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7 September 2016

Department of Environment and Planning
Attention M P Morales

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Ms Morales

| refer to Development Application (SSD 7016) for the Borg Panels Timber Processing
Facility Expansion, located at 124 Lowes Mount Road, Oberon.

In consideration of the proposed expansion please find following comments made to the
application submitted:

1. Council are in support of the rationalisation of the conditions of consent associated
to DA 27/95.

2. Noise Impacts - Subject to the implementation of noise mitigation measures it is
expected that the site will comply with the EPL for operational noise. In this regard
a condition of consent should be imposed requiring a management plan to
incorporate the mitigation measures in Section 8.2 of the Acoustic Report including
the construction activities.

3. Visual Impacts — Council acknowledges the existing visual impacts associated to the
existing site infrastructure. However, a condition of consent should be considered
requiring a management plan in accordance with the recommendations made with
in the Visual Impact Assessment Report should approval be considered.
Additionally, further landscaping needs to be considered adjacent to the Oberon
Leagues Club and needs to be addressed in the hardstand areas to the east. It is
considered that this can be easily incorporated in any approval, should it be
considered.

4. The information provided does not fully articulate the intended use for the hard
stand areas identified as area 30 and 31, are these areas designated for car parking
or for storage of products? Evidence needs to be provided to minimise and
perceived impacts.

5. The applicant needs to be aware and address the potential impact associated to
works within the remediation area of King Stockyard Creek. This area involved soil
materials containing Aldrin and Dieldrin being deposited within borrow pits, on the
ground surface and a drainage channel. The EPA have advised Council that any
future site owner and occupier(s) need to be aware of the presence of the material
retained on site so that any future activities at the site do not result in the re-
introduction of that material into King Stockyard Creek.

6. The Traffic Management Plan: - Council requests that a condition of consent be
imposed for the submission of a dilapidation report in accordance with the
recommendations of the Traffic Management Report.




Based on future production outputs and associated heavy vehicle movements
clarification via a traffic distribution plan needs to be provided supporting the
proposed increase in heavy vehicle traffic movements associated to key roads and
Councils infrastructure to enable Council to consider the potential impacts of the

development.

Should you wish to discuss this matter further please don’t hesitate in contacting
Councils Health and Building Manager, Mrs Jaclyn Burns on (02) 6329 8100.

Yours Sincerely

g-Geheral Manager




Pamela Morales

From: Battye, Andrew <Andrew.Battye@safework.nsw.gov.au>

Sent: Tuesday, 26 July 2016 4:26 PM

To: Pamela Morales

Subject: SSD 7016 - Borg Panels Timber Panel Processing Facility Expansion - Oberon
Security Classification:Sensitive

Hi Pamela,

Further to the correspondence received from your office regarding the Borg Facility at Oberon then we provide
comment as follows:-

On the same site is located Woodchem which has been determined by SafeWork NSW as a major hazard
facility. The Woodchem facility was recently granted an MHF licence for a period of 2 years with 5 conditions
attached. The licence is due for renewal 21 March 2018.

SafeWork NSW has concerns regarding the water management and discharges contained within the SEARS
doc, Appendix A: Requirements 7,8 & 9, where it appears fixed infrastructure currently directs all Borg
surface waters through to the Woodchem dam and swale installations which we believe to be undersized.
The proposed Fire Safety Study that will be prepared in consultation with FRNSW will need to ensure that
the risk is adequately assessed and scoped to include the Woodchem interests. Particular attention needs to
be given to the potential of a wood dust explosion and plant initiated fires. SafeWork NSW has established
that through its own site visits that fire safety infrastructure is well established however there is a failure to
acknowledge neighbouring impacts between the two facilities. We are still not satisfied there is clear
demarcation between the two facilities. The question is raised whether the facility be it Borg or Woodchem
could adequately address a methanol storage tank fire.

It is anticipated that an increase in the Borg Panels Timber Processing facility will ultimately lead to an
expansion of the Woodchem plant. SafeWork NSW has general concerns regarding Woodchems capabilities
in this regard — recognising this is only a potential consequence of the expansion of the Borg facility).

We have nothing further to add at this stage but would be very interested should there be any modifications to the

DA’s for

Woodchem as a result of this proposed development, in particular a significant increase in the storage of

methanol on site.

Regards

Andrew

Andrew Battye

A/Team Manager

Hazardous Chemical Services

SafeWo

rk NSW

p 02 8867 2740 | m 0434 602 586

e Andre

w.battye@safework.nsw.gov.au | www.safework.nsw.gov.au

Level 4, 2 Burbank Place, Baulkham Hills NSW 2153
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NSW | safework NSW



V. ARE YOU GHS READY?

Transibion ends December 2016 - click here.

This message, including any attached files, is intended solely for the addressee named and may contain confidential
information. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete it and notify the sender.

This email is subject to copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, published, communicated or adapted without
the copyright owner's written consent.

“This message and any attached files is intended solely for the use of the individual
or entity to whom it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged,
confidential, proprietary and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Personal
and health information is highly sensitive. You should not disclose or retain such
information unless you have consent or are authorised by law.

IT you are not the intended recipient of this message, please delete all copies and
notify the sender.

Any views expressed in this message are not necessarily the views of SafeWork NSW”
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27 July 2016

SF2014/052971; WST14/00072/05

The Manager

Industry Assessments

Department of Planning and Environment
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Attention: Pamela Moras

Dear Ms Moras

SSD7016: Lots 1 & 2 DP1085563, Lot 26 DP1200697, Lot 24 DP 1148073 and Lot 1 DP 1076346;
124 Lowes Mount Road, Oberon; Borgs Panels Timber Panel Processing Facility Expansion

Thank you for your letter dated 8 June 2016 referring SSD7016 to Roads and Maritime Services for
comment. | note SSD7016 has been referred to Roads and Maritime in accordance with clause 104 of
State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007.

The submitted documentation, including a traffic study with traffic models, has been reviewed. Roads
and Maritime does not object to the proposed expansion and makes no submission.

Please forward a copy of the Department’s determination of the development proposal to Roads and
Maritime at the same time it is sent to the applicant.

Should you require further information please contact Andrew Mclntyre, Manager Land Use
Assessment, on 02 6861 1453.

Yours faithfully
:

—— >

Susie Mackay
Network & Safety Manager
Western

Roads and Maritime Services

51-55 Currajong Street Parkes NSW 2870 |
PO Box 334 Parkes NSW 2870 DX 20256 | www.rms.nsw.gov.au | 1322 13
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Our Ref. DOC16/365205-1
Your Ref. SSD 7016

Leanne Grove

DA Coordinator, Industry, Key Sites & Priority Projects
Department of Planning and Environment

GPO Box 39 SYDNEY 2001

Dear Leanne
RE: Borg Panels Timber Processing Facility Expansion (SSD 7016)

Thank you for your invitation for the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) to comment on the
proposed expansion to Borg panels timber processing facility.

OEH understands that Borg Construction seeks to:
¢ modernise the existing facility;
¢ allow for expansion for a chip processing facility;
e expand the plant to include an emergency retention basin, first flush basin and hardstand for
vehicles; and
e construct an overflow carpark and to maintain access around the site after construction of an
automated warehouse.

OEH has assessed the Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR) and notes that 1.1 hectares of native
vegetation is to be removed by the proposed development. This vegetation is identified in the BAR as
native grassland most likely to have been derived from Apple Box — Yellow Box Grassy Woodland of
the SE Highlands Bioregion (CW 105), classified as an Endangered Ecological Community (EEC) in
the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995. As the site score is less than 17, the vegetation is
regarded as in low condition. A site score of less than 17 also means that no further assessment of
this native vegetation is required and there are no offset requirements for this development under the
FBA.

OEH notes that the landscape value in the BioBanking credit calculator has been incorrectly calculated,
however as the site score is below 17 this is of no consequence.

OEH notes that four Aboriginal sites have been recorded for the development site and that a Consent
to Destroy (with collection) was issued to AMCOR Pty Ltd for these sites in 1987. OEH recognises
that Due Diligence has been undertaken for this project and, in relation to these four sites, no further
action is required.

Please note that if subsequent information indicates that any areas within the OEH’s responsibility
require further investigation, OEH may provide future input.

PO Box 2111 Dubbo NSW 2830
Level 1, 48-52 Wingewarra Street Dubbo NSW 2830
Tel: (02) 6883 5300 Fax: (02) 6884 8675
ABN 30 841 387 271
Www.environment.nsw.gov.au
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Should you require further information regarding issues that are the responsibility of the OEH please
contact David Geering, Conservation Planning Officer on (02) 6883 5335 or
david.geering@environment.nsw.gov.au.

Yours sincerely,

/ e

STEVEN COX
Senior Team Leader Planning
North West Region



mailto:david.geering@environment.nsw.gov.au
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Our reference : EF13/3921; DOC16/282523-01
Contact : Mr Andrew Helms, (02) 6332 7604

Ms Joanna Bakopanos

Team lLeader — Industry Assessments
Department of Planning & Environment
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY, NSW, 2001

Attention: Ms Pamelé Morales

2 August 2016
Dear Ms Bakopanos

BORG PANELS — PROPOSED EXPANSION OF OBERON FACILITY (SSD 7016)

| refer to your email of 8 June 2016 requesting that the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) provides
comment on the exhibited Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared for the proposed ‘Borg Panels
Timber Panels Processing Facility Expansion, Oberon’ (the Project).

As requested, the EPA has considered the EIS for the Project in relation to the environmental issues for which
the EPA has the primary legislative responsibility, being air, noise, surface water and waste management.

Please find in Attachment 1 the EPA’s assessment of the EIS, which includes general comments on the
adequacy of the impact assessment, recommendations regarding the provision of additional information and
where practicable, recommended conditions of consent if approval is recommended by the Department of
Planning & Environment (DPE). Attachment 2 provides additional EPA comment on the air assessment.

Itis the EPA’s expectation that it will be provided with a copy of any ‘Response to Submissions Report’ prepared
for the Project and adequate opportunity for the EPA to provide further recommendations to the DPE in relation
to the Project. Further, the EPA requests the opportunity to review the draft Secretary’s Environmental
Assessment report for the Project and to comment on any conditions of consent, should approval be
recommended by the DPE.

Furthermore, should consent be granted under the provisions of the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979, the proponent will be required to make a separate application to the EPA to vary Environment
Protection Licence No. 3035 to reflect the conditions of project consent.

Should you have any enquiries in relation to this matter please contact Mr Andrew Helms at the Central West
(Bathurst) Office of the EPA by telephoning (02) 6332 7604.

Yours singerely
i/ [y

ALY/

DARRYL CLIFT
Head Central West Unit
Environment Protection Authority

Attachment 1:  EPA comment on EIS prepared for SSD 7016
Aftachment 2. Specific EPA comments on the Air Quality Impact Assessment (Appendix F of EIS)

PO Box 1388 Bathurst NSW 2795
Level 2, 203 — 209 Russell Street Bathurst NSW 2795
Tel: (02) 63 327 600 Fax: (02) 63 327 630
ABN 43 692 285 758
www.epa.nsw.gov.au
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Attachment 1: EPA comment on Environment Impact Assessment

Noise:

Comments:

The Noise Impact Assessment (NIA), prepared by Global Acoustics (appendix H of the EIS), states that
the current operations at the Borg Panels facility are approaching the noise limits stipulated in the
Environment Protection Licence number 3035 (the Licence) for the premises.

The noise impact assessment predicts that the combination of noise producing activities generated
within the existing factory and that generated by the plant asscciated with the particle board expansion
will likely result in an exceedance of the licence noise limits. To ensure that this does not occur Borg
Panels has committed to achieving sound power level reductions at three key plant items in the existing
factory, namely the Conti 1 dryer fan (a 7 dB sound power reduction required), the booster fan drive (a
7 dB sound power reduction) and at the main fibre transport fan {(a 6 dB sound power reduction).

The EPA notes that under various modelled scenarios reported by Global Acoustics that there are
predicted exceedances of noise limits during the day time period which are invariably the result of the
operation of mobile wood chippers. Section 13.3 of the EIS states that the mobile wood chippers do not
form part of the ‘normal’ operations at the site and that potential noise exceedances can be avoided
through management practices including restricting the use of mobile wood chippers under certain
meteorological conditions. '

EPA’s recommended conditions of project consent:

-

That there are no changes to the existing noise limits stipulated by environment protection licence 3035
(the licence) for the day, evening and night time periods.

The existing evening operational noise limit on the licence (50 dBA) will apply for construction works
being undertaken between the proposed 6:00 pm to 7:00 pm period.

That there are respite periods for construction activities, such as rock breaking, which result in noise
levels 75 dBA or more at any non-industrial location as per Section 4.1.1 of the Interim Construction
Noise Guidelines (DECC 2008).

The modification on the licence of noise condition 1.4.3b) to replace the existing reference to ‘2
metres/second” with ‘0.5 metres/second’ to recognise the observations in the NIA that the site is largely
fiat and that drainage flows are not _considered applicable.

The modification of condition L4.1 on the Licence to recognise the Industrial Noise Policy’s distinction
between Sunday and Public Holiday day time hours being different to that of Monday through Saturday
(i.e. Sunday and Public Holiday day time being 8:00 am to 6:00 pm).

The EPA recommends that the following specific conditions be applied to the use of mobile wood
chippers on the premises:-

o The operation of mobile wood chippers are not permissible on the premises from six {6) months
following the commissioning of the Particle Board factory unless the mobile wood chipper(s)
operates within an acoustically treated enclosure.

o No mobile wood chipper can be operated in the open when winds are from the northern
hemisphere (i.e. when winds are from the west through to the east or winds from 270°, through 09,
to 90°}.
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o Two or more mobile wood chippers are not to operate simultaneously when winds are from the
south-west through to the south-east (i.e. 225° through 0°, to 135°),

o The preparation of a mobile wood chipper operation management plan. The plan would include
the documentation of the above requirements and other measures that will be implemented (prior
to the cessation of all mobile wood chipper operations on the premises) to limit their operation to
periods of breakdown or maintenance of the permanent wood debarkers/chippers.

e The requirement for Borg Panels to implement all necessary noise mitigation measures at the Conti 1
dryer fan, the booster fan drive and the main fibre transport fan, and other plant as appropriate, in order
to achieve the noise levels proposed in the NiA,

= That Borg Panels undertakes noise compliance testing within three (3) months following the
commissioning of all elements of the proposal to demonstrate achievement of the sound power levels
used in the NIA.

» Updating the site noise model (as described in the NIA) based on the results of the compliance
monitoring and the implementation of ali feasible and reasonable mitigation measures, to the satisfaction
of the DPE and the EPA, if the updated mode! indicates non-compliance with the noise limits for the
premises. This report must be provided to the DPE and the EPA within six (8) months of commissioning
of all elements of the proposal.

Water:
Comments:

» The EPA notes in the EIS (Section 15.0 and Appendix J — ‘Water Cycle Impact Assessment’) that Borg
Panels proposes to:-

o undertake works to further segregate the clean-water run-on to the premises (from the south and
west of the premises) from the site derived run-off; '

o provide additional retention time and treatment for surface water derived from the adjacent Oberon
Timber Industry factories (Structaflor and Highland Pine Panels); and

a construct a first flush stormwater basin with a minimum design capacity of 6 ML.

e In addition, an emergency catchment pond and two smaller emergency catchment dams (formerly
sediment basins) will be created, with appropriate isolation gates, to assist in the management of any

- spills or firefighting water. The EPA supports these proposed upgrades to the clean and dirty water
management at the premises and notes the recommendation in Appendix J to construct these
dams/ponds prior to the commencement of earthworks associated with the site expansion proposal.

» Section 4.1.1 of Appendix J of the EIS states that key sources of pollution from the redevelopment of the
premises are likeily to come from the increase in roof and other impermeable surface areas; the storage
of logs in the log yards, general handling and transport of woodchips and general traffic movements on
site. The likely key pollutants were stated as being tannins (tannic acid), total suspended solids and
total nitrogen and phosphorous. The EPA, noting that an additional two log yards will be operating as
part of the expanded operations, expects that an increase in the roof area will not contribute to pollution
from the premises and instead be a key contributor to on-site stormwater harvesting.);

» Section 6.0 of Appendix J of the EIS states that a stormwater harvesting and reuse scheme will be
deployed at the premises utilising the existing water treatment plant however Section 15.3 of the EIS
states that ‘/f is afso recommended that the harvesting of stormwater be investigated' which implies that
the proposed 200 m®/day drawn from the various stormwater basins (as per section 5.1.2 of Appendix J)
is not necessarily a certainty. The potential absence of surface water harvesting may negatively impact
upon the volume and quality of water leaving the site via a licensed discharge point.
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« Comment is made in Section 15.3 of the EIS of the need to review the 100% water quality limits on the

licence for pollutants discharged from the premises citing natural environments that have higher total
suspended solid concentrations in times of rainfall and which exceed the 50mg/L limit currently on the
licence. The EPA considers that the comparisons are not valid given that Borg Panels is in full control of
the surface water flow within the premises and the range of contaminants that make up total suspended
solids discharging from the premises (predominantly wood particles of various sizing) are not likely to
reflect a natural range of sediments in surface water flow. On this basis the EPA will not consider
varying the Licence to replace the 100% Hmit with a 95% limit. Water quality limits should not be seen
as a target, rather they are an upper range within which a licensee may operate. It is the EPA’s
expectation that licensees will do everything that is reasonable and feasible to achieve the best water
quality outcomes possible at their premises.

Further information required from Borg Panels:

Confirmation that stormwater harvesting will be deployed as part of the surface water management
practices at the premises. ‘

EFA’s recommended conditions of project consent:

Borg Panels must update (or prepare if such a plan is not available} the Water Management Plan for the
premises which reflects the new site layout and operating plant. The plan must also include procedures
for the inspection and maintenance of all surface water management structures (including emergency
pollution control catchments).

Surface water runoff from all log yards and wood chip processing areas must report through an
appropriately designed and sized gross pollutant trap prior to discharging to the site surface water
system.

An application will need to be made to the EPA, should project consent be granted, to vary the Licence
to relocate the site surface water discharge point to the new first flush basin.

Waste:

Comments:

The Secretary Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARS) required that the EIS provide details
on the quantities and classification of all waste streams to be generated on site; details of waste storage,
handling and disposal; and details cn all waste streams to be brought on to the site for alternative fuel
purposes. The EPA considers that little to no information has been provided on waste storage and
handling on site and no details or commentary on waste streams to be used as alternative fuels.

The EPA notes from Table 16 under Section 16.2 ‘Potential Impacts’ (from waste) of the EIS that an
additional 128,000 L of waste water will be generated per annum as a result of the operation of the wet
electrostatic precipitator at the new particle board dryer plant (96,000 L per year) and a wet scrubber at
the Conti 2 press line (32,000 L per year). There is no detailed discussion on how this water will be
managed at the waste water treatment plant nor the plant's capacity to treat this waste water in addition
to the load from the existing facility other than a brief sentence in Section 4.4.2 of Appendix J of the EIS
(‘Water Cycle Impact Assessment’). Section 4.4.1 of Appendix J appears to indicate that the treatment
plant is for ‘treating’ water (through the reverse osmosis plant or otherwise) to be returned to the factory
rather than treating waste water prior to discharge to trade waste or on-site storage.

The EPA also notes in Section 14.2 of the EIS that there is the potential for hydrocarbon contamination
in the soils around the former fuel depot and that no assessment has been undertaken to ascertain
whether this is the case.
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Further information required from Borg Panels:

e Details of expected volumes of waste material generated at the facility at any one time (including bark
and waste board} and how and where this material will be stored.

+ Confirmation from Borg Panels that the waste water treatment plant has the capacity to treat the
additional volume of waste water produced as a result of the commissioning of the wet electrostatic
precipitator and the wet scrubber.

» Confirmation from Borg Panels whether the resulting additional treated volume of waste water has been
incorporated within the existing/proposed surface water storage system at the facility (i.e. in addition to
the potential volumes of water stored in these same dams/ponds following surface water runoff and
rainfall events).

EPA’s recommended conditions of project consent:

» The current waste conditions described in Environment Protection Licence No. 3035 (conditions L3.1
and L6.1) for the Borg Panels Oberon facility are considered appropriate for the proposed expansion at
the premises. Should consent be granted for the proposal Borg Panels will need to make an application
to the EPA to vary the Licence should it seek to import waste wood material on to the site (used pallets,
etc) for use as a raw material in the Particle Board plant.

* The EPA recommends that DPE conditions any project consent to include the need for Borg Panels to
undertake an assessment of the contamination status of that part of the premises (former Lot 1,
DP 1085563) that comprised the former fuel depot and to provide a statement as to the suitability of this
portion of the premises for its intended use. Should the investigation not indicate the suitability of the
site then appropriate remedial action must be undertaken prior to the construction of the dryer and flaker
plant with a report detailing the works undertaken, including the results of any soil and/or groundwater
validation sampling, provided to DPE and the EPA.

Air Quality:

Comments:

+ The EPA has undertaken an assessment of the report titled ‘Air Quality Impact Assessment — Proposed
Particle Board Plant — Borg Manufacturing Pty Limited, Oberon (May 2016) (AQIA) prepared by
Stephenson Environmental Management Australia and presented as Appendix F of the EIS. The EPA
considers that the AQIA is incomplete and does not provide a thorough assessment of the impacts to
the air environment from the proposed modification to the Borg Panels facility.

» The EPA therefore is currently not in a position to recommend any conditions of project consent on the
basis that insufficient information has been provided in the Air Quality Impact Assessment in the EIS.

Further information required from Borg Panels: -

+ The EPA's assessment of the AQIA and additional information requirements are provided in
Attachment 2.
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Attachment 2: EPA Assessment of AQIA

Summary

The assessment of impacts to the air environment from the proposed modification to the Borg Panels
facility is incomplete. Although incomplete, the air assessment predicts the proposal fails to meet the
EPA’s air quality impact criterion for formaldehyde.

The EPA recommends that the following additional details be provided:

1. Description of the existing and proposed processes. This is needed to characterise all emissions
from the site.

2. Confirmation that all air quality regulatory obligations will be met.

3. The methodology used for the assessment.

4. Modification of the proposal to mitigate the exceedences predicted by the assessment.

Documents reviewed

» ‘Borg Construction Pty Ltd Environment Impact Statement Timber Processing Facility (Particle
Board)', June 2016 — (EIS).

» Appendix F to the Environmental Impact Statement, ‘Air Quality Impact Assessment Proposed
Particle Board Plant Borg Manufacturing Pty Ltd Oberon NSW — (AQIA).

1. Process description

Section 6.1 of the EIS provides a general process description but is not detailed encugh to demonstrate
that all potential emissions to the air have been listed and characterised. Borg Panels proposes to modify
their current MDF facility and build and operate a Particie Board (PB} facility.

The proposed modification to existing plant includes the construction of a new stack; the installation of a
wet scrubber on the Conti-2 press line; and the diversion of emissions to provide thermal destruction of
formaldehyde (95%) — namely the paper treater emissions are diverted to the Conti-2 heat plant and the
Conti-1 roof vent emissions are diverted to the Conti-1 heat plant.

The change to the emissions from the heat plants following these diversions has not been stated.
Furthermore, evidence has not been provided to establish the destruction efficiency of the heat plants for
formaldehyde, and no detail has been provided regarding the thermal destruction process.

Modification of the MDF facility may result in it belonging to Group 6 (Schedule 4, Protection of the
Environment Operations (Clean Air} Regulation 2010 (POEQ (Clean Air) Regulation). If so, the POEO
(Clean Air) Regulation specifies that thermal treatment of a principal toxic air pollutant in a Group 6
treatment plant requires that the emissions for treatment be held at a temperature of at least 980°C for at
least 2 second (clauses 47-52).

The description of the proposed PB facility provided in section 6 of the EIS notes the use of hot oil and of
hydraulic oil to provide the heat and pressure for the ContiRoll (area 7). It is not clear how the oil is to be
heated, nor the energy source for generating hydraulic pressure.

Figure 4-3 (AQIA) provides a schematic of the proposed PB facility but with insufficient resolution to aliow
clear identification of the elements in the proposal.
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Further detail is required to demonstrate that all potential emissions to air have been listed and
characterised in order to define regulatory requirements, evaluate emissions, interpret assessment results,
and evaluate whether proposed controls are appropriate.

The following further information and supporting data is required:

Detailed process flow including any flow between the MDF plant and the PB plant.

Flow balance for both plants.

Mass balance calculation for both plants to support emissions estimates.

Emission data for the current operations related to emission estimates for the modified plant.
Evidence of the efficiency of thermal destruction of formaldehyde.

The source of the energy for heat and pressure to the PB ContiRoll.

Test reports and manufacturers performance guarantees.

@ ¢ e e @ o o

2. Regulatory requirements

The AQIA does not provide a detailed discussion or assurance of compliance with regulatory obligations.
The EPA advises that current regulation requires meeting limits set out in:

e the Protection of the Environment (Clean Air) Regulation 2010;

o all environment protection licences; and

o the associated ‘Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in New South
Wales' (Approved Methods) .

The POEO (Clean Air) Regulation requires that new and modified plant meets Group 6 limits. The current
(unmodified) MDF plant is in Group 4. Further, emissions need to be sufficiently low in order to meet
impact assessment criteria outside the plant boundary, and, as set out in the Approved Methods, principal
air toxic pollutants must be reduced to the maximum extent practicable.

While emission test results were not provided in the EIS or AQIA, previous correspondence from Borg
panels to the EPA shows that emissions from the Conti-1 heat plant exceeded licence limits for particulate
matter in 2015 and on average for the previous four years.

The AQIA requires:
e acomparison of existing plant performance with existing licence limits (at standard conditions); and

e ademonstration that principal toxic air pollutants are controlled to the maximum extent achievable.

3. Air Quality Assessment Methods

Meteorology

The AQIA states that meteorology used in dispersion modelling was generated from running the MM5
model for the year 2014 and then processing the output using AERMET to generate appropriate data for
AERMOD.

MMS5 is a prognostic mesoscale model run from standard meteorology data. The AQIA does not set out its
configuration. Neither domain size or grid resolution is stated. No justification is given for modelling 2014,
and no comparison is made with observations to demonstrate its suitability.

1 Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in New South Wales is available at
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/resources/airfammodelling05361.pdf
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No information is provided regarding the processing undertaken in AERMET. Further, there is no
demonstration that the meteorological modelling provides representative meteorology. This can be
established by comparing model output to observations not used in the modelling.

Further information is required setting out:~

« the configuration for MM5 — type of run, domain size and grid interval, time-step;

» the accuracy of MMS5 for this domain;

+ AERMET configuration — what method was used to process MM5 data and whether observations
were included;

+ justification for the choice of 2014 as a representative year — usually by considering at least five
years of observed data, preferably contiguous and recent;

* demonstration that the modelled meteorology is representative by comparing it to observed
meteorology; and

« an explanation of how the unexpectedly very low frequency of calm winds is representative of the
meteorology controlling dispersion of plant emissions,

Emissions

The AQIA states that the pollutants of most potential concern from the proposal are particulate matter,
nitrogen dioxide, and formaldehyde. Emission rates for these pollutants used in the dispersion modeiling
are set out tables 5-1 and 5-2 (modified MDF plant) and tables 7-1 and 7-2 (proposed particle board plant)
in the AQIA.,

Additional information is needed to support the emissions estimates:-

* a clear description of plant processes to ensure all potentially significant emissions have been
captured;

e stack test reports showing current emissions and how modified emissions relate to them;

» demonstration that estimates are conservative, noting previous sampling results and explaining any
improvements:

* emission points related to process description to demonstrate that all sources have been included
and properly characterised,;

* aclear documentation of all assumptions used to calculate emission rates; and

» manufacturer's performance specifications and guarantees.

NO2 conversion

Conversion of NO to NO2 has been done assuming a 40% conversion. This is not a method described in
the Approved Methods. Alternative methods are permitted, but require robust justification. No such
justification is provided.

Assessment requires either use of a listed method for estimating NO,, or robust justification for the
alternative method used.

Cumuiative assessment (increment plus background)

The AQIA fails to present ambient data from which to establish baseline air quality and enable cumulative
prediction of impacts. 1t also fails to consider other emissions sources in the region such as proximate
premises emitting similar substances, and power stations.

Additional information is needed to provide a comprehensive estimate of impacts to the air environment as
set out in section 5 of the Approved Methods. The impacts labelled “cumulative” in section 9 are the
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assessed impacts for the full proposal — modified MDF plant and new PB plant. They do not estimate the
cumulative impact to the airshed.

4. Predicted Impacts

The pollutants assessed in the AQIA are nitrcgen dioxide (NO.), particles, and formaldehyde (HCHO).
Assessment of impacts are provided for the modified MDF plant alone, and for both the modified MDF plant
and the proposed PB plant. Impacts from the full proposal are labelled “cumulative”. Ambient data have
not been provided and there is no assessment of the total impact of the proposal.

Nitrogen dioxide

Maximum impact from the proposal within the model domain is a one-hour concentration of 225 pg/m?® and
annual increment of 4 yg/m®. These are less than the project criteria of 246 ug/m® and 62 pg/m®
respectively.

There are other sources of nitrogen dioxide in this locality, and the potential for emissions from this facility
to combine with emissions from other industry near Oberon and the coal-fired power station to the north.
There is potential for exceedence of the one-hour nitrogen dioxide criterion.

Assessment of the fotal impact of the proposal consistent with guidance in section 5 of the Approved
Methods is needed to determine whether the existing and proposed plant may exceed the one-hour
nitrogen dioxide criterion.

Particles

Maximum impact from the proposal within the model domain is set out in the table below.

TSP (annual)

PM1c (annual)

PMio (24-hour)

(ug/m?) (ug/m?) (ug/m?®)
Impact gss_essment 90 30 50
criterion
Maxi i t
aximum impac 8 4 25

(proposal)

The maximum impacts are well below the impact assessment criteria, but there is no assessment of the
total impact of the proposal and the predicted 24-hour increment is significant. Cumulative assessment is
needed to assess whether emissions from the plant could exceed the PMy criteria.

Formaldehyde

Maximum impact from the proposal within the model domain is a one-hour concentration of 0.03mg/m?>.
This exceeds the impact assessment criterion of 0.02 mg/m?.

As set out in sections 2.4.4 and 7.7 of the Approved Methods, maximum impact greater than an impact
assessment criterion requires further control or mitigation sufficient to meet the impact assessment criteria.

Formaldehyde is a principal air toxic pollutant and, as set out in the Approved Methods, requires control to
the maximum extent achievable through the application of best practice process design and emission
control.
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Dear Ms Morales

Borg Panels Timber Processing Facility (SSD 7016)
Comment on the Environmental Impact Statement

| refer to your email dated 8 June 2016 to the Department of Primary Industries in respect to
the above matter. Comment has been sought from relevant divisions of DPI. Any further
referrals to DPI can be sent by email to landuse.enquiries@dpi.nsw.gov.au.

The Department reviewed the exhibited Environmental Impact Statement and provides the
following comments and recommendations:

Appendix J indicates a water supply demand from the proposed stormwater
treatment pond of 200m3/day (73ML/yr). This report also refers to a proposed
stormwater harvesting demand of 120ML/yr, the proponent should clarify the
demand. The proponent should also provide details on the difference in the water
demands between the existing and the proposed project and how this may alter the
current demands from on-site and town water supplies.

Section 15.3 indicates the proposed surface water harvesting and reuse scheme will
result in a reduction of runoff leaving the site by approximately 133ML/yr. The
proponent has requested a dispensation from requiring an access licence under the
Water Management Act 2000 to harvest the volumes generated from the impervious
site. DPI Water advises that where a dam is constructed solely to manage runoff
from potentially contaminated sites and is sized appropriately, an access licence is
not required. The capture of rainwater from roof runoff in tanks also does not require
an access licence. However clean runoff from upstream sources and/or within the
project site that is captured in dams on minor watercourses would need to be
considered in the proponents Maximum Harvestable Rights Dam Capacity (MHRDC)
or by adequate entitlement held in a Water Access Licence. The proponent should
confirm the source of the runoff for the proposed storages and identify how they are
considered under water legislation. The proponent should undertake further
consultation with DPl Water to confirm licensing requirements where water is
captured from other sources.

An additional 6ML stormwater treatment pond is proposed. This pond appears to be
in close proximity to the existing watercourse, however the EIS indicates no works
are proposed within 40m of a creek line. The proponent should clarify if this pond is
outside of the 40m as no specific distance to the high bank of the watercourse has
been provided. Works that are proposed within 40m of a watercourse need to be

NSW Department of Primary Industries
Level 11, 323 Castlereagh Street Sydney NSW 2000
Tel: 02 9935 0805 landuse.enquiries@dpi.nsw.gov.au ABN: 72 189 919 072



carried out in accordance with DPI Water's Guidelines for Controlled Activities on
Waterfront Land.

e Figure 10 of Appendix J indicates an existing v-notch weir on the watercourse at the
downstream end of the site is proposed to be moved upstream. This work would be
within 40m of the watercourse. The proponent should complete further assessment
on the impacts of removing the existing site and the necessary mitigation measures,
in addition to an impact assessment of installing the new work.

e Scenario modelling of the runoff from the site in Appendix J indicates 1) rural runoff
from the project site would equate to 140.35ML/yr, 2) runoff from the developed site
with harvesting would be 287.5ML/yr and 3) runoff from the developed site without
harvesting would be 406.5ML/yr. This indicates the significant increase in runoff from
impervious areas in comparison to rural land due to the project.

e The assessment of the proposed harvesting and reuse scheme indicates a reduction
in runoff from the site by 133ML/yr due to implementing the proposed harvesting
option. This is despite an increase in runoff of 39ML/yr from the additional
impervious area (10.5 hectares of roof area). The proponent should complete an
assessment of the impact on existing downstream water users due to this reduction.

Should you require further information please contact Tim Baker, Senior Water Regulation
Officer on (02) 68417403, Tim.Baker@dpi.nsw.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

Graeme White
/Director, Planning Policy & Assessment Advice
27 July 2016





