impacts are acceptable to the community in terms of
the principles of ecologically sustainable development.

This section justifies the proposal in these terms.

17.2 SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd

The proposed poultry farm will provide a long-term future for the
proponents and will have positive impacts in the local economy,
including associations with the downstream processor. All necessary
onsite infrastructure and downstream processing infrastructure is either
in place or currently being underutilised for agricultural production.

Developing the farm with the specified bird capacity will realise the
addition of the following full-time jolbs:

. 5 full time on farm

. 5 full time off farm

. 3 fransport operators

. 10 processing operators
. 30 construction positions.
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17.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

The environmental impacts of the proposal have been carefully
considered during the preparation of the EIS. The proposed
development poses minimal risk to environmental considerations both
at the site and in the surrounding locality.

The proposed development will not impact on Aboriginal cultural
heritage values, nor European heritage matters.

Ecological considerations have determined that the proposed
development impact is minimal and that offsets can be provided to
assist in promoting biodiversity conservation both within the site and
neighbouring locality.

Waste management is in accordance with best practice/industry
guidelines.

Stormwater management at the site provides an enclosed system of
rainwater recycling with water being freated and reused for bird
drinking water.

Whilst the proposal will have a minimal environmental impact, on
balance it provides a cost-effective food source of pouliry to the
industry and consumers. Mitigation measures have been developed to
manage any minor potential impacts.

17.4 ECOLOGICALLY SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd

Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD) can be defined as ‘using,
conserving and enhancing the community’s resources so that the
ecological processes, on which life depends, are maintained and the
total quality of life, now and in the future, can be increased’.

The four principles of ESD are listed in Schedule 2 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 as follows:

(a) the precautionary principle, namely, that if there are threats of
serious or irreversible environmental damage, lack of full scientific
certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to
prevent environmental degradation. In the application of the
precautionary principle, public and private decisions should be guided
by:
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(i) careful evaluation to avoid, wherever practicable, serious or
ireversible damage to the environment, and

(i) an assessment of the risk-weighted consequences of various
options,

(b) inter-generational equity, namely, that the present generation
should ensure that the health, diversity and productivity of the
environment are maintained or enhanced for the benefit of future
generations,

(c) conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity,
namely, that conservation of biological diversity and ecological
integrity should be a fundamental consideration,

(d) improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms, namely,
that environmental factors should be included in the valuation of
assets and services, such as:
(i) polluter pays, that is, those who generate pollution and waste
should bear the cost of containment, avoidance or abatement,
(i) the users of goods and services should pay prices based on the
full life cycle of costs of providing goods and services, including
the use of natural resources and assets and the ultimate disposal
of any waste,

(i) environmental goals, having been established, should be
pursued in the most cost-effective way, by establishing incentive
structures, including market mechanisms, that enable those best
placed to maximise benefits or minimise costs to develop their
own solutions and responses to environmental problems.

17.4.1 The Precautionary Principle

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd

According to the POEO Act, the precautionary principle means that ‘if
there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific
certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to
prevent environmental degradation’.

In the application of the principle, decisions should be guided by
careful evaluation to avoid, wherever practicable, serious or
ireversible damage to the environment and an assessment of the
consequences of various options.

This principle was developed in response to the difficulty of interpreting
scientific data. The scientific method produces results based on
confidence limits determined by the scope of data acquisition,
interpretation methods and general understanding within a particular
scientific discipline.

This proposal has been planned and assessed through a conservative
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and precautionary approach. The proposal has been assessed as
having a minor environmental impact. Long term impacts wil be
minimised by a commitment to rehabilitation and revegetation. The
proposal is economically sound, as it requires relatively minor additional
site preparation, it will utilise existing infrastructure and it will provide a
food resource close to the market ensuring continuation of the current
fresh meat supply to the community.

In addition, potential threats to the quality of the environment have
been determined with a reasonable degree of certainty through the
use of scientific investigation and analysis of the individual and
cumulative environmental impacts of the proposal. It should be noted
that no major threats of ‘irreversible or long-term environmental
damage’ were identified during the planning process and where other
more minor issues have been identified, the application has been
modified with appropriate controls proposed and will be put in place
should the proposal proceed.

17.4.2 Social & Intergenerational Equity

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd

Social equity involves value concepts of justice and fairness so that the
basic needs of all sectors of society are met and there is a fair
distribution of costs and benefits to improve the wellbeing and welfare
of the community, population or society. Social equity does not imply
equality, rather that there should be equal access to opportunities for
improved welfare with a bias towards advantaging the least well-off
sectors of society.

Social equity includes intergenerational equity, which requires that the
present generatfion should ensure that the health, diversity and
productivity of the environment is maintained or enhanced for the
benefit of future generations. The proposal provides employment
opportunities for a number of people:

. 5 full time on farm

. 5 full time off farm

. 3 fransport operators

. 10 processing operators
. 30 construction positions.

Additionally, the potential direct impact of the proposed development
on Aboriginal cultural heritage was assessed as nil.
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17.4.3 Conservation of Biological Diversity & Ecological Integrity

Biological diversity refers to the diversity of genes, species, populations,
communities and ecosystems and the linkages between them.
Biological resources are responsible for vital ecological services such as
maintaining soil fertility and the supply of fresh water. Maintaining
biological diversity safeguards life support functions and can be
considered a minimal requirement for ecological integrity.

A comprehensive assessment of the likely impacts of the proposal on
site and neighbouring flora and fauna is detailed in the ecological
assessment for the site.

17.4.4 Improved Valuation & Pricing of Environmental Resources

This principle establishes the need to determine economic values for
services provided by the natural environment, such as the
atmosphere’s ability o receive gaseous emissions, cultural values and
visual amenity. Applying standard methods of valuation and pricing to
environmental resources is a difficult process, largely due to the
intangible nature of much of the natural environment.

The environment has conventionally been considered a free resource
and environmental factors have been excluded from determining the
real cost of an activity. The indicative costs to the environment are
shown by the cost of the mitigation measures and safeguards and are
included in the real costs of any development.

The proposal assists ESD outcomes by providing access to processors,
feed supplies and the local consumers close to its point of production,
thus reducing environmental impacts relating to the transport of bulk
materials and fresh poultry.
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18 STATEMENT OF COMMITMENTS

Table 18-1: Statement of Commitments

Aspect/Commitment

= Appropriate systems will be implemented to ensure that all waste streams
generated by the development are effectively managed and/or
disposed of off-site.

m  General waste will be collected on a regular basis from the site by a
licensed contractor, or personnel for recycling and or disposal at the
Bargo Waste Management Cenfre.

= Empty chemical containers will be returned to the chemical supply
company for recycling, reuse or appropriate disposal.  Any non-
returnable chemical containers can be collected and managed via the
Drum MUSTER program which operates out of the Bargo Waste
Management Cenfre.

= Poulfry litter will be collected from the sheds at the end of each
production cycle and removed from site for provision as a fertiliser as
previously discussed.

= No waste litter and manure will be stockpiled on site except the small
amount retained for the purpose of composting routine dead bird
(retained litter will only be stockpiled in composting shed or immediately
adjacent to it).

m  Deceased birds will be collected from the poultry sheds on a daily basis
within 24 hours of death and disposed of in the onsite composting facility
immediately following inspection.

m  Composted routine mortalities will be collected from the sheds at the end
of each production cycle and removed from site for provision as a
fertiliser.

=  An Emergency Quarantine and Disease Management Plan, in
consultation with the processor, NSW DPI (Agriculture), EPA and Council,
will be developed prior to commencing operations.

®  Preparation and Implementation of a Vegetation Management Plan

®  Preparation and Implementation of an Ecological Management Plan

m  All operational measures proposed to mitigate any noise impacts will be
implemented

m  All operatfional measures proposed to mitigate any air quality/odour
impacts will be implemented

= All measures detailed in animal welfare and biosecurity commitments will
be implemented
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19 CONCLUSION

Tattersall Lander Pty Ltd

The EIS has been prepared having regard to the Secretary’s
Environmental Assessment Requirements and the requirements of the
Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979 and the Environmental
Planning & Assessment Regulation 2000.

The proposed development is permissible with the consent of Council.
The proposed development also requires a Controlled Activity
Approval from the NSW Office of Water for minor works. To this end, the
proposed development is nominated integrated development under
section 91 of the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979 and
section 921 of the Water Management Act 2000.

The application is also intfegrated development pursuant to the
Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 and the Mine
Subsidence Compensation Act 1961.

The impacts of the proposal have been carefully considered during the
preparation of the EIS with expert reports prepared examining all
relevant matters.

It is considered that the proposed development poses an acceptable
and very low risk to the environment. Whilst some environmental
impacts are expected, these are minor and mitigation measures are
proposed to minimise and offset the impacts, ensuring that operations
can proceed in an environmentally sustainable manner.

The project can be implemented with minimal adverse socio-
economic and environmental impacts as demonstrated throughout
the EIS.

The project is justified on the basis of the efficient utilisation of existing
infrastructures, resources and overall economic benefits to local,
regional and State economies. The proposed development satisfies the
objectives of ecologically sustainable development.

The production of poultry has been occurring for many years in this
location, with minimal negative impacts to the local community and
adjoining owners in the vicinity. This operation will be a modern and
highly controlled facility where any impacts can be readily abated
and controlled.

Developing a poultry farm in this location provides a cost-effective

supply of an important food product of fresh poultry products to local
and regional cenfres.
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Appendix A - Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements & Statutory
Agency Responses & Development Plans

228



Appendix B - Animal Welfare & Biosecurity Assessment

Advitech
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Appendix C - Air Quality (Odour) Impact Assessment
Advitech
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Appendix D - Noise Impact Assessment

Advitech
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Appendix E - Flora & Fauna Assessment

Wildthing Environmental Consultants
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Appendix F - Archaeological Report - Historic Heritage & Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment (Public Version)

Advitech
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Appendix G - Traffic Impact Assessment

SecaSolution
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Appendix H - Stormwater Impact Report & Maximum Harvestable Rights Calculation

Tattersall Lander Pty. Lid.
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Appendix | - Waste Management Assessment

Advitech

236



Appendix J - Geotechnical/Environmental Investigation — Stage 2 Contamination
Report

GDK Keighran Geotechnics
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Appendix K — Bush Fire Risk Assessment

Tattersall Lander Pty. Lid.
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