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Response to EIS SSD 15_7016 by CARTER HOLT HARVEY AUSTRALIA PTY LIMITED and HIGHLAND PINE PRODUCTS PTY LIMITED

1. BACKGROUND

Carter Holt Harvey Australia Pty Limited (CHH) is a member of the Carter Holt Harvey group of
companies, which is the largest supplier of wood-based building products, including timber, plywood
and laminated veneer lumber, in Australia and New Zealand. One of the manufacturing facilities
operated by the Carter Holt Harvey group is a particleboard flooring facility at the Oberon Timber
Complex in Oberon, NSW, adjacent to the existing Borg medium-density fireboard (MDF) facility and
the site of the proposed expanded facility.

Highland Pine Products Pty Limited (HPP) operates a timber processing facility at the Oberon Timber
Complex in Oberon, NSW, adjacent to the existing Borg MDF facility and the site of the proposed
expanded facility. HPP is a joint venture between Carter Holt Harvey and Boral Limited.

CHH and HPP have reviewed the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by Borg
Constructions Pty Ltd (Borg) in relation to the proposed Timber Processing Facility Expansion by
Borg (Proposed Development). CHH and HPP have serious concerns that the EIS fails to meet the
requirements of the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEAR), in that it:

- does not adequately assess the cumulative impact of the existing environment at the Oberon
Timber Complex;

- provides inadequate information on major environmental and planning risks (including
information that is incorrect or based on deficient methodology);

- undermines the compliance objectives of the original development approval (DA 27/95); and

- shows that construction on the Proposed Development will interfere with the proprietary rights
created by existing Easement (AA) on DP 1200697.

These concerns are set out in further detail below.

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The EIS fails to provide an assessment of the cumulative environmental impact of all four
manufacturing facilities at the Oberon Timber Complex operating at full capacity as permitted under
their respective consent conditions. Accordingly, the EIS does not provide a robust baseline from
which the cumulative impact of the Proposed Development can be properly measured.

In addition, the EIS does not adequately consider the environmental and operational impact of the
Proposed Development on the broader Oberon Timber Complex and surrounding area, particularly in
respect of the following key risks:

O Formaldehyde emissions: The formaldehyde emission modelling in the EIS fails to consider
emissions from the Woodchem MHF Major Hazard Facility (Woodchem MHF), owned and
operated by the Borg group of companies. This is so despite Woodchem MHF being the largest
manufacturer in NSW of formaldehyde-based resins and the second-largest in Australia. This is
concerning as the EIS formaldehyde emission modelling, even without consideration of
Woodchem MHF, shows that the Proposed Development will exceed the ground level
concentration limits for formaldehyde by 50% in certain areas of Oberon.

In addition, the Proposed Development is for the manufacture of 500,000m? of particleboard per
annum by Borg; this translates into approximately 35,000 tonnes per annum of additional
formaldehyde-based resin being produced by Woodchem MHF at the Oberon Timber Complex to
meet the demand of the new particleboard line. The EIS fails to consider the impact of this
increased production.

O Air quality: The EIS does not include a robust baseline for assessing impact on air quality,
particularly with regard to formaldehyde, fine particulates (PM10) and nitrous oxide (NOX)
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emissions. Three of the four facilities at the Oberon Timber Complex manufacture or utilise
formaldehyde, and all facilities generate combustion by-products. The EIS fails to adequately
consider changes to ground level concentration of pollutants of concern. It also fails to use a
baseline derived from the emission limits in the licence for each operating facility, as well as any
background levels.

O Noise: The testing methodology set out in the EIS is inadequate and the sample size used is too
small to be accurate or meaningful. Further, the cumulative impact assessment is inadequate, in
that it does not consider the cumulative impact of all sites operating at full capacity.

The EIS sets out relatively random baseline measurements of noise levels. It fails to provide
information on whether those measurements represent typical operating conditions, or whether
any of the existing operations at the Oberon Timber Complex are below capacity or within their
licence limits. A robust baseline should be measured or derived, and cumulative impact
assessment made against it.

O Traffic: The EIS fails to provide evidence that the traffic study undertaken represents the
conditions that would occur when all operations are operating at permitted capacity. Equally, the
data that was provided was based on relatively few traffic counts, which undermines its
credibility. The traffic study has also failed to consider current usage by other businesses along
the adjacent Lowes Mount Road. Legal access to Lot 11 DP 1017456, Lot 1 DP 360361 and Lot
1 DP 128404 (all within 150m of Borg’'s Gate 4 entrance) has not been assessed and the traffic
report fails to discuss the need for turning lanes (in both directions) to access Gate 4, suggesting
by implication that the impact would be negligible. Given the current road profile (single lanes
both ways), the existing railway level crossing (100m from Borg’s Gate 4) and existing rights of
use for adjacent industry, the traffic study fails to provide an adequate assessment of impacts to
road users along Lowes Mount Road.

O Water: The EIS modelling relies on the assumption that the Proposed Development will receive
exemption from application of the Water Management Act 2000. There is no guarantee that this
exemption will be granted. In the event that the storm water harvesting and reuse scheme is not
approved or fails operationally, the EIS fails to provide information on the impact on Oberon’s
potable water supply and subsequent water use impact on other Oberon Timber Complex
members, including CHH and HPP.

The EIS also fails to provide an assessment of the environmental impact of the use of bore water
by the Proposed Development.

O Soil: The Proposed Development site has been the subject of significant contamination issues in
the past, resulting in two Site Audit Statements (Nos. 214 & GN243B). Some contaminated
material is buried on the site and may be disturbed by the Proposed Development. The EIS fails
to discuss how contamination risk will be managed.

Further, the EIS has not given consideration to the mobilisation of any contamination found
across the site and the management, control, testing and disposal of soil during the construction
phase of the project.

In addition to the above concerns, the EIS undermines the compliance objectives of DA 27/95 in that
it seeks to have DA 27/95 set aside, but does not provide any detail on the content of the proposed
replacement consent, nor the extent to which the existing conditions of DA 27/95 will be retained. This
move may substantially affect the rights and obligations of neighbouring landowners. Given Borg’s
environmental compliance history (which includes five penalty notices in the past four years and a
prosecution in June 2016), CHH and HPP seek reassurance that the existing conditions of DA 27/95
be retained in any new consent. The Proposed Development also purports to interfere with Easement
(AA) on Lot 26 DP 1200697, which is protected by law as a proprietary right of adjoining lot owners.

3. FAILURE TO ASSESS CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

CHH and HPP have serious concerns that the EIS does not adequately assess the cumulative impact
of the existing environment at the Oberon Timber Complex.
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The SEAR specifically requires the EIS to set out ‘likely interactions between the proposed
development, the existing operation and other neighbouring developments’ (at page 1) and address
cumulative impact issues including ‘the existing on-site operations, all existing industrial facilities in
the area and other nearby approved and proposed developments, particularly in relation to noise, air
quality, soil, water, traffic, waste and hazards and risk’ (at page 4).

The Oberon Timber Complex comprises four major manufacturing facilities:
= Borg MDF facility (MDF production);
= Woodchem MHF (resin production);
= Carter Holt Harvey Pinepanels facility (particleboard flooring production); and
= Highland Pine Products facility (sawn and kiln dried timber production).

Woodchem MHF is the second largest producer of formaldehyde-based resins in Australia and the
largest producer in NSW. It is the only Major Hazard Facility in regional NSW. Woodchem MHF is a
member of the Borg group of companies.

All four facilities at the Oberon Timber Complex generate some form of environmental impact (either
actual or permitted). Any new development must be assessed not as a standalone operation, but in
the context of a cumulative impact assessment. To achieve this, it is necessary to determine a
baseline which represents the total impacts of all existing approved development at the Oberon
Timber Complex, and then to assess the additional impacts caused by the Proposed Development.

The EIS fails to provide an assessment of the cumulative environmental impact of all four
manufacturing facilities at the Oberon Timber Complex operating at full capacity as permitted under
their respective consent conditions. Accordingly, the EIS does not provide a robust baseline from
which the cumulative impact of the Proposed Development can be properly measured.

4. INADEQUATE INFORMATION ON MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL AND PLANNING RISKS

The EIS provides inadequate information on major environmental and planning risks relevant to the
Proposed Development. In some cases, the information that has been provided is incorrect or based
on deficient methodology. Further details are set out in the table below.

1.6 & Figure A review of current Google Earth imagery suggests that some of the Proposed
3 Project Development works may have already commenced. The Proposed Hardstand
Map (item 31 in Figure 3, page 20), Emergency Basin (item 32 in Figure 3, page 20)

and First Flush Basin (item 33 in Figure 3, page 20), all of which are listed as
‘Proposed Infrastructure’ in the EIS, are all at various stages of development.

The EIS (page 10) notes that the nearest sensitive receptor is approximately
600m from the boundary of the Proposed Development. Receptors are located
400m to the north; 450m to the east; and the local high school is 420m to the
south of the site boundary.

4.2 Project Borg currently uses approximately 200,000m® of particleboard per annum for its
Need manufacturing operations, of which CHH supplies approximately 80% from its
Australian sites. The EIS states that Borg currently sources its particleboard
needs from ‘a mix of off-shore and inter-state suppliers’. This is incorrect. Carter
Holt Harvey’'s particleboard facility in Tumut, NSW supplies Borg with
approximately 64,000m® of particleboard per annum. This volume comprises
approximately 30% of Borg'’s total particleboard needs.
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5.1.3
Preferred
Option

6.0 Project
Description

11.0 Air
Quality

The EIS states that Borg is currently operating in accordance with both DA 27/95
and its Environmental Protection Licence (EPL 3035). This is incorrect. Borg has
been the subject of five penalty notices (each resulting in a fine) under the
Protection Of the Environment Operations Act 1997 for various non-compliances
during the past four years.

In addition, in June 2016, Borg was prosecuted in the Land and Environment
Court for breach of Environmental Protection Licence EPL 3035. Borg was
ordered to pay fines and costs in excess of $130,000 and also issue a written
public apology.

As source material, the EIS refers to using ‘external urban waste supplies’,
‘chipped waste products', ‘broken pallet material’, ‘urban waste material’ (page
35) and ‘strange material’ (page 36). Critical information is missing as follows:

= The EIS should set out fully what these materials are and their constituent
parts. Without this information, the impact on air emissions from processing
this material is unknown. For example, the waste material could be
chemically treated timber;

= The quantity of throughput is insufficiently detailed, only stating that an
additional 500,000m® of particle board will be produced. These numbers will
be key drivers of some environmental impacts (notably heavy vehicle traffic,
air emissions, noise and water quality) and should be substantiated;

= A mass balance, indicating all inputs and outputs from the site is required to
support the claims made in the EIS regarding traffic, emission, usage and
benefits to the region; and

= Given that there are fibre supply constraints in the region, and because Borg
is proposing to use recycled timber as a processing input, a detailed
assessment of proposed supply mix is required in order to sufficiently
measure the impacts outlined in the EIS.

The emission points in the EIS do not match those on the accompanying plans. It
appears that several emission points have been omitted from the air quality study
without explanation (e.g. stacks in the New Press Building, new thermal oil boiler
and new bag houses, including those on new treatment lines internal to existing
buildings). These omissions require further explanation.

We note that the study uses an assumption that Oxides of Nitrogen (NOX) is
multiplied by 40% to provide Nitrous Oxide (NO2) concentrations. This number is
conservative, as stated in the report, for the one-hour averaging period. CHH and
HPP understand that the Approved Methods typically assume that that all NOXx is
converted to NO2 or use the ozone limiting method and seeks to understand why
this method was not applied in this case.

For cumulative emission scenario, the study has considered the existing site plus
the proposed expansion. TSP, PM10 and NO2 are present in the atmosphere at
background levels without the existing or proposed expansion as these are
generated both naturally and also as a result of human activity.

Measurements in 2014 at Bathurst indicate maximum 24 hour and annual mean
PM10 concentrations of 37.6 pg/m® and 21.2 pg/m®. When these indicative
background concentrations are added to the modelled cumulative impact, this
indicates a potential to exceed the 24 hour standard in all reported locations, and
levels close to criterion for the annual mean.

For NO2 the closest monitoring location is Oakdale, which is within the Sydney
basin and is likely to be a conservative indication of background NO2. Maximum
and annual mean concentrations measured there in 2014 were 53.4 pg/m and 4.1

pg/m.

If similar background levels occurred in Oberon it would indicate a possibility of
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exceedance of the one hour NO2 concentration in the maximum off-site location.

The above results exclude the existence of other facilities at the Oberon Timber
Complex which undertake similar activities.

CHH and HPP seek clarity on why background levels have not been considered
in the EIS modelling and further, given that the SEAR required that cumulative
impacts of other facilities be assessed, why these have not been added to any
impact assessments.

Other operations in close proximity to the site include Highland Pine Products,
Carter Holt Harvey, Woodchem MHF and Australian Native Landscapes.
Emissions from these industries must be included in a detailed cumulative
assessment as discussed above.

If their emissions are similar to those from Borg, and the usual background levels
of PM10 and NO2 as listed above are present, it is likely that ambient air quality
for all modelled parameters would be above acceptable criteria and this could
have significant implications for all operators within the OTC.

The following issues identified in the EIS require further investigation:

= A risk assessment of the use of ‘urban waste’ (page 35) as substrate,
including a full lifecycle assessment considering potential impacts from
emissions and also wind born emissions from ash residues;

= The risks associated with other potential pollutants, such as dioxins, furans,
heavy metals and other potential carcinogenic emissions, given Borg’s
proposed use of ‘urban waste’ and other non-standard fuels, and what
measures Borg will put in place to control the potential impact;

= Why the Proposed Development has not considered the use of a Reverse
Catalytic Oxidiser or equivalent technology to reduce the impacts of
formaldehyde and Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC). Wet Electrostatic
Precipitator (WESP) technology, as proposed in the EIS, is ineffective in
dealing with these type of emissions;

»= Impacts from the 8MW gas fired heat plant (installed as part of the new press
line) have not been adequately discussed in the EIS;

= Justification for the claimed 95% reduction in formaldehyde emissions
through the diversion of roof vent emissions to the existing site wood fired
heat plants. The heat plants do not have any emissions control technology on
their stacks. The claim for destruction of 95% of formaldehyde has no
supporting documentary evidence and remains unsubstantiated,;

= Confirmation of whether all new emission points will comply with Group 6
emission standards as required under the Protection of the Environment
(Clean Air) Regulation 2010 for industry in NSW;

= Confirmation of whether any altered emission point on the existing Borg
facility will meet Group 6 emission standards, given that new plant at the
Proposed Development will be vented via existing emission points. Existing
heat plants at the Borg Facility are currently Group 4 emission standards, and
one plant is unable to comply with this standard (as noted in the latest
available Borg Panels Annual Return submitted to the EPA);

» Cumulative impacts generated by adjacent operations at the Oberon Timber
Complex as discussed in paragraph 3 above and as required by the SEARSs,
including:

- Emissions from the adjacent Borg-owned Woodchem MHF
formaldehyde resin manufacturing facility (including fugitive emissions
from vents and pipes/tanks), given that the site must increase
throughput or alter production in order to supply the proposed new
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11.0
Formaldehyde

12.0 Hazard
and Risk

13.0 Noise &
Vibration

development;

- Fugitive emission discharge from the existing site waste water treatment
plant including future potential impacts, given additional waste water
generation and potentially a change in influent quality;

- Existing fugitive emissions from stockpiles and other areas such as
start-up cyclones, fibre dumps, onsite wood chipping operations and
onsite board shredding operations; and

- The impact that additional truck movements — which are above the
maximum limits already approved for adjacent facilities — will have on
pollutant load in the airshed,;

= The Proposed Development’s use of ‘urban waste’ for substrate may result in
frequent reject of resinated fibre immediately prior to the press. Air emissions
(including formaldehyde emissions) associated with this process do not
appear to have been taken into account in any air modelling set out in the
EIS; and

= An explanation of why the existing heat plants have not been considered as
waste incinerators to be regulated under Group 6 (waste incineration limits),
given that resinated urban and other wood waste, treatment plant sludge and
resinated waste from existing and new processes (including from other Borg
facilities) may be consumed as fuel.

Given the presence of pollutants of concern such as formaldehyde (classified by
the World Health Organisation as a Group 1 carcinogen), it would be prudent to
undertake a Human Health Risk Assessment based on the cumulative impact
assessment as part of the EIS. This has not been done.

Given that the airshed is impacted by all industry, best practice measures require
that any new development must look to reduce impacts on amenity. Should the
cumulative impact of industry increase as a result of the development, there is a
risk to all existing businesses within the airshed. The EIS should explore this issue
in greater detail.

The EIS does not include consideration of Borg’s own Woodchem MHF, which is
a manufacturer of formaldehyde and a designated Major Hazard Facility.
Construction of the Proposed Development will occur in close proximity to the
Woodchem MHF facilities, and the proposal includes further storage of dangerous
goods. No cumulative impact assessment on these risks has been provided. This
issue should be considered in both a Plant Hazard Analysis and also in the EIS,
given that the location of Woodchem MHF is within the Proposed Development
site.

It is noted in the specialist Hazard and Risk Report (EIS Appendix G) that there is
a need to revise the Woodchem MHF safety report before it can be considered to
be a fully separate operation and site. This should have occurred prior to the
submission of the EIS.

The EIS is deficient in two key respects. First, the testing methodology is
inadequate and the sample size used is too small to be accurate or meaningful.
Second, the cumulative impact assessment is inadequate, in that it does not
consider the cumulative impact of all sites operating at full capacity. Specifically:

» The testing methodology described in paragraph 2.3 of Appendix H
comprised three noise measurements of 15 minutes each, taken on one day
(14 October 2015) between 10pm and 10:45pm. This is grossly unreliable as
an indicator of noise levels at the site and does not consider seasonal or
operational factors that may have affected the results;

= As noted earlier, the EIS fails to derive a full baseline which is based on all
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14.0 Soil

other sites operating at capacity, and therefore fails to provide an accurate
cumulative impact assessment with regard to noise;

= Any noise assessment should also consider tonal and impulsive noise
impacts and include vendor supplied noise generation data, not best guess
estimates as noted in the EIS-supplied noise monitoring report;

= The Noise Impact Assessment (contained at Appendix H to the EIS) claims
that no manufacturer data is available for noise modelling. CHH and HPP
reject this claim. All reputable manufacturers have noise emission information
available which can be used for modelling in this context. Without this
information, the noise impact assessment in the EIS has little value;

= The noise assessment is based on the site meeting its EPL criteria and not
the noise criteria as set out in the current site DA 27/95 (which Borg seeks to
have withdrawn as part of this DA approval). Therefore there is no real
assessment of the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Development, and
other surrounding operations at the receptor locations;

= Given that noise is a common source of complaint in the township, we note
with concern that the results of the modelling predict that current EPL licence
limits will be exceeded under certain conditions. We also note that the
results considerably exceed the conditions of DA 27/95. The EIS does not
suggest how compliance can be achieved without having to rely on
administrative controls (which can be easily overridden);

» The impact traffic movement (noted in the EIS supplied noise assessment as
a 2dB increase) has not been assessed considering the cumulative effect of
existing operations (at full approved capacity). The EIS fails to provide
evidence that the traffic study undertaken represents the conditions that
would occur when all operations are operating at permitted capacity. Equally,
the data that was provided was based on relatively few traffic counts, which
undermines its reliability; and

= There has been no detailed assessment of potential vibration impacts on
adjacent industrial facilities for the proposal including vibration from chippers,
log debarking, vehicle movement and new press operations, including
potential impacts on the adjacent (Borg owned) Woodchem MHF.

Given that the EIS acknowledges the level of noise generated with the use of a
mobile chipper on-site, CHH and HPP suggest that conditions should be applied
to the consent and EPL requiring:

= Mobile chipping only at daytime (7AM-5PM) Mon-Fri; and

= No mobile chipping during enhanced wind conditions (any direction).

The Proposed Development site has been the subject of significant contamination
issues in the past, resulting in two Site Audit Statements (Nos. 214 & GN243B).
Some contaminated material is buried on the site and may be disturbed by the
Proposed Development.

The EIS has not given consideration to the mobilisation of any contamination
found across the site and the management, control, testing and disposal of spoil
during the construction phase of the project.

Historical underground storage tanks (USTs) on the existing Borg MDF site are
located in an area which would place them under the proposed particleboard
production hall. CHH and HPP can find no reference to the USTs in the EIS and it
is not clear whether Borg has removed them. If not, CHH and HPP seek to
confirm whether there are any remedial or management procedures proposed to
prevent any future impact on surface water, groundwater or soil (including the
validation and remediation of any spoil prior to its relocation as fill for other areas).

In addition CHH and HPP are aware of a number of redundant USTs on Lot 1 of
DP 1085563 (formerly used as a fuel depot). This would place them under the
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15.0 Water

new flake dryer which is to be constructed as part of the Proposed Development.
Once again the EIS does not make mention of any proposed remedial action in
relation to these USTSs, or any future impact on surface water, groundwater or soil
(including the validation and remediation of any spoil prior to its relocation as fill
for other areas).

CHH and HPP note that Borg plans to construct two large water storage ponds
and a considerable area of hard stand on Lot 1 of DP 1076346. This lot was made
subject to an EPA Declaration of Significantly Contaminated Land (No. 20091105)
in October 2009. The Declaration states:

This Declaration applies to the section of King’s Stockyard Creek
found to be impacted with aldrin and dihedron, located wholly within
the boundary of Lot 1 in DP 1076346 in the local government area of
Oberon. The Declaration also applies to the drainage line that runs
from the eastern site boundary to King’s Stockyard Creek.

CHH and HPP understand that the previous owner of the land undertook
remediation of the site during the last five years and that the remediation is the
subject of Site Audit Statement 214 (SAS214).

SAS214 details remediation work carried out by the former landowner, including
the location of Borrow pits 1 and 2 (containment cells). These contain
contaminated spoil relocated from drainage lines with organo chlorine pesticides
(OCP) in the 2-10mg/kg range. The proposed development details the installation
of surface water storage dams adjacent to, or directly on, Borrow pit 1. There is no
explanation in the EIS (or its supporting documentation) of how this risk will be
managed, or what validation method will be used to manage human health
impacts.

SAS214 also notes the relocation of low level contaminates on the site to area of
low impact i.e. away from drainage lines although the contamination remains on
Lot 1 DP1076346.

The EIS contains no reference to this remediation, any risks associated with the
mobilisation of residual contaminates in the soil, or SAS214 itself. Similarly, the
EIS does not confirm whether the proposed earthworks (constructing two water
storage basins (14,000m®) and the construction of 12,000m2 of hard stand) have
been designed in conformance with any recommendations made by the Site
Auditor. If not, it is unclear how Borg is intending to prevent contamination of
Kings Stockyard Creek and the Fish River with OCP during the construction and
operational phases.

CHH and HPP note that the proposed development of a 14,000m? hardstand on
Lot 24 of DP 1148073 covers an area that was historically used for storage of a
significant volume of potentially contaminated material. There is no evidence in
the EIS to suggest remediation and validation of potentially historical
contamination has taken place.

The EIS is deficient in three key respects. First, it has assumed exemption from
the Water Management Act will be granted. Second, it fails to properly consider
the potential impact on groundwater in the Oberon region. Third, its calculations
contain a fundamental error. Specifically:

» The EIS does not provide a proper basis for its assumption that the Proposed
Development will be granted exemption from the Water Management Act, nor
does it properly assess the risks of such exemption being withdrawn or the
failure of storm water harvesting processes. In the event that water levels in
the dam supplying the Oberon township fall below 10%, and the project
cannot harvest as described in the EIS, the potential impact on water supply
to existing industry is significant. This potential consequence is ignored in the
EIS;
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16.0 Waste

= There is no mention of licence requirements for the new dams, nor the
Maximum Harvestable Right Dam Capacity (MHRDC) for the site;

= Neither the EIS nor the Water Cycle Assessment Report (WCAR) provides a
full explanation of the following issues with respect to the impact of
harvesting on the catchment:

- Impacts on downstream users;
- Biota impact assessment in Kings Stockyard creek;

- Alternatives if extraction rates are not acceptable considering existing
use rights of other industry;

- An assessment of the current allowable extraction rate of existing
groundwater (via the spring dam) including impacts of extraction from
the Woodchem MHF bore on Borg owned land;

- An assessment of historical extraction and its impacts on the perched
and deep aquifer utilised by upstream users under licence;

- Information on what measures and controls will be implemented if
extraction is not allowed,;

- Supporting information regarding grounds under which the EIS
recommendation that the project be granted dispensation under the
Water Management Act;

- An assessment of water quality considering worse case inflows
managed under a commercial agreement with upstream contributors to
the storm water system; and

- Consideration of existing easements and commercial agreements with
upstream contributors to the storm water system given the EIS proposes
to alter water flow across the catchment;

= The EIS does not provide proper assessment of the impacts of the Proposed
Development on groundwater given that:

- the perched aquifer is within 1 metre of storm water drainage network
infrastructure at the adjacent industrial facility;

- changes to groundwater flows could impact on existing containment
cells of contaminated spoil upgradient of the Proposed Development
site; and

- the Proposed Development engaged Sustainability Workshop to
complete a WCAR. It should be noted that Table 13 (p.91) is incorrect
by three orders of magnitude (i.e., 1000X) for the discharge of aldrin and
dieldrin. The EPL (3035) has a 0.3ug/L (not mg/L) limit on aldrin and
dieldrin. This error has the potential to significantly distort the water
impact assessment.

The EIS refers to ‘burning of gas products on site’ as a ‘key aspect of the Project’
(EIS 16.3 p 96) but there is limited detail regarding this in Chapter 6 of the EIS.
EIS 16.2 Table 16 indicates that the existing wood fired heat plants on site are to
be used in the role of waste incinerators. CHH and HPP is aware that these heat
plants have little or no emissions control equipment currently fitted to them.

Only a minor assessment of waste impacts has been provided and the
assessment of waste has not fully considered:

» the impact of burning treatment plant sludge given the potential additional
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pollutant load contemplated in the development;
= the impact of burning the WESP sludge;
= the impact of burning scrubber sludge on the air shed;

= as mentioned above, given the amount of product burnt, supporting
information as to why the existing heat plants should not be considered as
waste incinerators and be required to meet tighter emission standards as
noted in the Protection of the Environment (Clean Air) Regulation 2010;

= the impact of ash going to local council landfill given the burning of urban
waste; or

= the impact on human health given the potential accumulation of contaminants
in the ash should they become fugitive emissions.

17.3 The Proposed Development includes an 8MW thermal oil heat plant; however, the
Management EIS contains no information on its specifications, risks or impact on the Proposed
and Development’s emission profile.

Mitigation
Measures
and Drawing
271 Press
Building (sht
2)

5. THE EXISTING DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL CONDITIONS - DA 27/95

Borg has stated that it is seeking to set aside the existing development approval DA 27/95 with
respect to all land owned by Borg Panels Pty Limited, including the Proposed Development site. The
EIS does not adequately explain how the existing development conditions in DA 27/95 will apply to
the Proposed Development land, nor how the new DA will affect the rights and obligations of
neighbouring landowners, including CHH and HPP. Given that DA 27/95 affects the operations of
neighbouring landowners, CHH and HPP require assurances that the existing development conditions
contained in DA 27/95 will be assumed by the new lots once consolidated.

6. EASEMENT (AA) TO DRAIN WATER (ITEM 1 OF LOT 26 DP 1200697)

Lot 26 DP 1200697 is burdened by registered Easement to Drain Water 5 Wide 10 Wide & Variable
Width (AA) (shown as item 1 on DP 1200697) (Easement). The Easement is a proprietary right in
favour of neighbouring Lot 86 DP 574012, Lot 10 DP 1017456 (both HPP facility land) and Lot 11 DP
1017456 (on which a CHH facility is situated).

The Easement infrastructure allows the benefited lots the opportunity to contain any form of surface
water pollution if required. The changes mooted in the EIS have the effect of removing this
infrastructure to a large extent. The EIS provides no information on how any surface water pollution
from the benefited lots would otherwise be contained and managed.

By law, the Easement cannot be interfered with, modified or extinguished without the consent of the
registered proprietors of the benefiting lots. As at the date of this submission, no registered proprietor
has received a request for consent from Borg in relation to its proposed interference with the
Easement.

7. CONCLUSION
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The EIS fails to meet the requirements of the SEAR in four key respects. First, it does not provide a
comprehensive cumulative impact assessment which takes into account the existing environment and
other land users at the Oberon Timber Complex. Second, the assessment which the EIS does provide
contains inadequate information on major environmental and planning risks and includes information
that is incorrect or based on deficient methodology. Third, Borg’'s proposal to remove the existing
development consent DA 27/95 risks undermining the compliance objectives of the original
development approval and may adversely affect the rights and obligations of neighbouring
landowners. Fourth, the Proposed Development purports to interfere with Easement (AA) on Lot 26
DP 1200697, which is protected by law as a proprietary right of the registered proprietors of Lot 86 DP
574012, Lot 10 DP 1017456 and Lot 11 DP 1017456.

CHH and HPP support economic development of the Oberon region and of the Australian timber
industry. However, such development must be sustainable and in accordance with environmental
management best practice. The EIS as currently drafted does not achieve this. CHH and HPP have
set out its concerns and, where appropriate, further measures and information required to carry out a
comprehensive risk assessment which meets the requirements of the SEAR.

CHH and HPP trust that the detail provided in this response sets out its concerns with sufficient
clarity. However, CHH and HPP welcome the opportunity to discuss these issues further. Please
contact David Toyne on 0447 015 991 or david.toyne@chhbuildingsupplies.com to arrange.

Submitted by

David Toyne

on behalf of

Carter Holt Harvey Australia Pty Limited
Highland Pine Products Pty Limited

27 July 2016
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission regarding Borg Panels Timber Processing Facility
Expansion.

By way of introduction, we, Robert and Sally Parrington, purchased the lease on the Jenolan Caravan
Park in March 2012. The Park cabins were immediately increased from 8 to 10 and numerous other
improvements were carried out at the Park. Another two cabins were purchased at the end of 2014 and
business has increased very nicely.

The caravan parks northern boundary is approximately 440 metres from the southern boundary of the
Borg complex. By our measurement, the Borg complex is approximately 850 metres from the town
centre.

We are supportive of the industry in Oberon as Oberon would not be the fantastic town that it is
without the mills employing so many Oberon residents and the supporting businesses such as trucking
and engineering. However our concerns are:

e Smoke

e Smell/s

e Noise
Smoke

Smoke can be hard to determine from where it is coming. It seems in the main part to come from the
area of the other parts of the timber complex, not Borgs. However, we make mention of it here as
smoke comes over the caravan park often on a Sunday, and also on other days of the week. Itis a ‘blue’
smoke.

Smell

Itis even harder to detect the direction of smells than it is for smoke. An unpleasant smell is not as
frequent as the smoke (or the noise) but can be extremely unpleasant and very hard to describe when it
does occur. We have considered other businesses in the area e.g. the relatively new bitumen plant but
when we situated ourselves outside their business we could not smell any bad smells. Again it is
mentioned here because it has been a problem and finding the source seems to be a big problem.

Noise

In 2011, when we had the opportunity to manage the caravan park for the previous owners before
purchase, the synonym used by both people operating the Park and guests in the Park when describing
the noise was “like waves on the seashore”. During February/March 2011, a six week period, the Mill
(complex) was quiet and the sound was not an unpleasant background noise. After purchasing the
caravan park we believe the noise has steadily grown in volume and this could probably be measured
against improved sales in the Borg business.

In May 2013 we started attending the Community Consultative Meetings held generally at a meeting
room within the timber complex and with other interested parties such as Oberon Council General
Manager, the Council Mayor and the owners of neighbouring properties to the complex. We first
started going to these meetings when the noise from the mill/s started increasing in volume. Our main
concerns were when there were loud noises through the night and our guests were being woken with a
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jolt and then (in some cases) not able to go back to sleep. Our Park is a holiday park and most of our
guests are tourists whether they are visiting the local attractions or catching up with family and friends
but essentially they are on holiday and not expecting to hear loud bangs/clanging through the night or
hearing a chipper start up at 7.00am to disturb their holiday rest. We also have sub-contractors staying
whilst working in the area.

Some of the negative reviews received:

Trip Advisor:

“Won't be back!” Reviewed 25 April 2014 via mobile

We camped here over the Easter break but wouldn't come back here again:

1. For a country caravan park too noisy some factory out the back making noise 24/7.
2. No individual fire places only one big communal one.
3. The owners are nosey and looking out for anyone doing the slightest thing wrong.

Otherwise the park is clean and well maintained.

Stayed April 2014

JenolanCP, Manager at Jenolan Caravan Park, responded to this review, 17 May 2014

Hello NoName0102 Thank you for taking the time to review our Park. We have been in touch with the factory
regarding the noise and your comment. Unfortunately the company were unable to pinpoint the source of the noise at
that time, but will be completing a noise study in the next month and we hope this will bring to light any noise over
and above any scheduled limits. The factory does a wonderful job keeping our local people employed and Oberon
has one of the lowest unemployment rates in NSW. Your other points have been noted.

“Relaxing with central location” Reviewed 18 March 2015

Spent 2 nights at the caravan park (in our 4 man tent). Found the place very neat, well tended with very
modern and clean amenities. All guests of the caravan park have access to the communal kitchen which
has a microwave, stove, bbq, crockery, cutlery, pots.. and anything else you might find in your own
kitchen. The ablutions were neat as a pin and kept clean at all times. No guests at the park need walk
more than 1-2 minutes to get to either the kitchen or the ablutions. The only detraction we found was the
industrial plant neighbouring the caravan park. During the day one can quite easily forget that it's there.
At night there is a slight hum. It's for those who sleep in a tent at night that the sound becomes a bit
louder...especially when you are inside your tent. Fortunately it isn't a loud noise so didn't really affect our
time there. There was no bad odour or smog coming from the plant either. Overall the visit was great and
we'd definitely stay there again.

Room Tip: Take warm clothes and blankets along for at night when the temperature drops really low.
See more room tips

Stayed March 2015, travelled as a couple
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Wikicamps (phone app):

84% M 5:13 PM

Details Comments Prices Photos

0 Leave a comment

- Post

Al046 24 Jan 2016
Great park. Good clean facilities. Short
walk to town and pub. Friendly owners.

. User 418011 21 Jan 2016
. Very clean and well kept. Amenities
excellent and camp kitchen great.
0 Council playground out the front. Timber

mill noisy at night but we couldn't hear it
from inside our van. Friendly
management let us keep van there while
we went to caves on day of check-out.

. Sonny.kemp 21 Jan 2016
- $10 extra per child and there is not even
a swing on site. Constant industrial
0 noise directly behind caravan park ruined

our peace and sleep. Otherwise clean
and tidy and good camp kitchen.
Washing machines great. However not
worth the $63 in our opinion.

Facebook:

Mark Coleman reviewed Jenolan Caravan Park, Oberon — 1 star
April 7, 2015 -

Freezing weather and not allowed Campfire even on communal fire pit.

Spoken to like children for trying to keep dry and warm in communal kitchen, "Right, pack up had
complaints bout noise"(No music, 3 people talking at normal levels NOT Loud at all) at the ripe old
time of 9:35pm!

Then being SPYED on by rude management for whatever we dont know. Photos, walk bys at night
and early in morning.

Toilets were brand new BUT not cleaned over entire long weekend.

Oh did the photos of the park tell you how van park backs onto a 24hr operationational MDF board
manufacturing plant with constant stinky emmissions?

Could of been a great stay ruined by RUDE staff.

If your a 75 yr old tea totaler that goes to bed @ 7:00 then this is the park for you.

If you enjoy talking andchaving a beer or if your kids wanna play hide and seek DON'T bother
comming here
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(Picture included on Facebook by Mark Coleman)

“Not So Quite As We Had Been Led To Believe Thru Others Reviews.” Reviewed 21 May 2016

Stayed on a Powered Site - The Park was grassy and pleasant enough But the Mill was very noisy all
night 7 days a week (we stayed 7) All reviews | had previously read had said it was quiet but this is NOT
true, those who had reviewed the park must have had a hearing disability. | found the staff not all that
friendly as the young woman that was working there just grunted at us during the time we said hello. Pet
Friendly.

Room Tip: Bring your ear plugs for a good nights sleep.
See more room tips

Stayed May 2016, travelled as a couple

JenolanCP, Manager at Jenolan Caravan Park, responded to this review, 28 May 2016

Hi Mary-Anne N thank you for taking the time to review our Park and we are sorry that the noise from the Mill
disturbed you. Some times it is noisier than at other times and you may have noticed a microphone placed near a
black box in the Park - this is provided by the Mill and is measuring the noise we experience in the Park. They are
sympathetic to tourists and townspeople alike and are endeavouring to identify individual noises to lessen the impact.
It is a work in progress and we hope next time you come to stay you will see an improvement. We were also
dismayed to read that you were grunted at - our staff were particularly dismayed and are not sure of the occasion ...
however please accept our apologies. We do hope that you enjoyed the beautiful area in which we live during your
week stay and we hope to see you again. Cheers Sally
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An example of the Reviews we receive most often:

“Grey nomad stay” Reviewed 22 October 2014

My wife and I, late 50's and retired, stayed at Jenolan Caravan Park in October 2014. This is our second
time here, once in a cabin and this time in our caravan. This is a great park in a very good location. It s
comfortable walking distance from the Main Street and an easy drive from all of the attractions that this
area has to offer. The park is well layed out with large shady sites, individual water and sullage and very
comfortable cabins. The amenities are clean and there is a very well appointed camp kitchen. The
owners are very friendly and helpful, both when on site and if contacted by phone. For anyone wanting to
visit the caves, gardens or Bathurst region, this is a wonderful place to stay.

Stayed October 2014, travelled as a couple

Running a successful caravan park is enormously satisfying. Having factories close to us and receiving
negative comments via social media is very damaging to our business and extremely difficult to measure
the damage done e.g. people that read about the noise and just decide not to visit.

We have received courteous response and attendance at our Park from the Borg crew from
management to workers but unfortunately we are having the same conversations every time we speak
—it’s too noisy. We don’t doubt efforts are being made to address the noise issues and there is no
doubt there has been some improvement in some areas but the problem for us is, we are still getting
complaints from our guests whether they be on social media or the guest attending in our office.

Sound monitoring has been carried out at the Park on a number of occasions by both the EPA and Borgs
Panels. We have not been privy to the results of these but whenever we have asked we have been
advised that the noise is within the allowable limits. It concerns us that the loud bangs (spikes on the
noise monitor) that wake up our guests are not monitored individually but they are averaged out over
the nightly period. That is no consolation to our guests as they were awakened by the bang and still
can’t get back to sleep!

Looking forward to the new extension we would ask that there be no loud noises or ‘spikes’ between
the hours of 9.00pm and 8.00am.

If the noise problems can’t easily be rectified now for the existing factory, what time frame would the
factory complex be allowed to source and fix any future loud noises from the new factory?

We understand that when the portable chippers were in the forest they were required to operate at a
distance of not less than 600 metres from a house. We are less than 500 metres from the factory
boundary and along with our commercial lease, we also hold a residential lease. It does not seem to be
equitable.

We also understand that the NSW Industrial Noise Policy is currently being reviewed. It is our opinion
that 45dB for the proximity of the timber complex to town, is too generous. We would ask that
consideration be given to reducing this nightly limit.
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Please do not hesitate to contact us if any clarification is required. Over the last three years we have
been addressing these problems with the following people:

Borg Panels:

John Borg (only recently)
Jim Snelson

Greg Muir

Victor Bendevski
Louis Snelson

Aaron Evans

Highlands / Structaflor Complex:

Tom Williams

Peter Hotham (no longer in their employ)

Spiro Kavaleiros

Numerous noise reports to 1800 802 795 (community hotline for the whole complex)

EPA

Andrew Helms
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Pamela Morales

From: system@accelo.com on behalf of Markus Schmitz
<markus.schmitz@bigpond.com>

Sent: Thursday, 16 June 2016 4:31 PM

To: Pamela Morales

Subject: Submission Details for Markus Schmitz (object)

Confidentiality Requested: no
Submitted by a Planner: no
Disclosable Political Donation: no

Name: Markus Schmitz
Email: markus.schmitz@bigpond.com

Address:
19. Carrington Avenue Oberon

Oberon, NSW
2787

Content:

I would like to raise my concerns about the proposed extension of the BORG OBERON operations.

My family and myself live close to the current Borg site and have been exposed to dust / noise / additional traffic on poorly
maintained roads over the years.

| am also concerned about particleboard and MDF being dumped at the local landfill as well as commercial quantities of boiler ash
and other by products produced by BORG .

Dumped waste products have " self combusted " on a number of occasions at the local landfill site and reported to the EPA.

I am also concerned about the devaluation of properties in the close proximity of the proposed new plant as further developments /
subdivisions / granny flats had been rejected for property owners in a 2km range from the current BORG operations by the Oberon
Council.

IP Address: - 101.191.251.146
Submission: Online Submission from Markus Schmitz (object)
https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/?action=view_activity&id=150430

Submission for Job: #7016 Timber Processing Facility Expansion
https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/?action=view_job&id=7016

Site: #3085 Borg Panels Oberon
https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/?action=view_site&id=3085




Pamela Morales

From: Markus Schmitz <Markus.Schmitz@health.nsw.gov.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 6 July 2016 11:59 AM

To: Pamela Morales

Subject: Objection to SSD 15_7016 Oberon BORG PB plant

Hi Pamela,

| tried to complete the offical forms but was unable due to a problem with the security code.

| attached my letter for you.

Objection to proposed BORG OBERON PB plant

| have checked the environmental report for the proposed PB plant and found that the formaldehyde emission will
be above the legal limit for my home and workplace address.

| wish to raise my concerns about the emissions and airborne fibre the population of Oberon had to endure in the
past.

On a windy day my car would be covered in what appears to be wood fibres from the BORG site.

| am also worried that no study had been carried out during a rainy period as formaldehyde is water soluble and
could end up in the rain over the township of Oberon.

| live in Oberon and my house was build in 1946 before the current PB plant was constructed .

Oberon Council will not allow dual occupancy in areas close to the current BORG site and justify their decision on the
fact that the current BORG site is close to my address.

| can also see an increased risk to the environmental pollution .

Defective PB panels regulary appear at the local landfill site .

PB panels had also been buried in the stateforest at black bullock road in the past.

The Oberon Council had burned truckloads of panels from the BORG site in the past at the local landfill site.

Markus Armin Schmitz
Maintenance Supervisor Oberon Health Service Mobil: 0407416547

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

Views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender, and are not necessarily the views of NSW Health
or any of its entities.
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