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Anna Timbrell - Online Submission from Flora Jean Craig (other)

From: Flora Jean Craig <ianshuttle@ozemail.com.au>

To: Anna Timbrell <anna.timbrell@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 15/06/2010 19:25

Subject: Online Submission from Flora Jean Craig (other)

CC: <assessments@pianning.nsw.gov.au>

We wish to cbject to the method,lack of appropriate consuitation and lateness of correspondence from GHD Pty itd
with reference inter afia ,the signing of an agreement for the Pipeline and Water Supply.

The detaiis of the proposed line through my property has not been thought through and Jack of face to face
consultation in the important first stages was non existent.

The easement shouid be outside my property on the Northern end as my land for the proposed pipeline easement
is designated fow density residential and for stage two of release re G.M.C LEP .The amount offered for the
easement wifl be more than likely challenged if the easement is not located in a different area outside my property.

It can be seen in Chapter 3 Figure 3.3-6 that the pipeline doglegs prior to reaching my property being Lot1/DP
603886.
We will be making a further submission and or objection before the 30th June 2010,

The above has been made by Ian Shuttie
for and on behalf of Mrs F.J.Craig

Name: Fiora Jean Craig
Address:

54 Cathcart Street
Goulburn NSW 2580

IP Address: 124-170-4-172.dyn.jinet.net.au - 124.170.4.172

Submission for Job: #1356 Project Application
https://maiorprojects.onhiive.comyindex.pi?action=view_job&id=1356

Site: #889 Highlands Source Project
https://majorprojects.onhiive.com/index.pl?action=view_site&id=889

Anna Timbrell

E: anna.timbrell@pianning.nsw.gov.au

Powered by Internetrix Affinity

file://CATemp\XPgrpwise\4C17D3BDSYDNDOM2BRIDPO31001 667472153A91\G... 25/06/2010



bescott
Text Box
1


Hon. Mr. Tony Kelly MLC George Gildea

Level 34 Governor Macquarie Tower 69 Middie Arm Road
1 Farrer Place, Sydney Goulburn NSW
2000 2580

16th June 2010

Re: Highland Source Project
Part 3A Environmental Assessment
on Public Dispiay 28th May 2010
Submissions Close 30th June 2010

Dear Mr. Kelly,

Because of the Iimited time available for public submissions, | write to you as a matter of urgency.
You have the opportunity to slow down this engineering debacle and to request that no decision is
made until the complete costs are calculated, all the options are properly studied and all those

options are widely publicised, before any decision is implemented.

The State Government does not want another botched project using 40% State money, 40%
Federal money and 20% Goulburn Council money. The submission by GHD Pty Ltd is so

incomplete it is insulting to the Minister.

The final route, and type of water usage, has not been completed by the GHD consultants, who
say further costings will be investigated as the project progresses. The two options described in
the press publication are major multi-million doliar alternatives and yet no costings are available on
specific alternatives that GHD has identified as feasible. Their reply as to why some alternatives

were not considered was “... we did not have time.”!

Mr. Kelly, this is State Government money. What is the agenda®? By whom?

Is the 40% from the Commonwealth a lead-in to another insulation debacle? Why the rush? The
project was advertised on 28th May 2010, with submissions closing 30th June 2010,
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This haste is after five years of bumbling by the local Goulburn Council, who have no experience
whatsoever in running a 30 year project, let alone the construction of such. Maintenance and

running costs have not yet been quantified.

_announced the estimaies of $54 - $57 million agreed to the Budge of Loan Funds.

This seems nothing short of a miracle with GHD stating in their report that major engineering

alternatives have yet to be decided!

Itis an effrontery to the Minister’s office that Goulburn Counci} would be writing to residents stating

that a final route has been decided and will not be altered.

Fam an interested landholder in the above project and | have objected to the pipleline crossing 1.5
km of my property - an unnecessary public expenditure and degradation of agricultural land on the
narthern side of Goutburn. | have 400 acres on the Goulburn town boundary and have been a
ratepayer for 50 years. 1 have offered afternatives, which Goulburn Council have rejected as

nonsense.

For 35 years | have had the 23 metre wide Moomba-Sydney gas pipeline under my grazing
property and the degradation of the land resulling from that pipeline is clearly visible in images

from Google Earth - taken from space! It is devoid of normal pasture.

And now Goulburn Councit want to take more - an additional 20 metre wide strip immediately
adjacent to the existing pipefine. They won't even have their vehicles on the existing pipeline scar,
yet 1 have had to five and work on it for 35 years! The proposed project is not simply an
underground pipe. It also has concrete pumping stations installed above-ground on every rise and
falt of the undulating terrain. There are proposed six to eight of these concrete structures proposed

for the 1.5km of pipeline crossing my property.

Goulburn Council’s waste of money on unnecessary additional survey fees and compensation for

the extra 26 metres is simply negligence, not to mention misuse of State Government funding.

Maybe they're saying: “Why not spend up big? Take 80% of government funds, putin just 20% and
don’t bother about costings - we'll just cut out the Loan Funds.”



[t has been all too easy when Government funds are avafiable.— now
designing the exira Goulburn easement, || o< predecessors built the
Moomba-Sydney gas pipeline in the mid-1970s. _and

now advises Goutburn Council to construct another 20 metre wide easement - staying out of, but

right next to, the existing gas / Powertel fibre-opiic cable easement.

i urge you, Mr. Kefly, that the gas pipeline correspondence must be examined to stop the pilfering

of State Government monies. APA have made millions of dollars out of the gas flowing through the

pipeline under so much private fand, but were given the easement for a public purpose. They paid

the Keating government for ithe costs of construction:

- but pay nothing annually to farmers or anyone for the passage of gas under their land and the
continual traversing of the easement through that private land

- and yet the wind tower operators have o pay an easement fee plus and annual loan fee for the
use of such land

-two energy providers both use the existing easement with no annual cost to transport their
product

- the gas pipeline was sold with an expectation of 25 years. It has now been in the ground for 35

years.

S0, Mr. Kelly, has the APA told Gooulburn Council 1o ‘get iost’ and stay out of ‘our’ easement and o

go buy another one with State Government money?

What correspondence is available as to why Goulburn Gouncit will not use the existing gas pipeline
easement? The Powertel fibre-optic line went within the existing 23 metre gas easement, and no

doubt paid to do so.
Water for the DA-approved gas-fired power station at Brayion has not been mentioned.

So why is APA forcing Goulburn Council to unnecessarily use State Government mcney to take
extra easement immediately adjacent to the existing one? The Minister must be informed as to why
Goulburn Council has been shut out of the public easement, by an independent engineering expert

on gas pipelines.

This is an engineering debacle, a political scandal in the making and a permanent scar on the
environment. The Minister must be warned of the parochial outlook of Goulburn Council. They are

wasting State Government money because of the inadequacy of the report in covering all



alternatives and there is the opportunity for conilict of inferest between GHD personnel and

Goulburn Council employees.

Yours Sincerely,

-y
-

/" _/

| /(/u Jegde

George Gildea
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2. Commenis on Source and Delivery Opti'ons - Paragraphs 7.2.1 and 7.2.2

The whole tenor of Section 7 - Alternatives is one of parochial constraints imposed by the
engineering staff of Goulburn Municipal Council. | read the report as GHD not being committal and
being restrained in exercising their expertise to produce a broad community project, frustrated by

being contined to the narrow objectives of Gouihurn Councit staff.

It is not disputed that Goulburn needs the augmented water supply, but State and Commonweaith
monies are being used and that places an expectation on the consultants that their final
considered and recommended plan would include an analysis of the wider scope they have

identified and yet within reach of the common goals expressed by the funding parties.

The State Government is paying for 40% of the project cost and should not allow Goulburn Council

staff to convert their 20% of the project to 100% Goulburn’s exclusive design.

3. Emphasis on Source Option 6 With Delivery Option 5 - Advantages to Moss Vale,

Penrose, Wingello and Towrang

Paragraph 7.2:2 with Delivery Option 5 with Source Option 6 presents a fantastic opportunity to
supply water to villages such as Bundanoon, Tallong, Wingello and Penrose and the construction
along the rail corridor would not present any encroachment on agricultural iand. The soif types
along that corridor are sandy, hence the profiferation of pines. The long route presently preferred
by Goulburn Council is riddled with granite boulders, slowing construction and increasing cost.
Nowhere in the report does it mention water from Wingecarribee already has a pipeline beyond the
Bundanoon village - the start of the railway corridor. Enhancing this supply would save millions of

dollars.

But above all, the State is crying out for decentralisation and those villages present an excellent
opportunity for subdivision of cheaper home sites for those who do not want suburban living - but
who need water for modern living and are prepared to pay for such essentials. Even if the pipeline
along ihe rail corridor was dormant for 10 years in serving those towns, it would still serve its
immediate purpose fo serve Goulburn via Marndan. To travel west across from Exeter, out to
Arthursleigh and back to Goulburn is travefling in an unnecessary arc that helps no one and, above

all, has no costing on years of maintenarice.




GHD commented that Wingecarribee water filiration and accompanying lines would need to be
upgraded. Is it not better planning to do the upgrade NOW and improve the Wingecarribee plant to
supply suitably treated water to the area, plus eliminate the need for a second treatment plant at
Goulburn. You would have the immediate advantage of treated water direct into Goulburn /
Bradfordville for instant use. This option eliminates the need for more pipes to the oid plant at
Goulburn, where another treatment plant is advocated by Goulburn Council. Having two small

plants loses the economy of scale.

Surely this is small town parochial thiﬁking and not State Government-fevel planning? Such
parochial thinking will not obtain for the electoraie a share of the Federal Treasurer's 36 miliion
people by 2050 - 40 years into the future.

What has Goulburn achieved in the last 40 years? Nothing. The population has effectively
decreased. The town stagnated from 1855 to 1975 due to a town council that effectively
discouraged industrial development with a ‘me first’ policy that turned away any prospective

industry.

The Wingecarribee update should be done now, o plan for the immediate intention that Moss Vale
be the service centre for the Port Kembla Corporation wharf extensions. Moss Vale's infrastructure
must be updated to capitalise on the modernisation of Port Kembla. This will reduce the daily
cavalcade of residenis travelling daily to Liverpool and beyond. The section of the freeway from
Mittagong to Sydney has slowed remarkably in the last five years due to increased traffic from this
the Southern Highlands.,

4, GHID ldentify the Rail Corridor for Direct inpust of Treated Waier Into Goulbuin

Furthermore, GHD cite this railway option as entering Goulburn on the speedway end or
racecourse Bradfordville reservoir - and to lock into the whole network at this paint of entry without

travelling pipelines around Goulburn and up the oid present water treatment plant at St. Pat’s hill.

From a modern engineering perspective Gouiburn is presented with new up-to-date technical
facilities, at the northern end of Gouibum,‘with immediate access with ireated water to fhe
industrial area and the area favoured by council for residential expansion,

Why pump new water into an old plant, then pump it back to users through old pipes?



Goulburn Council staff are not water engineers. That old Goulburn plant should be relegated fo
secondary usage with the prime distribution facility, with modern controls, being located on a new
site near the speedway or Bradfordville. No {reatments annual cost to Goulburn. Alt treatment
would be better done at Wingecarribee, on a more economic scale large enough to attract
specialist personnel. Road staff on council payrolls are disappearing to specialist road contractors
alt over the state. It is inevitable that this pipeline will eventually be sold to private enterprise, as in

the UK, because council staff are inefficient operators and the ratepayers will soon object.

In the compensation contract now offered to landholders, Goulburn Council has a clause reserving
unto themselves the right to sell the pipetine to anyone, with objection or compensation available to
landholders.

Why trammel agricultural land, crealing additional desecration, and then to do so, open up new

construction easements in a circuitous route to arrive at the old, outdated plant? And such new

easements adjacent io the present gas easement Goulburn Council will not even drive over the

gas easement. it is ridiculous, and a negligent waste, not to drive on already ruined land.

This water line requires ongoing maintenance, valves to be opened and flooded. Thousands of
miles are going to be traversed annually beyond the western side of the freeway, in and out of
agricultural properties, on unmade roads. That is thousands of wasted hours of travelling by work
crews. Whereas all the travel along the rail corridor is adjacent to sealed roads for the entire

length.

Where has the costing been done to compare maintenance and various options?

5. Brayton Gas-Fired Power Station’s Neead for Water

You are no doubt aware that the NSW State Government has purchased at least 200 acres for a
DA approved power station:
- fo be fired by the adjacent gas line that passes through Goulburn from Moomba

- to be watered by the ‘Goulburn’ water pipeline
The Brayton power station is really for the peopie of Sydney - the same users of the gas line.

That Brayton facility could still be serviced because the rail line joins the highway at Marulan - a
short distance from the Brayton power siation site. Why has GHD not mentioned the Erayton



power station requirements for water, the quantity required, its effect on the pipeline’s size and

treated and untreated water usage?

Do the ratepayers of Goulburn know that they are going to be pa ying for maintenance on a pipeline
which is operating for the people of Sydney?

Mr. Kelly, taking a wider view of the needs of NSW and its place within the Commonwealth, and
exporting from Port Kembla, surely you must elevate this project beyond the narrow engineering
aspect being promoted by Goulburn Council, and you yourself make a broad submission before
30th June?

You can service three new residential areas for deéentraﬁsation, already serviced by fast
passenger train linking Mittagong to Goulburn. Those three areas are not beyond daify travel to
Wollongong. Countrylink buses are a good way 1o travel from the Hightands to the coast, if you

develop the Highlands’ villages for people to live in with modern utilities.

6. My Personal Objection

I'have suffered the gas pipeline easement for 35 years. The degradation of the 23 metre-wide , 10
acre area, easement is clearly visible even on Googfe Earth images taken from space! (images
attached}

APA use that gas line and have made millions of dollars from gas passing daily under my now
barren land. | receive not one dollar for this annual usage by this corporation. [t would be nearly 25

years since any remedial work was done by them on the ground they damaged.

The fibre-optic line uses the same easement. Apparently the owners of the line, Powertel Pty Lid,
paid APA in 2000 to use the easement. No remedial work has been done since. The gas ethane

line also uses the easement.

So within a 23 metre wide easement, three large corporations make millions of doliars from
product passing under my fand, which is visibly degraded and from which | can never propetfy

harvest hay, in my business of beef grazing on 400 acres.

Now the Goutburn Council’s Project Officer has writien to me stating that they will resume another
20 metre easement, meaning this 1.5km strip of dead earth destroys 20 acres of my farmland.



That is my personal cbjection.

It is not simply an underground pipe. it also has concrete pumping stations installed above-ground
on every rise and fall of the undulating terrain. There are proposed six fo eight of these concrete

structures proposed for the 1.6km of pipeline crossing my property.

In addition, | was not supplied with an appropriate map or plans for this proposal - nothing which
contained measurements - until the 6th May this year, and still then nothing with measurements or
dimensions on it. But it did include newly-added concrete and steel structures that impede my
farming activity. I had written in November 2009 for a professionally prepared map and plan, but
was forced to wait five months for a reply. Then we were deliberately ambushed, with no time to

brief objecting solicitors and water engineers.

Goulburn Council state that they chose my fand because it is cleared grazing land - they do not
want to disturb the public road system. Obviously this is the easy option for Goulburn Councit staff,
to take more private farm land to feed new water into the old, outdated treatment plant, instead of
establishing a completely new entry point for the water into Goulburn that would service three

villages, the Marulan industrial and residentiat areas and the Brayton power station.

Biuntly? Goulburn Council wants io take ihis fand that | have cleared and sown because it
is cheaper for me to bear the cost of the pigeline into Goulburn than o have the users of
the water be made fo pay fhe .council to uproot the streets to carry the pipeline io the

cutdated old treatment plant.

It is dishonest for Goulburn Councit fo say that they will accept responsibility for remedial work. The
truth is that Goulburn Council has subrogated to its insurers any liability claim against the Council.
This means that the landowner has fo battle personally with the insurance company, who only
have one aim - to maximise profit by minimising claims. They have no inlerest in, nor accountahility

for, conserving the productive capacity of the land.

All landowners with active easements bear the burden of potential claims under their public lfability
policies. The burden of ‘not guilty’ for any claim lies on the landowner, not the Goulburn Council.
Plant or vehicles waorking on, or left on, the easement are legal risks attached to the landowner.
The landowner has the burden of costs to prove no negligence. The easement is a perpetual worry

and risk which other landowners do not have 1o suffer.



Resioration Work

It is totally unacceptable for a City Council to undertake restoration work on an agriculiural
property. They do not have the funds, the qualified personnel, the experience nor the will. History
clearly shows such attempts to have been puerile and subject o the whims and lack of interest of
the current council staff.

There must be, inserted into the Compensation Contract, mandatory clauses stating that decriptive
ground work, pasture renovation and fertiliser usage will be a contraciual obligétion, with no
subjective appraisal provisos. The description of that obligatory work must be written in to the
contract of compensation as a condi‘iio_n of granting the easement, wherever it is located - not a

dolflar figure, not an assessment.
7. Use of the Easement by Poweriel for Fibre Optic Cable to Melbourne

- Clearly Powertel must have paid APA to use the easement in 2000
~ Clearly Ethane must have paid APA to use the easement in 1996

- That's three trenches from 2m to im deep - and a width of 6 used out of 23m total width

Please turn to the GHD report, Paragraph 7.4, lines 4-5, where in two lines the use of the present
easement by Goulburn Council’s water pipeline has been dismissed.

- Has APA told Goufburn Council to ‘get lost'?

- Has APA asked Goulburn Council to pay?

Can you not demand access to this correspondence of rejection?

This APA group has made miflions of dollars and pay NOTHING for the annual carriage of gas to
Sydney. Unlike wind fowers where an annual fee is paid to farmers.

APA purchased the pipeline easement from the Keating government in 1994, with an expected life
of 25 years. The pipeline has now been delivering for 35 years with not one cent paid to anyone for
delivery of the gas from Moomba to Sydney.

So, Mr. Kelly, is the present State and Commonwealth Government also going to be told to ‘get

fost’?




Farmers have taken 150 years to cultivate this land. It is easy prey for the bureaucrats who have
no connection to or love of the land that they so willingly desecrate for their own selfish needs, and

who are too indifferent to exhaustively examine the non-agriculturai alteratives.

The consequences of not using the present gas pipeline easement are that Goulburn Council has
been plunged into wasting millions of dollars in unnecessary survey fees, given that detailed maps
of the gas line were given to every landowner involved in 1973 - maps that | have shown to GHD.

- What a contrast these are to the sub-standard aerial maps being shown fo residents at the pubiic
display in Goulburn. I believe that these tactics are in contempt of the Minister's authority fo insist
on public display.

- | have repeatedly requested properly marked maps so that residents can see the effect of the
new easement and the degradation to the local environment that this additional easement will

cause.
8. Publication On 28th May and Closure on 33th Juhe
It was not uniil | read the newspaper notice on the hearing that | knew of the public report of GHD.
[ knew nothing about how the alternatives had been so readily dismissed by Goulburn Councii -
was this published?
9. My Position and Use of the Rail Corridor
In my view the State and Federal Governments should insist on using the existing rail corridor from
Wingecarribee to Goulburn so as to use an excellent opporiunity to service the area and
population and stop kingdom-building of mini infrastructure in Goulburn at the old site.

10. Acceptance of the Rail Corridor Advocated Above

Such acceptance may not in any way stop Goulburn Counail resuming another 10 acres of my land
with their additional 20 metre easement.




11. My Recommended Option To This Pipeline

This relies on the delivery of Option 5 in the GHD report - for treated water to enter Goulburn but
stop at the speedway or Bradfordville reservoir, for immediate reticulation into the Goulburn
network.

In this age of obsolescence and scrapping ! can not see how any amount of money spent on a
completely new entry f'acili'ty would not be justified as good engineering practice for the new
subdivisions immediately adjacent and the industrial expansion currently in process. It is not some
futuristic dream - as opposed to pumping water to the old facility in Goulburn South and then

pumping it back over the same terrain to the new subdivisions in need of water.

Page 156 Paragraph 7.6 states that water treatment options have yel to be finalised and
Paragraph 7.2.3 also states that alternailives have not been decided. And yet GHD report
Paragraph 7.2.2 states that Delivery Option 5 was dropped.

Of course, this option is in my interest because it keeps probably 10km of new pipeline out of the
inner Goulburn City and that efiminates the need to traverse 10km over my agricultural land and
several other rural smallholdings. But | am still left with a 35 year old scar from the gas easement

and the loss of 10 acres.

Mr. Kelly, | ask you - who is running the agenda for this pipeline? Goulburn Council amateurs are
funding $10 million - only 20% of the total cost - yet are still undecided on major input alternatives.

Cleauty it is not GHD, with such indecision and options not finalised. Their teport states that they

“did not have time” for Options 2 and 3 on p.150. Is this how we will decentralise NSW?

Mr. Kelly, are you prepared to stand by and do nothing to stop the squandering of State and
Commonwealth Government money on a badly prepared submission?

The submission is not worthy of the GHD consultant’s organisation, which has supervised
numerous successfut projects both in and out of Australia. Paragraphs 7.6.9 and 7.6.2 clearly state
that these decisions have not been made.

How can a submission be accepted by the NSW State Government and the Commonwealth
Government when there is no recommendstion from the consultants how the funding will be

utilised?




Just who will decide these options? What participation will the public and affected landholders
have?

This indecision is making a mockery of this present submission date to the Minister.



GEORGE W. GILDEA

59 Middle Arm RBoad
Goulburn NSW 2580

L Australia

02 4621 4902 Fax 02 4821 2106
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Source Option 6 Supplied 1 Wingecarribee Distribution System

The supaty of flltared water o e viciiuty of Exeter, Sallys Corner and Blackes Hill

was only considered viable if the villages such as

» 11 he provided with water from the proposed pipeline. This
viain Southern Railway corridor or the series of roads
e villages to Marulan.

Reservoir was considared, T
Wingailo, Paniose,
could optimally be aci:
from a supply point in B vici e of £

In viaw of these

CONSIrLC
Furthar,

tongest tength and the significant design and
zoi miong with the pipeline route corddor options.

2 also resulted in some transfer system upgrade
ting in possible perceived compromise to their stated
s ihe basis of no cost fo W3C.

of pipeline campared to extraction of raw water

{ an existing pumping station, construction of
nighgr water purchase price and advancement of the
and hence would be more expensive.

additio
Wingacaribee Waler F

Thig s

tion source option.

fiwas 0ol oo

122 Delivery ontions
The toiiowing delivery ORI L
1. Deliver unfiliered wale: o S oty Do maar the dam wall;

2 Delivar

Baiance Tank;

2 swork between Sooley Dam and Rossi Weir

4, into & new balance tank al the inlet works) of the

5. Raservoir near Kenmore area.
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xoigy Dam near the dam wall
Dirsct debv

would ;‘educ?

W Sooiey Dam near the dam wall was considered as it
irnately § ki compared to discharging at the inlet works
ing dry weather pattern, delivery of Wingecarribee

it ioss due to evaporation and possibie seepage
tess than 5 ML/ of water for the consumers.

n algal blooms in Wingecarribee Dam is vely fow

and high magnitude blooms. This meant there
1 aitgal growth and bloom in Sooley Dam as well as

slgat blooms,

compargd o
woid be 2 potential nasd o o

tha cost of treating

ry opion,

Copford Park Balance Tank

Do Py e Tank for subsequent transfer to Soofey Dam wouid
i extend the lagoon outlet pipe, with polyethylene
s achieved. Further in addition to having the above
Fnlus-green algal bloom issues, this arrangement would

resull in & reduction io the pin
pipe. up 1o the dam wall we
menioned evaporaiion and
also reguire addiions: pumph

The ontion was not oo

2y Oplion.

i

Dof;:«,:y Dption 3: Deliv
Rogsi Welr Fumping Sratio

werconnecting pipework between Scoley Dam and
This opiion would aliin st evaporation and seepage losses and blue-green algal
provision of vaives on the Rossi Weir suction pipe work
+ Weir and possible modification to existing Rossi
wgecariibee Dam water. Use of the

' ly tx harvest and store excess flows in Wollondilly River
if \,l\'i\, wish to blend both the ngecarrlbec Dam

bioom issves. However, o

sy opton.

works of the Goulburn Water Treatment Plant

:5. blue-green algat bloom issues and additional
¢ pump and store in Scoley Dam any excess flows

£yam or Rossi Weir water is also made easy
chemicals and dosages that are applicable to
{e.g., Hlexibility with plant operating time, power
‘er was delivered into a balance tank at the inlet
2l works. The added benefits fogether with the

: concept design stage.
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Yy jrto the Bradfordvilfe Reservoir near Kenmore

Delivary Option 504
Area

This option was ngt ¢

4 water source was no longer an option was water

7.23 identified n

Based on the above & i thal the raw water be sourced from Wingecarribee
Dar and deliverad int _ v atance tank at the inlel works) of the Goulburn
WTF. On f:.:rlhar GO Creig oot o sflermnative was included to source treated water direct
ot ing afisrnative is provided in Section 7.6,

TR S SN 3554

alnuwrn’s future water supply

7.0 Water

0 A e
In 2005, GT o

g to support Goulburn’s water supply in

iderad were road cartage by trucks and rail cartage.
3 Coraer Service Station and Oldbury Pump Station or
iding for rail cartage,

» size of Goulburm was an expensive exercise and all
v ihis option {CoC, 2005). If the drought conditions
wendation was o further consider the option of

censtructing & pip

s Souiburn was identified as the preferred options
! nsicaration of additional or alternative measures to
increase the security of Goulnum 5w vag uncertaken. The short fisted options included (NSW Public

Alrveles D000
Yok ey I{f;,

e¢ase Goufburn secure yield;
0 increase Goulburn secure yield;

v Pipeling tren = increase Goulburn secure yield {(would be suitabie to

mest MardmEn 5 roy

p Euvene nge losses,

3 #i¢ rarks ~ 1o reduce use of potable water in parks at
ing ore licenses and availability of adequate yield and

5 iawtiny brick pits for reuse i public open spaces and

B i & ransfer to Sooley Dam to increase yield in

P sstdential subdivision (third pipe) at Maruian only;




E v hoth green and brown field subdivisions i#
I oif course, Carr Conroy fields and the Recreation
b reptacerent in Wollondilly River to increase yield of

» Exbrecton from M

> reticuilated village scheme subject to approvals

Late Dernand

£ annence the existing program.

Threz prafar 2t (DoC, 2008) as follows:

1. 0 construction of a pipeline from Pejar Dam to Sooley
Pram by o v sieased down river from Pejar to Rosst Waeir.

2.

3

iisfy the DWE secure yield criteria for NSW
ant risk of the Goulburn storages dropping to
1z nead for water cantage or construction of a
suurce (DoC, 2009}

aonk 2 did nol s

1 showed that the Highlands Source is more cost-

- far gorr

ne aliernatives

fby GMC from Wingecarribee Reservoir fo

rid examined as a possible emergency pipeline
wicily easements for a large proportion of its
advised the owners of the Moomba to Sydney
tirte exisling gas easement as originally

it as initially proposed, GHD investigated five
he original route could be reduced. The five
nagative aspects identified for all in ight of




e oinimal disturbance of local vegetation and need less

At orteria analysis was i arnske ot avediable mapping data and brief field inspections but
o ; i e route alignments from these viewing points. The
he alterative routes would provide significant

only {ram pu

Higi pressure gas pipeline and Telstra service cabies
> rouies posed a simiiar level of constraint. In
axising power easements raised issues due to the

Whits! the presenace

WETE 37 LONGaEn wit

pariic
hazard of working ad
* generally be retained by offsetting the alignment
it the pipeline would require greater vegetation

i contains threatened ecological communities,
L of axisting easements.

it was recommended that an alignment based on

nately be located adjacent to existing infrastructure

! raimain cleared or have regeneraiing vegetation
ie largely runs adjacernt to existing power line
ising the Hume Highway, the pipeline route

gas pipeline easement, which it follows almost

duce the streamflows in the Goulburn catchment,
& dechine in secure yield from the Goutburn
ing is possible.

15 shrovghout the drought. Despite the

; nstallation of home water saving devices and
i risk that Goutburn could in the near future be

.o e supply continue to fall (DoC, 2009).

ihat the city may run out of water. The Goulburn
on is therefore unacceptable.




Waisr trostnent oo

he proposed pipeline; one option being to
ster reated water. These options require different
2t option would be selected during detaited

trgnsterred from Wingecarribee Reservoir to
rodaie & flow of approximately 7.5 ML/d (over a 22
ntik such @me that a booster pump station is

ber existing outlet works al the Wingecartibee Dam
% high ift pumping station would he located
swean the dam and the Wingecariibee WTP.

ine than the treated water option, with the construction

oulbiun to connect to the Goulburn WTP on the

a6 a raw water transfer system and would

¢ ‘acth i S I iznks upstream of the Goulburn WTP, prior to any
; ! e existing 600 mm diameter rising main from the

ng intake works,

e
v

ation of the raw water transfer pipeline:

acaribse Reservoir would be delivered daily to
ga of the overall daity water demand;

ko

saribee Reservoir would be pumped to the
zre Goulburn's existing water supply resources
e lavel

ansierred from the Wingecarribee WTP fo

i at the Wingecarribee Reservoir. The pipeline
tely 7.5 Mil/d (over a 22 hour period). Initially

r the Wingecarribee WTP. A booster pump
i orovide additional pressure in the pipeline.

ot due to its termination on the eastern side of
;¢ system. It is possible that chiorine dosing

& ina pivsline route; however this will depend partiy
. The water would be delivered from the

at Governor's Hill in East Goulburn. The

he Goulburn water reticulation system.
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Alternatively, the pins:

e iz existing Goutburn water main in North Goutburn,
which. ihrough wal

couit supply Goulburn's entire network with water from the

;

Wingecsribes R

are under consideration for the mode of operation of
alien or intermittent operation.
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69 Middie Arm Foad
L Goulburn NSW 2580
Australia
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FRIDAY night is sef to be a big one a Clad's fivst sel stagis ab 2.30pny and

the Workers Clab with a jame-pncked e will be playing until 2am.

night of free entertaimment, weonwhile in the back bar, 121 Shane
Workics favourite Chad Croker ix Burgess will be bringing ail of those.

back and will be playing his unique ren greal drinking songs of yesterycar wilh

ditiops of conlemporary classic in the the Bear Songs Party in the Mclell Bar

Auburn Bar All eastertainment is free o club

B4
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NSW Planning

EXHIBITION OF ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT

Highiands Source Project

Application No M09 0193

Location The buried water pipeline will run from the Wingecarribee
Reservolr east of Moss Valz along an 83 kilometre route to
the City of Gotdburn

Proponent Gotlbumn b4 ¢ Coincit

Council area Wingecarribze Shive Coundcil and Goulbrn Molwaree Council

Approval Authority Minisler for Planning

Description of proposal

Construction and operation of an underground pipeline and associated

infrastructure with the capacity 1o transfer up o 5 Megalities of water per day

a distance of approximalaly 83 Litomeetres from the Wingecarribee Roservoir in

the Southermn Highlands o the Goulburm waler supply system.  Two pumping

scheme options are proposed ncluding a raw water transfer oplion drawing

unlreated water lrom the Wingacarsibee Reservoir and delivering to the Goulburm

Watar Treatrnent Planl (WTP), and a lreated waler option whereby treated water

from lhe Wingecariber WTP would be supdied directly to the watsr reticulation

sysiem in Goulburm.

Application of Part 3A

The project is 3 development o whic

Assassmant Act 1379 (the ActY app

Part 30 of the Enviranmental Planning and
s by virtue of an Qrder made by the Minister

Exhibition

The Environmaental Assessmeanl {(EA) will be on public exhibition from Friday, 28
May 2010 uniil Wednesday, 30 June 2010 during regular business hours, at:

+ Department of Planning. Infonvation Centre, 23-33 Bridye Streel, Sydney;

» Nature Conservation Council of NSW, Levet 2, 301 Kent Slreet, Sydney;

+ Goulburn Mulwaree Council, Civic Centre, 184-194 Bourke Streel, Goutburn,

= Goulburn Library, cne Bourke and Clifford Streets. Goulburn;

= Marulan Post Office, b6 George Steel, Marukan,

+ Exeter General Stare. | bxeter Road, Exeter;

+ Wingecarribee Shirte Council, Civic Cenlre, Elizabeth Street, Moss Vale: and

» Moss Vale Branch Library, Eheabeth Street, Moss Vale,

A capy of the EA may also be viewed on the Department of Planning’s websile
{anaray. DEANNING.OSYW.QOVY. B

Submissions

You are invited to make a weitien submission on this oroject. This subrmission
should include;

« your nape and addrass:

= the name and application reference number (0901931 of the project;

« a statement on whether vou support oF object 10 the proiect; and

= the reasons why you suppon o object to the project,

Fargans lodging submissions are required 1o declare political donations (including
donations ol more than $1.0001 smads in the previous two years. For morae details
including a disclosure form go to v planning ngw.gov ay/donations

Your submission must reach the Deparuraent of Plsoning by close of business on
Waednesday, 30 June 2010 and should he addressed Lo

Dirgclor, Infrastructure Projects

Dapartimert of Planning

GPO Box 39, SYDMEY NSW 2061

Fax: 102} 9228 6355 Emait anna tmbrel Eoplanning nsw.gov.ay

Under section 75H of the Act the Rirector-General is required to provide copies
of submissions received during the exhibition period, or a repoit of the issues
raised i those submissions, to Lhe Propanent and other inlerested public
authorities. It is Departmentad policy to also place a copy of your submission on
the Dapartment’s website. [T vou do not want your coptact details to he made
available 1o the Proponent, those public authorit or an the Departmeant’s
website please state this in yous submission.

Enqguiries: Anna Timbrei (O

.? ‘) i ;}.2.8
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- Sutely this Enw:omncn'tal Assessment should have been presented to the WSC -
Environment and Sustainability Committee prior to the closure of comment on 30™ Tune : :
as the project greatly affects the Wingecamribee Shire.

- Pleas¢ send me copies and or notice of future HSP plannmg documents as they become
available,

| 'Y@u:s-'faiﬂmluy,

Cc Councillor Larry Whipper.




Re: APPLICATION MP 09 0193
SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION

HIGHLAND SOURCE PROJECT

George W Gildea
69 Middle Arm Road
Goutburn NSW 2580

29th June 2010
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Director, Infrastructure Projects George W. Gildea

Department of Planning 69 Middie Arm Road
GPO Box 39 . Goutburn NSW
Sydney 2001 2580

2gth June 2010

Re: Application MP 09 0193
Highland Source Project

Dear Sir,

| enclose a Submission of Objection to the Highland Source Project, as outlined in the Submission of
Environmentat Assessment by Mr. David Chubb of GHD Pty Ltd for Goulbum Mulwaree Council, dated 27th April
2010. | am an affected Landhoider with regard to this project.

The GHD submission is incompietely prepared, exhibits a lack of due-diligence on critical issues, hides the
potential for significant budgetary overruns, and has been insufficiently and inappropriately negotiated with affected

members of the public.

As a long-time resident of the Goulburn area | am only too aware of the need for securing sustainablie water
supplies for the region, even if the immediate emergency may have passed. However, despite several years of
Council discussion, the final preparation of the project as submitted by GHD Pty Ltd has been rushed and has
suffered as a consequence. Public debate in city has been minimal, as proper evaluation and discussion is stiﬂ_ed

by keeping important details of the project deliberately minimal and difficult to obtain.

| request that you reject the GHD / Goulburn Muiwaree Council submission and direct that it be resubmitted, with
greater input from a broader range of independent professionals. | believe this will resuit in a more appropriate use
of State Government funds and a greater benefit for the region as a whoie, rather than rewarding a narrow group
with vested interests.

If aliowed to proceed, this project will be a disaster - politically, financially and environmentally.

Yours Sincerely,

George W. Gildea

Attached:
- Points of Objection - 17 pages
- Supplementary Documents - 6 pages

- Political Donations Disclosure Statement - 4 pages
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Points of Objection

1. Two Options - Improperly Submitted

o Water Use In ‘Preferred’ Option 1B

3. Preempting Minister’s Decision - Contracts

4. Preempting Minister’s Decision - Treated Water

5. Lack of Transparency - Insufficient Public Information & Consultation
6. Undisclosed Costs - Ongoing

7. Absence of Reports from Independent Specialists & Council Unresponsive For Such
8. Energy Costs - Sustainability

9. Pipeline Routing - Maintenance Issues

10. RU6 Zone - Environmental incompatibility

11. RU6 Zone - Unfairly Compounds Restrictions

12. Environmental impact - Visual

13. Pipeline Routing - Easement Specifications Exacerbating Environmental Damage
14. True Impact of Easement On immediate Environment

15. Marker Posts - Lack of Detail '

16. Compulsory Acquisition of Land - Inappropriate Media Statements
17. Restoration of Land - Council Avoiding Responsibility

18. Restoration of Land - Subrogation to Insurers

19. Restoration of Land - Councit’s inadequacy

20. Future Privatisation

51 GHD / APA - Potentiail Conflict of interest - Lack of Transparency
0o Future Privatisation - Compensation

23. Questioning of Valuer and Other Agricultural Specialists Used

4. Future Privatisation - Contract Changes Necessary

5. Future Privatisation - Brayton Power Station

26. Public Liability Issues

27. Security lssues

2g. inadequately Considered Alternatives - Rail Corridor

29. Inadequately Considered Alternatives - Decentralisation
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1. Two Options - improperly Submitted
| object that the two alignment Options have been submitted improperly to the Minister. The
absence of adequate costing and appropriate consideration of ali social and environmental issues

by GHD and Goulburn Mulwaree Council renders their assessment invalid.

The ultimate decision as to which aiternative is chosen is of immense importance to many
Landholders. It is an insult to the integrity and accountability of the Minister’s Office to say that the

choice will be made after construction has begun and constitutes reckless use of State funds.

Approval by the Minister of this present GHD Submission would, in effect, altow Goulburn
Mulwaree Council to apply a ‘best fit' decision, within the bounds of the approvai, no matter how
inappropriate the final calculations may reveal the GHD ‘preferred option’ to be - on financial,
budgetary or environmental grounds. The Minister would be approving something exhibiting too
little transparency and far too much hidden potential to be a costly and politically damaging

mistake.

The options presented are definitive for the whole approach to be employed by the project after the
Minister’s decision. This project is permanent infrastructure - a permanent artificial line across the
natural environment. The different options invoive a variety of different impacts on the Landholders
involved and on the natural environment, and correspondingly vastly different costs of acquisition

and maintenance.

GHD and Goulburn Mulwaree Council have dismissed as inconsequential the differences between
the two options presented. Their considerations are inappropriately narrow, thinking that they can
just dig a hole and bury a pipe anywhere that is convenient for them. Such disregard for

sustainable environmental practice is 1950s thinking.

GHD have clearly not completed the work and due diligence needed for a project taking $50 miliion

dollars of Taxpayer money and that their excuse is that they ‘have not had time’.

- How can any assessment submitted to the Minister’s Office be considered adequate when the
applicant - GHD - admit that they have not had ‘enough time’ to do the job properly?

- Is that appropriate and accountable use of Taxpayer funding?

The issue of undecided alternatives is criticai to the very basics of the chemical and hydraulic

engineering techniques inherent in the project, with regard to the use of treated water, or untreated
water and the long-term effects of either.




The ultimate choice of alternatives affects the capital cost and ongoing maintenance of equipment
and instaliation at the Wingecarribbee starting point, and choice of personnel at that plant, and may
be inconsistent with similar costs of existing equipment and personnel at the old plant at South
Goulburn. This must be a State Government matter, not a local council decision, as the project

affects the whole of the Southern Highlands and Southern Tablelands area.

2. Water Use in ‘Preferred’ Option 1B

| object to the conclusion by Goulburn Mulwaree Council on p.58 of the Goulburn Mulwaree
Council: IWCM Strategy Study published 5th May 2010. The report admits that neither Option 1A
nor 1B has any significant advantage over the other. This report was never sent to affected

L andholders, nor publicised, nor opened for debate.

Goulburn Mulwaree Council’s ‘preferred’ Option 1B relies intensely on potentiai ‘industrial’ use and
tarm use of effluent, but the immediate (2010) capital cost of this effluent option appears to be $11

million plus $6 million staggered over future years.

So this alleged ‘preference’ for Option 1B, and justification of its cost, relies on ‘potential’ users, but
does not state what they are, nor any details about them or their water needs and the report admits
that Council has yet to research such usage. This is a poor position on which to spend millions of
dollars of State funds.

The reality is that Goulburn has lost several significant industrial users of water in recent years and

has gained no replacement industries.

- Lack of water resources has not been the issue for this loss - other socioeconomic and
technological issues are the determinants.

- The Goulburn stock saleyards and the wool store facilities were big users of water and they are
effectively finished in Goulburn.

- Any new industrial facilities coming to Goulburn will have greatly enhanced water management
practices, compared to these inefficient older industries. Their focus will be on industry best-
practice operations that are already environmentally sustainable, without recourse 1o buying
waste from an unreliable source that may not even be made operational on terms suitable to
them.

- Goulburn has had decades to entice industry to Goulburn and has failed to do so. Factories and

other large industrial facifities in Goulburn lie empty and lack of wastewater is not the reason.



Based on GHD’s report, | requested a cost/benefit analysis of the options and received replies
indicating that such analysis either does not exist, or Goulburn Mulwaree Councii offices are
obfuscating requests for such information. Such analysis must be opened to the public before a

final decision can be made to start spending taxpayer funds.

Goulburn’s surrounding area is not industrial, but a cluster of smail semi-rural blocks.

- The soil is relatively poor, though well-suited to wool production.

- ltis not suitable for large-scale economic use of effluent, even if that water were available.

- It is simply not economically viable to propose any significant degree of primary production on the

poor soils of the area, requiring these volumes of treated effluent.

The significant expansion of Goulburn is in terms of residential dwellings to house peopie working
in Canberra or the Southern Higlands. Unlike the Goulburn Mulwaree Council’s ‘potential’ industrial
users (Strategy Study 5th May 2010) these new residential developments are real, and they

require treated water - not industrial effluent.

The Council Strategy Study fails to make any case at all for using large volumes of effluent in any
economic endeavour. Such effluent may be suitable for parks and gardens if the community

acquiesces.

Option 1B - Untreated Water can not be presented to the Minister as a viable option until:

- Goulburn Mulwaree Council produces evidence, from independent specialists, that a significant
degree of industrial effluent use will take place in the Council area,

- within the forseeable future, and

- that such industriai development will require large volumes of treated effluent at a price for which
Coungil can provide it, long-term, with contract security.

- and that the community will accept these developments, after suitable publication and discussion

about the types of industry that would use such effluent.

The Strategy Study also states that in Option 1B that any excess effluent will be returned to the
river - presumably the Wollondilly River, to end up in Warragamba Dam. There is no mention from

Sydney Water about having approved the flow of such effluent into their catchment.
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3. Preempting Minister’s Decision - Inappropriate Signing of Contracts

| object to—Goulburn Mulwaree Council requesting Landholders sign easement
agreements before the Minister has made a decision about routing options, given the inadeguate
nature of the GHD Assessment, as detailed above. The public notice issued by the Minister’s
Office calls for two options - there is no mention of designating any preferred option. Goulbum

Mulwaree Council has no right to present these contracts to the Landholders with such an artificial

distinction imposed [ EGTHR

It is impossible for affected landholders to make a decision 1o support or reject the route of the
pipeline even if they support the basic concept that such a pipeline is necessary 10 bring water 1o
Goulburn. We can not engage professional assistance when the precise location is not known.
This indecision on the part of GHD impedes and diminishes the ability of Landholders to make

a successful objection and thus contravenes the Act, which allows submissions.

4. Preempting Minister’s Decision - Treated Water Access

| object to the report that -submitted to Goulburn Mulwaree Council on 20th Aprit 2010,
where he said that he had secured an access agreement for raw water but did not secure an
access agreement for treated water, but then on 28th April 2010 GHD state in their assessment

that treated water was stili an option. Obtaining the treated-water option requires the

Wingecarribbee Council to make the relevant decision_

Once again _is preempting the Minister’s decision, and is neglecting to secure basic
access for the pipeline so that the Minister wiil be able to confidently make his decision without fear

of damaging repercussions.

5. Lack of Transparency - Insufficient Public Information & Consuitation

| object to. the way that information about this project has been delivered to affected Landholders
and the public in general, with regard to how it will affect their local environment. The public
information campaign has been conducted inappropriately in that it has been deliberately evasive
with regard to important details - cosis, dimensions, future usage etc - and has tried to escape with
doing just the bare minimum of public communication so as not to attract scrutiny that may
highiight its serious shoricomings. For such an major taxpayer-funded project that is supposedly so

critical, but also extremely invasive and controversial, this is totally unacceptable.

The publication of meaningful announcements and the availability of those to the general public

has been badly mismanaged - to the point of passive withholding of en globo costing and Council




comments on Options 1A and 1B, which are the essence of the public submission requested by the

Minister.

- on 28th May 2010 there was a public request by the Minister for Obijections,

- but only 21 days before, on 7th May 2010 | was supplied with a basic concept-only map with no
dimensions or exact positions to show how my property would be affected.

- On two previous occasions, as early as November 2009, | had asked for an appropriately detailed
map but one was not provided.

- 30th May 2010 in response to another request | was told to ‘read the website’.

On these occasions | have writien requesting specific information and out of approximately six

requests, only two have resulted in a reply of any meaningful information.

[t was not until the 24th of June 2010 that { was sent a CD {containing three documents totalling
over 400 pages, mostly irrelevant) containing the en globo costings of Option 1A and 1B - and this

was only after repeated written requests.

Because of these repeated delays by GHD and Goulburn Mulwaree Council in supplying
information of sufficient detail, there has not been enough time, nor enough information, to engage
the services of independent professionals to evaluate the true merits of Options 1A or 1B -
particularly with regard to environmental sustainability in ways not adequately considered by

Goulburn Mulwaree Council.

The Strategy Study of Options 1A and 1B were not published until 5th May 2010. This is 15 days
after the application was presented to the Minister (on 20th April 2010) for approval of either 1A or
1B - proof that GHD’s submission to the Minister is incomplete.

One can only presume that these en globo costings were not supplied to the Minister at the time,
nor were they availabie to me, even though GHD and Goulburn Mulwaree Council have been

aware since, at the latest, November 2009, that | was an affected Landholder.
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6. Undisclosed Costs - Ongoing

| object to the absence of adequate costing in the GHD / Goulburn Muiwaree Council submission.

- The ongoing costs of the different alternatives have never been appropriately detailed or openly
evaluated in any way.

-The GHD report states that decisions about these aspects can be made after construction
commences. That is a totally inappropriate use of State and Federal Government money.

_ There are immense variations in the costings of such operations over 30 years and Goulburn
ratepayers have not been made aware of the impact on annual rates, nor that the water they are
paying for will be used at Brayton to supply power to the people of Sydney.

- The GHD submission includes only en globo costings. There are no ‘walk-the-line’ costings that
are necessary for a project like this that covers such an expanse of varied terrain.

- No maintenance program or schedule has been detaiied or displayed for either of the two
alternatives.

- Evidence of this has been raised in public by Gouncillor Neil Penning, as seen in the attached
article.

- Over $50 million dollars is being sought for a project that may never be used, but whose

construction will damage the natura! environment and acres of productive agricultural 1and.

7. Reports from Independent Specialists - Where Are They?

| object that no independent, specialist consulting personnet have been engaged by Goulburn

Mulwaree Council for this project:

- no agricultural scientist for land use.

- no hydraulic engineers for energy consumption of the installations.

- no chemical engineers for water treatment.

- no heaith specialists to evaluate and communicate possible heaith issues related to bringing in
water from another area to mix with Goulburn water.

- no environmental scientists to evaiuate total impact on the iocal environment.

- no sociologist’s input to engage the local community, assess impacts and benefits and create

awareness of the issues surrounding the community’s drinking water.

Or, if they were engaged, where are their reports? Reports that would fully inform the Minister and
assure the Department that full due-diligence had been done on all aspects of the project, so that

the Minister can be sure that State Government funds have been used appropriately.

Such reports pertaining to health and safety issues must be displayed as public documents as part
of a risk management process to protect Goulburn Mulwaree GCouncil from future class action legal

proceedings.



8. Energy Costs - Sustainability

| object that energy cost calculations, including for the more environmentally sustainable

alternatives, have not been sufficiently addressed.

- Pumping water uphill for 81 km in a cold climate for the next 30 years is an enormous engineering
task. |

- As the cost of energy spirals upward, what will ratepayers be paying for water?

- Will the cost become so intolerable as to be unsustainabie? The sustainability, or potential iack
thereof, of this pumping method has not been adequately addressed nor communicated by GHD.
- No cut-off levels have been nominated, nor have the potentiaily catastrophic consequences of

such a cut-off been discussed with the public that will rely on this - and is paying for this.
- No trigger points have been nominated for when the pipeline may actually be brought into play -

will it ever be used?

With no clear criteria for actually ever using this pipeline, the potential cost overruns are serious
and reason to question the validity of the project as presented here by GHD and Goulburn

Mulwaree Council. Will the State Government be funding an expensive ‘white elephant’?

9. Pipeline Routing - Maintenance Issues

| object to issues associated with the pipeline itseif. The ongoing maintenance of pumping water

out of the line at multiple clearing points within the city boundary constitutes an enarmous expense

if this is to be done on the northern alignment. This reguiar maintenance and flushing should be
done outside the city limits and not on private property, with the constant invasion for ongoing
access.

- New water - treated or untreated - is 10 be pumped within a few metres of the Bradfordville
reservoir to the oid treatment plant 10 km away, then pumped 10 km back to the Bradfordville
area and nearby Mary’s Mount developments. This is clearly inefficient - a waste of energy and
maintenance expense for years to come.

-The Goulburn Mulwaree Council has an opportunity to upgrade the existing Bradfordville or
speedway reservoirs with modern technology and energy-saving facilities, for direct input into the

whole of the Goulburn network from the Bradfordville resernvoir.

My recommendation to Goulburn Mulwaree Council on 19th May 2010, and again on 28th May
2010, was that, if the pipeline must come past the northern limit of the town, it pass along Mary’s
Mount Road, currently the site of ongoing development and major road reconstruction that could
accommodate the necessary earthworks, rather than disturb and permanently degrade hectares of

productive private farmiand, as is the case with the currently ‘preferred’ Option.

8
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10. Pipeline Route Incompatible With RU6 Transition Zoning Regulations

| object to the routing of this pipeline, because it is incompatible with the Permitted Use of RU6

Transition zoned land, in that it is allowing ‘waste or resource management facilities’. See:

Goulburn Mulwaree LEP Part 2.1 - Land Use Zones - Rural Zones

- Maintenance of the pipeline will involve withdrawal of untreated water onto private agricultural
land.

- There is the potential for contamination of agricultural land by industrial chemicals and/or

introduction of foreign organic matter.

11. Pipeline Route Exacerbates Existing RU6 Transition Zoning Restrictions

| object to the routing of this pipeline, because it unfairly adds further restrictions to land that is
already zoned in a particularly restrictive manner. RUS6 Transition designation is severely restrictive
on how the Landholder may develop or divide their land.

See: Goulburn Mulwaree LEP Part 2 - Land Use Table - Zone RUE Transition

- Parts 2 & 3 nominate only six types of development that are permitted, but

- Part 4 nominates 46 types of development that are not permitted.

The imposition of this pipeline, with its invasive easement and obtrusive flushing stations, requiring
regular access and maintenance, further limits the future use of any land it crosses, to the
perpetual detriment of the Landholder and the local community. If the pipeline is to proceed across
this already-restricted RU6 Transition land, compensation should reflect that the pipeline has
compounded the devaluation and development potential of this land, over and above any
standard devaluation that may occur to this land, or to any other affected land in other areas zoned

otherwise.

12. Environmental Impact - Visual

| object to this pipeline route as it makes a permanent visual scar on the natural environment.

- The strip of soil affected never returns to its former state, as can be easily seen on Google Earth
satellite imagery, clearly refuting the claims of GHD, Goulburn Mulwaree Council and others,

- The above ground flushing stations are concrete and steel, above-ground structures, ptaced at
close intervais along the pipeline, on productive farmiand.

- These structures could be place along existing corridors of development such as the highway or

rail corridors, or Mary's Mount Road, if the pipeline route followed those existing affected areas.
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13. Pipeline Routing - Easement Specifications

| object to the impractical specifications of the easement proposed. The Gouiburn Muiwaree

Council / GHD submissions, and the contracts offered to Landholders, state that a six metre wide

easement will be acquired.

- Such a harrow easement is insufficient for the regular passage - entry, exit, turning - of large
vehicles loaded with untreated water and would result in damage to adjacent land, crops and
fencing and intrusion onto land not covered under the easement contract.

- Along some areas of the proposed route the terrain is very steep and rocky so it may be
physically impossible for vehicles to operate in such an easement.

- This will force maintenance vehicles on to land that they do not have permission to be on, fand
which they may damage, land which may be hazardous, and which is outside the legal and

insurance parameters that apply to the official easement.

14. True impact Area of Easement

| object to the statement of Goulburn Mulwaree Council that the six melre easement can be

anywhere within the 20 metre temporary construction corridor.

- Without producing an appropriate plan, with specific dimensions and positions, they are
effectively granting themseives free rein to wander a 6m gouge all over a 20m wide strip, thus
creating not a 6m-wide strip of damage, but a 20m-wide strip of permanent damage.

- Goulburn Mulwaree Council do not seem to realise that their easement is a blot on the title,
registered at the Land Titles Office.

15. No Details of Marker Posts
| object to Clause 19 of the Agreement presented to Landholders, that fails to detail the size or

construction of marker posts, and that such details are not included in the contract documents.

16. Compulsory Acquisition of Land - inappropriate Media Statements
| object to th
the local press (Goulburn Post June 2010) that compuisory acquisition will apply if Landholders go

not sign ‘negotiated’ easement agreements. There are aiways socially and financially sensitive

issues involved with resumption of private land, causing a great deal of distress and disruption for

e anatotiors e I

it is an attempt to publicly intimidate Landholders, by using the media to imply an
entitlement which may not necessarily exist - and if it does exist and will be imposed, may
be the subject of serious legal action.




Sestreinrrit

in a letter states that if a ‘negotiated
settiement is ‘unsuccessful’ then Council will go further and take a 20 metre easement, rather than

the six metre easement. This is presented in a punitive tone, which is entirely inappropriate given

the sensitive legal and social issues involved. NN 0t having

even stated the terms by which any settlement will be determined to have been ‘successiul’.

f age. a ratepayer for over 50 years along the Middie Arm Road, Gouiburn.-

17. Restoration of Land - Goulburn Mulwaree Council Avoids Responsibility

| object to the statements by Goulburn Mulwaree Council that they wilt not pay subcontractors until

remedial work is completed. This unsavory practice is misleading and deceptive.

The Council is aware that the Landholders at law have no relationship to the subcontractors. This
practice was developed by the original gas pipeline company APC - which would be known [
_— and is a dangerous practice
causing much anger and resentment amongst Landholders, who must bear the ill-will of
subcontractors. Goulburn Mulwaree Councii avoids their responsibilities for supervision:

- because they don’t know how fo restore the fand

- because they don’t want confrontation with the subcontractors

- so they say ‘blame the farmer - he’s the one saying your work is not good enough’
| and many other Landholders have experienced this ugly situation far too often.

18. Restoration of Land - Subrogation of Goulburn Mulwaree Council’s Responsibility to

Insurers
| object to Goulburn Mulwaree Council staff saying they will be responsible for all claims of

restoration.
- They know very well that Council staff will NOT negotiate a claim for damages.

- They have already subrogated all such responsibility to their insurers.
- This leaves Landhoiders to batile directly with insurance companies whose sole motive is to

maximise profits by minimising claims.
- | have ample evidence of such dealings.

11
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| submit that the Minister include in the Contract of Compensation a clause that Landholders wili
not have to negotiate directly with insurers and that Goulburn Mulwaree Council will not be able to
just walk away from damage claims. Landholders must be able to negotiate with Goulburn

Muiwaree Council, not just assessors from insurance companies.

19. Restoration of Land - Goulburn Mulwaree Council’s Inadequate Resources & Expertise

| object to Goulburn Mulwaree Council staff asserting that they will reinstate the soil profile - at their

discretion.

- There must be a descriptive work clause inserted into the easement compensation contract that
states that work will be done for not iess than five years.

-No ‘at our discretion’, no promises, no policy statements, no ‘undertakings’ - a contractual
liability that must be discharged annually, not measured in doltars and rot leaving it to the
Landholder. The liability attaches to the fand title.

- Goulburn Mulwaree Council intends to destroy the productivity of acres of private farmland and
has displayed no genuine interest, willingness or ability to restore that productivity.

- Goulburn Mulwaree Council has neither the resources nor the expertise to legitimately fulfil this
obligation.

-1t is a conflict of interest for a council to engage a local farm consultant to say ‘no’ to a farmer

because it is inevitable that the consultant relies on the council for continuing work.

The record of failure by other authorities to restore land along the easement is easily seen in

satellite images from Google Earth. You can trace the pipeline scar all the way from Moomba to
Sydney - a strip of damaged soil:

- neglected by the gas pipeline companies for 35 years since it was built

- neglected by the ethane pipeline after that was added to it

- neglected by Powertel for 10 years after their fibre-optic cable was added to it

With such a shamefut record of destruction and neglect, why would anyone believe that any
pipeline company or local council, including Goultburn Mulwaree Council, would restore the s0il? At

any time in the last 35 years Goulburn Mulwaree Council could have intervened on behalf of

exasperated ratepayers, but they have done nothing.

12




| implore the Minister to save this section of the local environment from unnecessary destruction
and force contractual obligations on Goulburn Mulwaree Councit for full and ongoing restoration.
Under Section 75F (6) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 the Director
General has the power for commitment enforcement. This is a legal environmental requirement -

not a farmer’s privilege and nat something a Council has any right to ignore.

20. Future Sale of Pipeline to Private Enterprise

| object to omissions regarding future privatisation of this pipeline. 1t is inevitable that Goulburn

Mulwaree Council will exercise its option - currently in the easement contracts - to reseil the

pipeline to private enterprise.

- It specifically states that there will be no recompense to the relevant Landhoiders when
transferring the pipeline.

- There has been no public discussion or approval of this poticy. This is presumptious in the
extreme - restricting Landholders from obtaining future changes in the taw and / or with regard to
compensation for use of easements.

- This is unacceptably overbearing and dictatorial, to the detriment of Landhoiders and their rights.'

A similarly repulsive and unjust restriction was forced on Landholders by the Commonwealth
Government in 1994, when they sold the gas pipeline to the APA group. They overrode any
goodwill of Landholders, who were willing to give up some of their land for the public goad, then let

a large corporation make millions of dollars from the free passage of gas under the Landholders

property.

21. GHD & APA - Opportunity For Conflict of interest

L object hat tne 610 N S
I v advising Goulburn Mulwaree Council to lay this
new pipeline alongside the APA gas pipeline at Brayton, for the new DA-approved gas-fired power

station, causing yet another strip of irreversible environmental damage.

| request that the correspondence be made available that explains why the existing gasffibre-optic
easement can not be used and why Goulburn Mulwaree Council must purchase an additional
easement with State Government funds. The absence of such obvious material exhibits a

dangerous lack of transparency in this process.

13




99 Future Privatisation - Compensation

| object strongly to the clause inserted by Goulburn Mulwaree Council that they can on-sell the
pipeline at any time, without reference to any compensation to affected Landholders. This is
exactly what happened to Landholders when the Commonwealith sold the Moomba-Sydney gas
pipeline to APA in 1994. They gave no recompense {0 Landholders but rather gave APA the
opportunity to earn millions of dollars from gas passing under Landholders’ easements - at no

charge - yet paid for with Commonwealth funds.

Wind tower operators are paying Landholders annually for the use of their land to produce and
supply energy. By contrast, the gas pipeline company pays nothing for the land needed to transport
their gas.

it would be naive to think that the APA group would not be the first buyer of the new easement

when this water pipeline is sold on by Goulburn Mulwaree Councit.

- APA owns other water pipelines in Australia.

-There is a long and documented history of Landowner exasperation with APA and their
associates over their damage and neglect of the land along the easement.

. Now Goulburn Mutwaree Council publicly acknowledges that such neglect has occurred, and the
subseqguent deterioration in relations, and state that such failures will not occur in the future with
this project.

- So the pipeline being built for Gouiburn, ostensibly by Goulburn Mulwaree Council, is likely to be
sold to a corporation that even Goulburn Mulwaree Council admits has a regrettable history of

poor easement maintenance and social relations.

23. Questioning of Registered Valuer

| object to the incompetence of the Registered Valuer and the GHD submission to me to accept

their compensation amounts.

- No person from GHD, Goulburn Mulwaree Council or any Registered valuer has ever set foot on
my property and so they would not have any knowledge of the operations conducted there and
thus are unable to correctly evaluate the impacts for which compensation must be paid.

- The pipeline companies have flown over my property every month for 35 years in a helicopter,
taking photographs at a ow level and monitoring activity on my land.

- The GHD-employed valuer has not even sought that imagery to make their assessment.

A Registered Valuer must adhere to the concept that it is the value to the Landholder affected

that is the principle of compensation, not the minimal payment that the acquirer wants to pay.
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24. Euture Privatisation - Contract Changes Necessary

| object to particulars of the current contract being offered Landholders, with regard to future

changes. That ‘on-sell’ clause in Goulburn Mulwaree Council’s contract should be eliminated.-
should be prevented from signing up Landholders before the Minister has made his

decision.

Recent events have shown that the Federal Government and. others recognise that the mining
industry does NOT own the earth for their exclusive profit. APA and Goulburn Mulwaree Council -
who sell the water - will one day be required to pay Landholders for the continuous, 24-hour-a-day,
use of their land - not just a miserable one-off payment. Accordingly, the contract signed by

L andholders for this project must not impede that eventuality.

25. Future Privatisation - Brayton Power Station

| object that Goulburn Mulwaree Council and GHD did not mention the projected water usage of

the DA-approved Brayton gas-fired power station, for which the State Government has already

purchased 200 acres at Brayton, near Marulan. This industrial facility requires huge amounts of

water.

- Will Goulburn ratepayers be paying for a pipeline that supplies Wingecarribbee water to this
privately-owned power station that services the people of Sydney?

- No such possibiiities for treated and/or untreated water are mentioned in the GHD report.

- The particular water needs of such a pipeline could be provided by a branch line from a principal

line following the existing rail corridor?

The route currently preferred by_ Goulburn Mulwaree Council is alongside, not
inside, the gas pipeline easement. One must wonder if the intent is to one day sell the water
pipeline easement 1o the gas pipeline company as soon as Brayton power station is buiit, after
getting a water pipeline paid for by the State Government. Even if this is the case, such intentions

would not be hindered by the use of the rail corridor for the water pipeline.

26. Public Liability Issues

| object that the contracts Goulburn Muiwaree Council are offering Landholders include no

indemnity from public liability for issues surrounding the obtrusive concrete flushing stations

positioned above the ground along the pipeline at close intervals.

- These pose a safety hazard to Landholders, farm workers and anyone traversing the property.

- Liability for potential damage to the structures is not addressed. The contracts offered 1o
Landholders should protect them from ciaims related to such damage and put the onus on the

Council to prove negligence, rather than on the Landhoider to prove innocence.
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- Responsibility for these invasive structures, and liability for safety issues surrounding these
structures, is being avoided by Goulburn Mulwaree Counci! and passed on to the Landholder,
who must deal with insurance companies in the event of any incident, as Goulburn Mulwaree

Council has subrogated their liability for claims to their insurers.

27. Security Issues

| object to the GHD / Goulburn Mulwaree Council’s inadequate consideration of security issues.

Water pipelines are obvious targets for water theft, terror attacks, vandalism or other malicicus

tampering.

- Routing pipelines through private jand, away from the general public, increases their vuinerability
by placing much of the structure out of the public sight.

- Routing the pipeline along the existing public corridors of the highway andfor rail lines keeps itin

clear view, enhancing its security and guaranteeing fast access for authorities.

The Hawkesbury Nepean Catchment Management Authority have ample evidence of pilfering of
water out of their system and vandalism of remote infrastructure, away from the public eye.
Australia has a history of securing water facilities in times of national security emergencies, dating

back to WW2 when the Woronora-Prospect pipeline was continually patrolied.

28. Inadequately Considered Alternatives - Rail Corridor

| object to GHD / Goulburn Mulwaree Council neither recognising, nor costing, the annuai savings
io be made by routing the pipeline along the existing raif corridor rather than along the proposed
route west of the Hume Highway, through difficult terrain requiring more time and expensive
logistics to gain access for maintenance and causing unnecessary environmentai damage from

disturbing new ground.

As stated by GHD, Bundanoon village and south already has a reticulated water network from
Wingecarribbee - the same source that Goulburn would be pumping from. It seems blatantly
negligent to ignore the opportunity to upgrade the facilities for the expanding area around
Bundanoon and carry the water through along the rail corridor to Marulan, thus serving the vilages
of Wingello, Penrose and Towrang along the way. GHD states that they did not have enough time

1o examine it.

The broader vision of cooperation between the communities of Goulburn and Wingecarribbee has
been overlooked. The whole tenor of the the report can be expressed as ‘the engineers have found
a place to dig a hole and bury a pipe’. They have not recognised that there are communities of

people, with needs, around this pipeline and they may be vastly different 30 years from now.
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29, Inadequately Considered Alternatives - Decentralisation

| object to Goulburn Mulwaree Councif's lack of foresight of how to spend $50 million of borrowed

funds, in not aiding decentralisation, not efficiently servicing the growing developments around

Bradfordville and ignoring the Bundanoon - Marulan route.

- There is widespread belief that NSW would benefit from decentralisation.

- The State Government funding of this pipeline is an opportunity to expand development in the
villages along the rail corridor.

- Goulburn Muiwaree Council has taken a parochial view, benefiting only itself, and ignoring the
opportunity fo service these other villages that already have rail and bus transport options to

Wollongong.
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NOSTHWAITE

Thoroughbred Spelling

The General Manager
Locked Bag 22
GOULBURN NSW 2580

Monday, 28 June 2010.

Complaint: Highlands Water for Goulburn

We are writing to complain about the methods employed by GHD to co-erce people into
signing agreements for the pipeline.

» For 7 months we were advised of the location of the pipeline and then three days
before being asked to sign the documentation — it was changed to radically affect our

property.

s We receive inconsistent information from ||| GEG_ - saying that the
route can be adjusted slightly and negotiated, and then from | | IR

are told there is no negotiation and no changing the new route — despite it being
changed after 7 months.

WG

o They say that they will not change the new route because:
o They will not cross an electricity easement — but they have ¢lsewhere..
o The pipeline is innocuous once installed — but it’s moved away from homes....

o That they do not take minor stock dams into consideration — but they have in
various locations...

o That they do not take into account agricultural businesses located on the route
- but they have for other businesses in the area..

They have changed the route of the pipeline for these reasons in other locations — and it
seems they even want to avoid small stock dams in our area to the detriment of our property.

a

o We understand there were 5 other options considered more “optimal” than the
current location — yet we have not been advised of any of these changes, until this
route was offered to sign on — and is now NOT Negotiable.

e They have negotiated and made changes for other people, but refuse to consider any
changes to consider our business.

e We have offered to forego any compensation if the original route location can be
used.
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The new route slices through a two metre high cut in the road at the driveway to our
thoroughbred spelling facility - and cuts through three paddocks in a quarantine area.

We have attached detail of our concerns about how the construction will affect our property.

As the property is for sale, we cannot sign a document on behalf of a prospective purchaser
and so the GHD documents become part of our contract of sale — this places us ata
disadvantage in negotiations because of the proposed pipeline. Nothing in the documents
provided by GHD recognise this fact.

We are very angry that because we were compliant with the original information
provided, we had no opportunity to challenge the changes made in the following 7
months.

AND — You may wonder why there is a low number of complaints about the project — but if
we are unhappy with GHD there is no overseeing body to whom we can complain and no
complaint mechanism in any documentation provided. The only contact is to GHD.

Yours faithfully,

Peter and Pamela Bice

Rosthwaite Farm




We need you to be aware of the workings of our business, the difference between our property and
a cattle or grazing property — the risk and expense involved — and why we are paid what we are paid
— for the facility we have built and what we do.

It is frustrating to us that GHD did not investigate the impact of this easement upon our property
and business before changing the route. We do not graze the land as cattlemen do - we manage the
wellbeing of highly strung, horses. People pay us to care for horses they have spent large amounts
of money buying and training. And while purchase prices vary, training expenses begin at
approximately $50,000 per year.

Cattle are grazed in barbed wire for $4.00 per week per head. Their cosmetic nor athletic ability is
never at risk of loss.

The affected area has been specifically built with paddocks which are double fenced and hedge
screened in an area at the front of the property.

This allows us to monitor easily and gives us a quarantine area that can be used to separate diseased
horses. It has been designed to comply with Department of Primary Industries export quarantine
regulations. We have been approved during EI as a DPI approved quarantine facility.

The casement itself will affect eight fence-lines within approximately 200 metres.

According to the diagram provided it will interfere with our driveway and shave the entire hedge
screening from the first paddock to the road — this visual barrier is essential to operation. It will
also destroy the hedge screening from two other visual barriers.

While these hedges are essential and practical for our business, they are also designed to add
acsthetic value — it is the front of our property.

Removing the hedging we have planted and irrigated, will also have a huge visual impact on the
privacy of our property.

Access for maintenance will be a problem as the bloodstock contained are not animals like cattle —
they are at times dangerous to untrained visitors to the property and all visitors to the property are to
be accompaniced by cither Peter or Pamela — not only for liability against the visitor’s injury — but
also against their untrained behaviour which might cause injury to the athletic ability of the horses
in our care.

As it is also a quarantine area — this further complicates access issues.

If the valve noted on the diagram, creates noise — even if re-located to the roadside - it will be of
considerable danger to our horses.

Furthermore — the actual paddocks that are affected by the construction work will not be the only
ones we are unable to use during the construction phase ~ we cannot have our Clients™ expensive
athletes attempting to rest and recover next to a construction site with all it’s unsupervised staff,
noise, machinery and comings and goings.

We necd, in addition, at least 200 metres distance from the construction work to ensure the safety of
the Clients’ horses. And no work can be carried out before 8.00 am or after 4.00 pm as the horses
tend to over-react to startling un-natural noise in darkened winter conditions.




We cannot, under any circumstances allow marker posts in areas other than on fence-lines and we
cannot accept any protrusions at all in the clear paddock areas. These are dangerous to horses.

At the rear of the property there is an easement for large powerlines and an optic fibre line which
has marker posts which render the paddocks unusable commercially for Clients™ horses. We have
already experienced injuries on these devices. Once again they may be fine for grazing cattle — but
not for athletic bloodstock.

We feel we can offer them a fair and reasonable alternative if they are prepared to take on
board our realistic concerns.

o Bending the line slightly as Greg Horvey offered would move closer to the original
route.

» Changing back to the original route.

s As described in the project documentation it could follow the existing electricity
easement and be located at the south of the property.

We are also in the process of selling this property and it is vital to our financial well-being, to
maximise our opportunity of sale without any complications -- or major visual impacts to the front
of the property. We are marketing to a very specific target market in the thoroughbred industry, and
any intended purchaser would have the same concerns we have.

We can have Veterinary, Client and Trainers® opinions provided to substantiate our claims on our
business.

www.rosthwaitefarm.com.au

Phone:; 02 4868 3966 Fax: 02 4405 5898
Rosthwaite Farm 268 Yarrawa Road Moss Vale NSW 2577
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79 Clyde Street Goulburn
NSW 2580
30" June 2010.

Planning NSW
23-33 Bridge Street Sydney 2000.

Dear Director General,

This is a submission on the Environmental Assessment of the Highlands
Source Project Goulburn and I thank you for the opportunity to make this
submission.

For a longtime, 1’ve been involved in Goulburn water matters. | hope that
my local knowledge and experience will be of benefit in your determination
of this assessment.

This submission will focus on the need, justification and cost for the project.
Not withstanding that there is all round agreement that a water project or two
must proceed to secure Goulburn’s water future, the real question is, what.

The extraordinarily drawn out nature of this project is clearly evident.
Bearing in mind that even though it is a significant project, few such projects
would be so protracted. | will try and shed some light on the reasons for that
and the reasons that still cast of thick shadow of doubt over this project.

This project was first floated in the 1984 State election campaign (following
the early ‘80s drought) by then Minister Whelan as a Sydney Water Board
permanent use pipeline, for a cost of $40M. This idea seemed extreme at the
time as Goulburn had just built a new dam, Pejar Dam in 1980, and even
though it was an idea by a government that was re elected, it came to nought.

Then we had the 2002 to 2007 drought. Goulburn’s water storage level
gradually fell, eventually to a low of 15% by May ’07. Pejar Dam was
famously empty (although our other dam Sooley Dam was full) and we were
looking at all sorts of water projects.

The pipeline was floated again in the March 2007 State election campaign
by the February ’07 Premier’s Taskforce Report, as a Goulburn Mulwaree
Council emergency use pipeline for the same cost, $40M. On balance this
seemed like a reasonable idea at the time.
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Although the Taskforce also found that if the Highlands pipeline was built it
was likely to eliminate the need for other long term water projects. So this
placed considerable stress and doubt on suggestions that other projects
would be or are a genuine part of Goulburn’s future water plans.

But in June *07 it poured rain, just as Council was deciding to fund the
contingency costs that may be incurred with this project, with a levy on
ratepayers. There was a fair amount of community discontent at what
appeared to be again an extreme idea, particularly in light of other local
water projects that had not been properly considered.

Just backtracking for a moment, these other water initiatives were part of the
Goulburn Mulwaree Council, Integrated Water Cycle Management Plan, the
document that this E.A. is based on.

This IWCM plan began in August *06. It was based on various consultants
and a Project Reference Group looking at various water projects, which
could be components of an integrated package to better manage water for
Goulburn and the district. The IWCM plan process ran hot and cold over 5
years. The PRG, which was dominated by government agencies, meet 3
times in ’06, 3 times in *07 (first to scrap the potable reuse option, then meet
twice after this Highlands project announcement, to formally suggest it and
promote it). The PRG did not meet at all in 08 and ’09, then meet once in
’10 to recommend the Highlands pipeline project.

During these gap years of the IWCM plan process, this pipeline project was
heavily promoted by Council, and other projects, specifically more efficient
raw water transfers and more stormwater harvesting were heavily demoted
by Council and consultants. Particular reference here should be directed at
the January ’09 Department of Commerce Goulburn Water Supply Review.

Briefly, the only real alternative to this 80 kl Highlands pipeline from
another catchment, is the 20kl Pejar pipeline within the Goulburn catchment
that would integrate our raw water supply system. This pipeline would do
two things, save all the water lost in transfer from Pejar Dam to town via the
Wollondilly River (on average half the water transferred is lost) and give
Goulburn the ability to store harvested flood water back into Pejar Dam.



The DoC ’09 Review presented construction costs that were,

= $36M for the Pejar pipeline or 80% higher (with arguable
substantiation) than the Taskforce $20M cost

= $54M for the Highlands pipeline or 35% higher than the
Taskforce $40M cost.

The DoC ’09 Review also presented water figures that were,

= worst case yield for the Pejar pipeline, excluding any rainfall and
flooding yield since the drought broke in June *07

= Dest case maximum yield from the Highlands pipeline that would
only be possible with a higher cost of construction

= best (or worst) case maximum demand for Goulburn if all of the
hydrological and population hypotheticals materializing.

In essence, the DoC ’09 Review drew cost/yield comparisons and findings
that were manipulated and misleading.

The DoC ’09 Review also did not give any consideration to any other water
project e.g. evaporation control and waste water reuse. This was in
accordance with the instruction from Council and goes to the heart of the
drawn out nature of this project.

Quite simply, through the entire IWCM plan process, there is no evidence
that any other local water projects have been given due or equal
consideration compared to the Highlands pipeline (except the Pejar pipeline
that was nobbled). In circumstances like this, it’s reasonable to expect that
with a reasonable level of local knowledge, a high level of local community
doubt or suspicion naturally attaches itself to the obvious fix (the Highlands
pipeline) and that is very hard to shack.

Whenever progress or momentum builds on the Highlands pipeline project,
like this E.A., it is quickly weighed down or stopped. That’s because what
ever the latest document is, it is invariably under prepared or underdone,
because it has no competition. So, when the powers that be are given the
chance to decide to progress the project, with another flimsy document, they
just don’t have the confidence to do it.



For example this Highlands pipeline E.A. is missing things like,

= details of when it will operate, continuous or intermittent, because this
will determine its real cash and environmental costs

= details of the water quality risks associated with transferring blue
green algae directly from Wingecarribee Reservoir to the final barrier
at the Goulburn water filtration plant

= details of the ongoing land management costs along the whole
pipeline route, especially scour valve runoff, maintenance track
erosion and weed and disease containment

= details of the contingency if this pipeline fails

= considering better use of the 50,000 m3 of spoil other than tipping e.g.
a levy bank in Eastgrove, Goulburn to negate the adverse impact on
land values there as result of recent flood rezoning

= considering the adverse impact introducing another catchment’s water
into this catchment’s overloaded waste water catchment (an average
of plus 1.9 ML per day) will have on our environment

= explaining how the operating CO2 emissions increase of 38% from
this project compares anything other than badly to the existing local
raw water pumping, when Council, in its own small way, has a target
of reducing CO2 by 30% by 2020

= applying realistic and sustainable population growth to the whole
IWCM plan first (maybe 0.5% or less) instead of the 1.0% and then
chasing its tail to make up the water.

Then and only then can anyone decide on the real environmental cost and
benefit of this (or any) project.

Goulburn does need a secure and sustainable water future with no Level 5
restrictions and it does need some project or two to do this, but the
justification for this project, above others, is flawed. At this point it’s
appropriate to add that everyone is sick and tied of more talk, no action, on
this (any) project. But obviously, here we are again, seriously talking about
stepping further into the dark with this Highlands pipeline.

Please reject this E.A. in its current incomplete form. Please work with
Goulburn to give it enough information to make the right decision on its
water future so that we can be truly sustainable and proud of our water and
environmental management.

Yours faithfully, Neil Penning.



A

Director, Infrastructure Projects
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
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| PO Box 323 Penrith NSW 2750

i Level 4,2-6 Station Street

! Penrith NSW 2750

‘ Tel 1300 722 468 Fax 02 4725 2599
i Email info@sca.nsw.gov.au

Website www.sca.nsw.gov.au

Ref : D2010_02021
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Signed correspondence emailed o SsEFeh

SYDNEY NSW 2001
Date: . N/ L/,

Attentioh: Anna Timbrell

Offiear! oot et

Dear Ms Timbrell
Highland Source Project (MP09_0193)

Thank you for providing the Sydney Catchment Authority (SCA) the opportunity to review
the Environmental Assessment (EA) report for the above proposal.

The SCA recognises that the proposal has been classified a Major Project to be assessed
and determined under Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act and as
such is not formally subject to the requirements of the Drinking Water Catchments Regional
Environmental Plan No 1 (REP). Notwithstanding this, the SCA provides the following
comments in relation to the proposal.

The proposal is located within the Wingecarribee River, Wollondilly River and Upper
Wollondilly River sub-catchments which are part of Sydney’s drinking water supply
catchments. It is therefore desirable that the proposed Highlands Source Project (HSP) is
constructed and operated in a manner so as to have a sustainable neutral or beneficial
effect (NorBE) on water quality over the longer term as required by other developments
under the REP.

The SCA has completed its review of the EA report and is satisfied that the report provides
adequate information with regard to the potential contamination and water management
issues for the construction and operation stages of the development. It notes that
construction of the 83 km pipeline will have the biggest potential impact on water quality and
that a properly developed and implemented Construction Environmental Management Plan
incorporating effective and appropriate erosion and sediment control measures is vital in
ensuring water quality is not impacted.

Given the information contained in the EA report, the SCA considers the proposal is likely to
achieve a neutral or beneficial effect on water quality providing the following conditions are
included in the approval:

1. A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) is to be prepared for the
construction phase of the project in consultation with the Sydney Catchment Authority
by a person experienced in the preparation of such plans. The CEMP is to:

o include Erosion and Sediment Control Plans that meet the requirements outlined in
NSW Landcom’s Soils and Construction: Managing Urban Stormwater (2004)
manual, and NSW Department of Environment and Climate Change publications
Managing Urban Stormwater: Soils and Construction Volumes 2A [nstallation of
Services and 2C Unsealed Roads”; and

ABN 36 682 945 185
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o incorporate the elements of Section 6 and Appendix G of the Environmental
Assessment report prepared by GHD Pty Ltd (dated April 2010), especially
procedures for the remediation of any contaminated soils disturbed during
construction;

2. An Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) is to be prepared for the
proposed pipeline and associated infrastructure in consultation with the Sydney
Catchment Authority by a person experienced in the preparation of such plans. The
OEMP is to incorporate amongst other measures:

e a detailed management plan for the handling of scour water released from the
pipeline; '

e procedures and responsibilities for the inspection, monitoring and maintenance of
all watercourse crossings, both pipeline and access tracks;

The SCA would appreciate being involved in any further environmental assessment and
consultation process associated with the application and would also appreciate being
provided with an opportunity to comment on any draft conditions.

If you wish to discuss any matter raised in this letter please do not hesitate to contact Jim
Caddey on 4824 3401.

Yours sincerely

GREG SHEEHY
Senior Manager Requlatory Operations




NSW

Hawkeur -Ne ean

ATCHMENT MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

10

GOVERNMENT
NSW Planning Contact: Gillian Young
A/ Team Leader — Energy & Water Phone:  (02) 4828 6770
GPO Box 39 ax: (02) 4828 6765
mail:  gillian.young@cma.nsw.gov.au

SYDNEY NSW 2580

30" June 2010

PCU007244

Attention: Dinuka McKenzie,

Ibjective Folder: HNOO663
our ref:

S07/01018

g e
.

Depariment of Planning

iacalven

Ty

7 JUL 100

Y st ian s

Subject: Highlands Source Project (MP 09_0193)

Thank you for your letter of 26 May 2010 inviting Hawkesbury Nepean Catchment Management
Authority (HNCMA) to comment on the Highlands Source Project which includes the
construction and operation of an 83km water supply pipeline between the Wingecarribee
Reservoir to the existing water storage, treatment and supply system in Goulburn.

Catchment Management Authorities are approval authorities for clearing of native vegetation

under the Native Vegetation Act 2003 (NV Act), and are responsible for implementing the

objectives of this Act. These include:

e “to prevent broad scale clearing unless it improves or maintains environmental outcomes,
and

o to protect native vegetation of high conservation value having regard to its contribution to
such matters as water quality, biodiversity, or the prevention of salinity or land degradation”

HNCMA supports activities that achieve the objects of the NV Act, and consider proposed
developments should be located and designed to minimise impacts on native vegetation, with
any clearing required mitigated by establishing offset areas.

HNCMA also has responsibility for the coordination of natural resource management within the
catchment, and has produced the HNCMA Catchment Action Plan 2007-2016 (CAP) to support
this. The CAP identifies catchment condition and management targets to conserve biodiversity.

The project is a development to which Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979 applies and the project will therefore be assessed and determined by the Minister for
Planning. An approval under the NV Act for the clearing of native vegetation as part of the
proposed development is therefore not required (NV Act s25(g)). As such, HNCMA has no
approval role for any clearing of native vegetation required for this development.

It is understood that Priority E4 of the NSW State Plan, the Catchment Condition Targets of the
Hawkesbury-Nepean Catchment Action Plan (CAP), and the objects of the NV Act represent
NSW government policy on native vegetation. Collectively, these require a maintenance or
increase in the extent of native vegetation, an improvement in native vegetation condition, and
the need for clearing of native vegetation to result in an “Improved or Maintained” environmental
outcome through the use of secured off-set areas.

Ali Correspondence To: The General Manager — Locked Bag 2048 Goulburn NSW 2580
t+61248286747 | f+ 61248286765
www.hn.cma.nsw.gov.au | ABN 43 847 309650
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Determination of whether a clearing and offset proposal will result in an improved or maintained
environmental outcome is made by the Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology, or
the BioBanking Assessment Methodology. These have been authorised by the Minister for this
purpose, and are used for assessment of clearing proposals under the NV Act, and NSW
Biodiversity Banking and Offsets Scheme (i.e. BioBanking) respectively. The Environmental
Outcomes Assessment Methodology (EOAM) provides a scientifically recognised and
established means of determining vegetation values and the impacts of clearing. The “PVP
developer” is the assessment mechanism used to apply the EOAM to specific vegetation
clearing proposals requiring approval under the NV Act. The EOAM also provides the basis of
the assessment methodology used in the BioBanking Scheme.

Our comments on the proposed development are based upon a review of the Environmental
Assessment (EA) document provided, HNCMA’s aerial photography, P5MA vegetation
mapping, Wingecarribee Shire Council’s Biodiversity Strategy vegetation mapping and the
Goulburn Mulwaree Biodiversity Strategy. A site visit to inspect vegetation along the pipeline
corridor has not been undertaken, however a desk-top analysis of the data sets contained in the
BioMetric Tool of the PVP Developer has been undertaken to identify values for native
vegetation types within the proposed development site.

Significant Vegetation
HNCMA CAP targets for Biodiversity includes a specific priority directed towards ‘an increase in
the recovery of threatened species, populations and ecological communities’.

The EA notes the presence of nine native vegetation types within proposed survey corridor,
existing as ‘small isolated stands of remnant native vegetation, larger stands of remnant native
vegetation, riparian vegetation, native sedgelands, fragmented and regrowth native vegetation’
ranging in condition from poor to good.

Five of these vegetation types have been classified by the EA as Southern Highlands Shale
Woodland, an Endangered Ecological Community (EEC) listed under the Threatened Species
Conservation Act 1995 (TSC Act) and one type classified as Robertson Basalt Tall Open
Forest, also an EEC. | note that ‘the native vegetation to be permanently removed during
construction includes 4.32 ha of Southern Highlands Shale Woodlands EEC.’ It has also come
to our attention (from consultation with the Land & Property Management Authority) that a
section of Crown Land directly adjoining the northern end of Progress Street in Goulburn will be
directly affected by the pipeline. This area contains vegetation that may be classified as White
Box — Yellow Box - Blakely’s Red Gum Grassy Woodland listed under both the TSC Act as well
as the EPBC Act.

HNCMA considers such an impact on Southern Highlands Shale Woodlands and White Box —
Yellow Box - Blakely’s Red Gum Grassy Woodlands to be significant, given the NSW Scientific
Committee’s final determination that the community has been ‘extensively cleared for....rural
development’ and that already ‘much of the remaining area...is highly fragmented’. | therefore
recommend that the development be amended to avoid or reduce the proposed impacts on
these Endangered Ecological Communities.

Threatened Species

The EA states that two threatened species, one listed as vulnerable under the TSC Act and one
as endangered under the EPBC Act, were identified by the surveys. Although one species,
Leucochrysum albicans var. tricolor (Hoary Sunray), will not be disturbed by the development,
the native vegetation to be permanently removed during construction includes ‘potentially up to
100 individuals and associated habitat’ for the Threatened Species Eucalyptus macarthurii
(Paddy’s River Box or Camden Woollybut).

All Correspondence To: The General Manager — Locked Bag 2048 Goulburn NSW 2580
t+ 61248286747 | f+ 61248286765
www.hn.cma.nsw.gov.au | ABN 43 847 309650



HNCMA considers such an impact on Eucalyptus macarthurii to be significant, given the NSW
Scientific Committee’s final determination that ‘the current mature cohort of individuals is
unlikely to be replaced uniess protective measures are implemented’ and that ‘threats include
loss of habitat through development (and) clearing’. | therefore recommend that the
development be amended to avoid or reduce the proposed impact on this Threatened Species.

Regional Biodiversity Corridors

Regional Biodiversity Corridors were identified within the Greater Southern Sydney Region
following an extensive investigation of species distribution and habitat use by the then
Department of Environment and Climate Change (DECC). These were mapped and a paper
prepared by DECC to inform development of the Hawkesbury-Nepean Catchment Action Plan,
2008

The HNCMA Catchment Action Plan identifies the retention of native vegetation in regional
corridors, and achieving an improvement in condition of this vegetation, as priority actions.
These corridors are a critical link providing for the movement of plant and animal species
through the landscape, underpinning their sustainability and survival in the face of climate
change.

| note that the pipeline corridor transects both the Bargo to Morton National Park and
Abercrombie River to Morton National Park Regional Biodiversity Corridors. HNCMA is
concerned at any development in and around this corridor that has the potential to adversely
affect its ecological integrity.

Mitigation of Impacts and Offsets

| note that a Biodiversity Management Strategy, incorporating measures to avoid, mitigate and
offset biodiversity loss arising from the pipeline construction, has been prepared. This Strategy
proposes the development of a Flora and Fauna Management Plan (FFMP) in consultation with
Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water (DECCW). In view of our
responsibilities and experience in natural resource management within the development area,
HNCMA can offer assistance in this consultation process.

It is also noted that the preparation of an Offset Plan is proposed in consultation with DECCWV.
Again, HNCMA can offer the benefit of our experience with the Environmental Outcomes
Assessment Methodology — which provides a scientifically recognised and established means of
determining vegetation values and the impacts of clearing — and the development of appropriate
offsets to achieve an “improved or maintained” environmental outcome.

| have asked Gillian Young, Catchment Officer at our Goulburn office to assist you should you
require further information on any of the above. Gillian may be contacted by telephone on 4828
6770.

Yours sincerely

A 7@«;“/

Bernie Bugden
General Manager

All Correspondence To: The General Manager — Locked Bag 2048 Goulburn NSW 2580
t+ 61248286747 | f+6124828 6765
www.hn.cma.nsw.gov.au | ABN 43 847 309650
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GOVERNMENT & Wateﬁ;‘ 00734

Your reference:
Our reference: DOC10/ 23644 FIL07/7253
Contact: Alison McLeod, (02) 6229 7002

Depanm ent of Planning

B0eivan

& JuL 101
Dinuka McKenzie ’
A/ Team Leader- Energy and Water Sranning Room
Department of Planning

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

2 July 2010
Dear Ms McKenzie,

RE: Environmental Assessment - Highland Source Project (MP09_0193) —
Part 3A, Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979

| refer to the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the abovementioned proposal and your invitation
(dated 26 May 2010) to the Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water (DECCW) to
make a submission to the Department of Planning (DoP) regarding the proposal.

DECCW has conducted a detailed review of the EA, including the relevant attached specialist
reports and provides recommendations for DoP’s consideration. In summary, these
recommendations relate to the following issues:
a) Cultural and Heritage Management
~b) Biodiversity impacts and management measures
c) Construction Noise and Vibration management

Attachment A to this letter outlines specific details in relation to these recommendations.

Itis DECCW'’s view the proposal will not likely require an Environment Protection Licence under to
the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997. However, it remains the responsibility of
the proponent to assess the need for a licence make application in the event one may be required.

Should you have any questions, or wish to discuss this matter further, please contact Alison
McLeod at the DECCW'’s Queanbeyan office on 02 6229 7002.

Yours sincerely , _ , 7

o —

JULIAN THOMPSON
Unit Head — South East Region
Environment Protection and Requlation Group -

PO Box 622, Queanbeyan NSW 2620

11 Farrer Place, Queanbeyan NSW

Tel: (02) 6229 7002 Fax: (02) 6229 7006
ABN 30 841 387 271
www.environment.nsw.gov.au
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Page 2

Attachment A
Department of Environment, Climate Change & Water (DECCW) comments
Environmental Assessment- Highland Source Project - (MP09_0193)
NB. DECW recommendations are underlined.

Cultural Heritage Assessment

The DECCW has conducted a review of the Cultural Heritage Assessment (dated April 2010)
within the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Highland Source Project and provides the
following comments;

e The Cultural Heritage Assessment adequately considers the potential impacts to both

previously identified Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal sites identified in the course of the

survey along the proposed pipeline route.

The DECCW’s Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) identified 77

Aboriginal sites within an area one kilometre either side of the proposed pipeline route, 8

Aboriginal sites and 7 potential archaeological deposits (PAD) were recorded during the

EA survey. Both route options will impact on 15 out of 92 known Aboriginal sites directly or

partially.

o The EA meets DECCW Interim Community Consultation Requirements (ICCR). The seven
Aboriginal stakeholders all support the following EA recommendations, as does DECCW:;

i) The assessment recommends further archaeological survey as only 43km (52%) of the
route was surveyed for the purpose of the EA. DECCW supports this recommendation
based on the EA survey results.

ii) All aboriginal sites located within the pipeline route which will not be impacted by
construction activities will be conserved and protected, including being fenced off.

iii) The seven PAD sites will be subject to a program of archaeological subsurface testing with
management options dependent upon testing results obtained.

DECCW recommends DoP incorporate these recommendations into any development consent
conditions.

Ecological Assessment

The Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water (DECCW) has conducted a review of
the Ecological Impact Assessment, (dated April 2010) within the Environmental Assessment (EA)
for the Highland Source Project and provides the folliowing recommendations.

1. Endangered Ecological Communities

The DECCW remains concerned that the entire length of the pipeline route has not yet been
surveyed, characterised and mapped for flora, fauna and habitat value. This includes vegetated
areas which are likely to contain Endangered Ecological Communities (EEC’s).

DECCW notes that there is the possibility of two additional EEC’s existing on the unsurveyed
section of the pipeline route. These EEC’s are the “White Box Yellow Box Blakelys Red Gum
Woodland” and “Natural Temperate Grassland”.

DECCW also notes that two of the vegetation communities listed in the EA, Ribbon Gum — Narrow
Leaved Peppermint grassy open forest and Swamp Gum — Ribbon Gum woodland may have
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been misidentified as Southern Sandstone Shale Woodlands (SSSW) instead of the Tablelands
Basalt Forest (TBF).

DECCW recommends DoP introduce consent conditions that require a Flora and Fauna
Management Plan (FFMP) to be prepared by the proponent which recognises all EEC's which
have potential to occur within the pipeline corridor and implement strategies to minimise any
impacts of the development on these communities.

2. Survey of Pipeline Route
The final pipeline alignment has not been precisely mapped and surveyed in the EA.

DECCW recommends that a qualified ecologist be present at all times for the in-field
determination of the final alignment.

The attending ecologist will need to:

) ensure that impacts on biodiversity are minimised for the duration of the pipeline route,
including any new or modified access tracks where vegetation is to be cleared.

i) note the vegetation community and condition thereof in any areas of intact vegetation
to be cleared, including EEC’s.

iii) measure and record the total area of vegetation to be cleared to ensure that the final
offset proposal is of sufficient size and composition to adequately offset any cleared
vegetation.

iv) record if the additional vegetation surveys indicate that the EEC’s which are not
identified in the EA (Box Gum Woodland and Natural Temperate Grassland) are
encountered. If encountered, then the mitigation proposed in the FFMP for these
communities should be implemented.

V) in any cleared or disturbed landscapes, identify the species of vegetation to be
removed and mark any individual trees to be removed. As far as possible, no trees
should be removed as part of the 10 metre permanent clearing path, and no trees
should be cleared at all within the additional temporary footprint. Any tree species
which are identified as components of EEC’s should not be cleared unless all other
options have been exhausted.

vi) ensure trees displaying evidence of containing hollows or providing habitat for
threatened species be retained or targeted for additional surveys prior to any clearing
to determine the potential loss of habitat. To enable pre-clearing surveys to be
undertaken efficiently, all hollow bearing trees to be cleared should be identified,
marked and have their dimensions recorded.

vii) identify any additional threatened flora populations and species along the final pipeline
route which have potential to be impacted, particularly any additional populations of
Camden Woollybutt. The DECCW notes that the EA also recorded the presence of
Black Gum (Eucalyptus aggregata) on the site. Since the Environmental Assessment
Requirements (EAR’s) were issued by the DECCW, this species has been listed as
‘vulnerable’ under the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995. This determination
should be taken into account for any further surveys along the pipeline route.

viii)  ensure the survey and determination of the final pipeline alignment should avoid
impacts on any threatened species and EEC'’s. If impacts are unavoidable then specific
conditions outlined in the FFMP should be implemented.

3. Flora and Fauna Management Plan

The Flora and Fauna Management Plan (FFMP) should include (but need not be limited to) the
issues listed in Section 9.4.3 of the EA with particular emphasis on the following:
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(i Preliminary surveys have identified Camden Woollybutt (Eucalyptus macarthurii) in at
least three sites along the pipeline route. Two of these populations are adjoining roads
and the third in a discrete location. DECCW notes that any underboring which will be
carried out for roads where Camden Woollybutt is present in adjoining roadside
vegetation should be extended to underbore the threatened species alongside the
road. Strong justification would be required for the removal of any Camden Woollybutt
species in these locations where underboring is a viable alternative.

(i) If additional surveys discover previously unknown populations of Camden Woolybutt,
the proponent should ensure the final pipeline route does not require removal of this
vegetation. If avoidance is not a viable option, the proponent should explore the option
of underboring. As a last resort, the proponent may record the location of any Camden
Woollybutt plants prior to clearing. If Camden Woollybutt species are removed, the
FFMP and Offset Plan must incorporate a management plan for the species.

(i) The FFMP should include a tree dwelling fauna and hollow management protocol
which proposes measures to ensure slow moving species (such as koalas) are not
injured during any vegetation clearing operations.

(iv) The FFMP should include the location (using differential GPS) and number of all
species removed from the pipeline alignment. Such records should be recorded and
submitted to DoP and/or DECCW. All species should be recorded regardless of their
living status (alive, injured or dead).

Any vegetation clearing should be undertaken at a time of the vear which is likely to have the least
impact on fauna species such as in non-breeding times of year.,

The FFMP should be developed in consultation with DECCW and submitted for review prior to
implementation.

4. Biodiversity Offset

Upon determination of the final pipeline and easement alignment (and associated vegetation
communities to be removed) and before construction commences, the proponent should prepare
and submit a Biodiversity Offset Plan. This plan should be prepared in consultation with DoP and
DECCW.

This plan is required to determine an appropriate offset for vegetation cleared as part of the
project (particularly EEC’s the Camden Woollybutt but also any other identified threatened species
where it has been identified that removal is the only option).

In preparing the Biodiversity Offset Plan, the proponent should ensure that:

i) all cleared vegetation communities are represented in the offset area. DECCW
recommends that the final offset requirement be determined through the use of a
standardised tool, such as the “BioBanking” methodology, but if this is not the case
then a detailed assessment of the conservation value of the final offset proposal be
undertaken,

i) the offset includes adequate hollow bearing trees of similar size and condition to
compensate for any which are removed during clearing. The offset can include suitable
vegetation which may, through proper management, allow future development of
hollows to replace any which are lost as part of the proposal,

iii) if any threatened plants are removed in clearing for the project, the offset should
contain individuals of these plant species, particularly Camden Woollybutt. If it is not
possible to locate threatened plant species within the offset area, the proponent may
consider it possible to protect or enhance separate populations outside the main
vegetation offset area.
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The DECCW recommends the offset be within one of the two corridors identified as ‘significant’
within the EA by the Hawkesbury Nepean Catchment Management Authority (HNCMA). This may
assist with reducing the impact of the project on dispersal of some species such as small
mammals and reptiles. By placing the offset within one of these corridors, the proponent will also
be enhancing the biodiversity values of any proposal which has been previously identified by the
HNCMA.

It is possible that the biodiversity offset outlined in the EA may meet the requirements listed
above. However, given the limited surveys conducted to date and the uncertainties about the final
pipeline alignment, it is possible more surveys and detailed information will be required to assess
the appropriateness of the currently proposed offset location and area.

Once the final location and conservation value of the biodiversity offset is identified, a Vegetation
Management Plan for the offset area will need to be developed. It is suggested that this
requirement be introduced into any consent issued.

This Vegetation Management Plan for the biodiversity offset will need to include, but need not be
restricted to, such information as;

(i) the management actions that will be undertaken to gain biodiversity improvements,

(i) the tenure of the land and the body responsible for its management,

(i) the resources (including funds and staff resources) to ensure that the management
actions are implemented.

DECCW notes that a biodiversity is a long term commitment and that the best overall outcome
would be to minimise any environmental impacts through the pipeline route selection process.

Noise Impact Assessment

DECCW has conducted a review of the Air, Noise and Vibration Assessment, (dated April 2010)
within the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Highland Source Project and provides the
following recommendations.

1. Overview

DECCW notes that the Highland Source Project is not likely to require an Environment Protection
Licence under the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997, however recommended
noise limits are provided to assist the Department of Planning in providing conditions of consent in
the case that the proposal gains planning approval.

The Air, Noise and Vibration Assessment (AN&V Assessment) does not specify the proposed
location of construction site compounds, nor does it identify the location of all access roads to the
pipeline route. DECCW recommends that a detailed Construction Noise and Vibration
Management Plan (CNVMP) be prepared and implemented prior to the commencement of any
construction work.

The construction noise and vibration impacts are presented in the AN&V Assessment as noise
levels at different distances from the pipeline for each of the 8 construction stages. DECCW notes
that the predicted construction noise impacts may exceed 75 dB(A), and that vibration criteria may
also be exceeded when construction occurs within 50m of a sensitive receiver.

DECCW recommends that;
i) respite periods be included in any consent granted for the proposal and also in any
CNVMP prepared for the project,
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i) construction works be limited to within the recommended standard hours, except for
emergencies or works required outside standard hours by the Roads and Traffic
Authority (RTA),

iii) a traffic noise management strategy be included in the CNVMP for the project as there
may be noise impacts associated with truck movements to and from construction sites,
particularly sleep disturbance impacts (see below for further detail about traffic noise

management).
iv) the CNVMP include procedures on community notification and complaint handling.

2. Recommended Noise Limits

Recommended noise limits are provided below for the operation of the pumping stations, based
on the predicted levels in the AN&V Assessment and the assumptions regarding enclosures and
operating conditions.

Recommended conditions for blasting are also provided, however compliance monitoring locations
for blasting are not nominated as the proponent has not clearly identified where any blasting may
occeur.

If DoP grants consent for this proposal, it is recommended these noise limits be included.

Noise Limits

L6.1 Noise from the premises must not exceed the sound pressure level (noise) limits presented
in the Table below. Note that the limits apply to the operation of the project and represent the
sound pressure level (noise) contribution, at the nominated receiver locations in the table.

Noise Limits (dB(A))

Location Day Evening Night
I-Aeq(15 minute) LAeq(15 minute) I-Aeq(15 minute) I-A1(1 minute)
Any residential 35 35 35 45
premises

L6.2 For the purpose of Condition 6.1:

o Day is defined as the period from 7am to 6pm Monday to Saturday and 8am to 6pm Sundays
and Public Holidays,

e Evening is defined as the period from 6pm to 10pm on any day,

e Night is defined as the period from 10pm to 7am Monday to Saturday and 10pm to 8am
Sundays and Public Holidays

L6.3 Noise from the premises is to be measured at the most affected point on or within the
residential boundary or at the most affected point within 30m of the dwelling (rural situations)
where the dwelling is more than 30m from boundary to determine compliance with the noise limits
in condition L6.1.

Where it can be demonstrated that direct measurement of noise from the premises is impractical,
the EPA may accept alternative means of determining compliance. See Chapter 11 of the NSW
Industrial Noise Policy.
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The modification factors presented in Section 4 of the NSW Industrial Noise Policy shall also be
applied to the measured noise level where applicable.

L6.4 Noise from the premises is to be measured at 1m from the dwelling fagade to determine
compliance with the La(1 minue) NOISE limits in condition L6.1.

L6.5 The noise emission limits identified in condition L6.1 apply under meteorological conditions

of:

e wind speeds up to 3 m/s at 10 metres above ground level; or

e temperature inversion conditions of up to 3 °C/100m and wind speeds up to 2 m/s at 10 metres
above ground level.

Hours of Construction and Operation

L6.7 All construction work at the premises must only be conducted between Monday to Friday
7am to 6pm and Saturday 8am to 1pm, with no work on Sundays and public holidays.

L6.8 The following activities may be carried out at the premises outside the hours specified in
condition L6.7:

(a) the delivery of materials as requested by Police or other authorities for safety reasons;

(b) emergency work to avoid the loss of lives, property and/or to prevent environmental harm.

L6.9 The proponent must prepare and implement a detailed Construction Noise and Vibration
Management Plan (CNVMP), prior to commencement of construction activities, that includes but is
not necessarily limited to;

(a) identification of each work area, site compound and access route (both private and public),

(b) identification of the specific activities that will be carried out and associated noise sources at
the premises and access routes,

(c) identification of all potentially affected sensitive receivers,

(d) the construction noise and vibration objectives identified in the Environmental Assessment,

(e) assessment of potential noise and vibration from the proposed construction methods
(including noise from construction traffic) against the objectives identified in the
Environmental Assessment,

(f)  where the objectives are predicted to be exceeded an analysis of feasible and reasonable
noise mitigation measures that can be implemented to reduce construction noise and
vibration impacts,

(g) description of management methods and procedures and specific noise mitigation
treatments that will be implemented to control noise and vibration during construction,
including the early erection of operational noise control barriers and providing respite
periods,

(h) procedures for notifying residents of construction activities that are likely to affect their noise
and vibration amenity,

(i)  measures to monitor noise performance and respond to complaints.

Requirement to Monitor Noise

M7.1 To determine compliance with Condition L6.1, attended noise monitoring must be
undertaken in accordance with Conditions L6.3 and L6.4 and:

a) at each one of the locations listed in Condition L6.1;
b) occur <Quarterly, bi-annually or annually> beginning 1 January each year;
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c) occur during each day, evening and night period as defined in the NSW Industrial Noise
Policy for a minimum of;

e 1.5 hours during the day;
e 30 minutes during the evening; and-
e 1 hour during the night.

d) occur for three consecutive days.

03.6 Work generating high noise impact

Any work generating high noise impact, excluding blasting operations covered in
Condition L7.5, must only be undertaken:

(a) between the hours of 8:00am and 6:00pm Monday to Friday;

(b) between the hours of 8:00am and 1:00pm Saturday; and

(¢) in continuous blocks of no more than 3 hours, with at least a 1 hour respite
between each block of work generating high noise impact, where the location of the
work is likely to impact the same receivers;

except as expressly permitted by another condition of this licence.

For the purposes of this Condition ‘continuous’ includes any period during which there is less
than a 1 hour respite between ceasing and recommencing any of the work the subject of this
Condition

Noise Monitoring Report

A noise compliance assessment report must be prepared and submitted to the Department within
30 days of the completion of the <quarterly, bi-annual or yearly> monitoring. The assessment
must be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced acoustical consultant which:

a) assesses compliance with noise limits presented in Condition L6.1; and
b) outlines any management actions taken within the monitoring period to address any
exceedences of the limits contained in Condition L6.1.

L7 Blasting Limits

L7.1 The overpressure level from blasting operations at the premises must not exceed
115dB (Lin Peak) for more than five per cent of the total number of blasts over each
reporting period. Error margins associated with any monitoring equipment used to
measure this are not to be taken into account in determining whether or not the limit has
been exceeded.

L7.2 The overpressure level from blasting operations at the premises must not exceed 120dB
(Lin Peak) at any time. Error margins associated with any monitoring equipment used to
measure this are not to be taken into account in determining whether or not the limit has
been exceeded.

L7.3 Ground vibration peak particle velocity from the blasting operations at the premises
must not exceed 5mm/sec for more than five per cent of the total number of blasts over
each reporting period. Error margins associated with any monitoring equipment used to
measure this are not to be taken into account in determining whether or not the limit has
been exceeded.

L7.4 Ground vibration peak particle velocity from the blasting operations at the premises
must not exceed 10mm/sec at any time. Error margins associated with any monitoring
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equipment used to measure this are not to be taken into account in determining
whether or not the limit has been exceeded.

Blasting operations at the premises may only take place between 9:00am-3:00pm
Monday to Friday. (Where compelling safety reasons exist, the Authority may permit a
blast to occur outside the abovementioned hours. Prior written (or facsimile) notification
of any such blast must be made to the Authority).

To determine compliance with condition(s) L7.1 to L7.4:

a) Airblast overpressure and ground vibration levels must be measured and electronically
recorded at <enter exact location - consider ANZECC guidelines> - for all blasts
carried out in or on the premises; and

b) Instrumentation used to measure the airblast overpressure and ground vibration levels
must meet the requirements of Australian Standard AS 2187.2-2006.

Traffic Noise Management Strategy

Any traffic noise management strategy developed by the proponent, should ensure that feasible
and reasonable noise management strategies for vehicle movements associated with the facility
are identified and applied. These should include (but need not necessarily be limited to) the
following;

(]

driver training to ensure that noisy practices such as the use of compression engine brakes
are not unnecessarily used near sensitive receivers,

best noise practice in the selection and maintenance of vehicle fleets,

movement scheduling where practicable to reduce impacts during sensitive times of the day,
communication and management strategies for non licensee/proponent owned and operated
vehicles to ensure the provision of the strategy are implemented,

a system of audited management practices that identifies non conformances, initiates and
monitors corrective and preventative action (including disciplinary action for breaches of
noise minimization procedures),

specific procedures to minimise impacts at identified sensitive areas,

clauses in conditions of employment, or in contracts, of drivers that require adherence to the
noise minimization procedures and facilitate effective implementation of the disciplinary
actions for breaches of the procedures.
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PRPOPOSED HIGHLAND SOURCE PROJECT MP09-0193

I refer to your letter of the 21%' June 2010 regarding the proposed Highland Source Project. Land
and Property Management Authority (LPMA) have reviewed the supporting Part 3A Environmental
Assessment April 2010 in conjunction with other information as supplied by the proponent’s
consultative team (GHD).

This project has the potential to have an impact / involvement on Crown Land and the LPMA has
the following comments:

Identified Crown Land

According to records within the Goulburn Office various parcels of Crown land have been identified
from the information supplied by the proponent’s consultative team (GHD) on the 18" May 2010.

The affected Crown land has been identified on attached Table “Appendix A” and comments are
outlined under the sections following.

Therefore any deviation of pipeline route from the information as supplied in the Proposed
Highland Source project Environmental Assessment April 2010 will not be commented upon within
this response.

If there is any deviation from the Environmental Assessment April 2010 involving and or adjoining
Crown Land in the Preferred Project Report when finalised, further comments must be sourced
from LPMA.

Crown Public Roads

Crown public roads provide legal access under the Roads Act 1993 to freehold and Crown land.
These roads are part of the State's road network, with many roads not formed or constructed.

Crown public roads are located within the proposed Highland Source project area and therefore
the project must not interfere with the publics’ right to use the Crown public road under Section 5
(1) of the Roads Act 1993.

Any works or operational activities associated with the Highland Source Project must not have any
effect on use by the public and or cause any degradation on the road.

In 2004, major legislative reform created a simple, less expensive process to close Crown roads
which are considered unnecessary for public access and sold to the adjoining landholders. Under
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these reforms this Authority is encouraging adjoining land owners to apply to close and purchase
unnecessary Crown roads and have easements in place where ongoing access may be required.

In the event that any Crown road affected by the Highland Source Project is regarded as
unnecessary for access purposes, it is LPMA’s preferred position that the adjoining landowner
(together with the proponent) makes application to close these roads. If this were to occur, fees
and purchase prices would be assessed in the normal manner.

Crown Waterways

According to records held at the Goulburn Office the following sections of waterways have been
identified as Crown land along the Highland Source Project route/s - see attached Table “Appendix
A

Wingecarribee River

Paddy’s River

Uringalla Creek

Jaorimin Creek

Osbornes Creek

Wollondilly River

All current access points to the waterways must remain and be available to the general public.

Any works and operational activities must not impact on the bed and bank of the waterway or affect
flows to or within the waterway.

Any disturbance must be rehabilitated to the original condition that is to the satisfaction of LPMA,
this is to ensure there is no long term impact on the waterways and adjoining riparian zones.

Crown Reserves

Various Crown Reserves have been identified as being potentially affected by this project. Any
construction and operational activities must not have any impact upon the reserves, the reserve
purpose or the reserve’s ongoing management.

Pipeline

o Reserve 17120 Lot 7009 DP 1074647 for Trigonometrical Purposes gazetted 21 January
1893. The Office of the Surveyor General should also be contacted and approval sought to
ensure that the proposed Highland Source Project does not have an impact on their operations
of the Trigonometrical Reserve.

o Reserve 1012688 Lot 160 DP 821713 for Environmental Protection gazetted 3 November
2006. According to Environmental Assessment April 2010, the proposed Highland Source
Project traverses Reserve 1012688 through what has been identified as an Endangered
Ecological Community (EEC).

LPMA has some concerns in regards to the pipeline’s current alignment through this reserve
and will require that the route through Reserve 1012688 be realigned with our final consent to
the realignment. This is due to the following:

o Clearing of an EEC can be avoided as there is currently an Asset Protection Zone
(APZ) already existing upon the boundary of Reserve 1012688 that will require no
removal of native vegetation and could be utilised for the pipeline in Highland Source
Project.

o If an approval for easement acquisition is granted it should not encompasses any
further burden on public land that has been identified with EEC and purposes for
environmental protection.

o LPMA drew its concerns to the proponent of the proposed pipeline route traversing
Reserve 1012688 at a recent on site meeting/inspection.



o The proponent is aware of the concerns of the LPMA in regards to the Highland Source
Project traversing Reserve 1012688 as discussed at a recent site inspection.

o An informal discussion has been initiated with the proponent on LPMA’s concerns and
realignment options that should be addressed within the Preferred Project report.

o The area is zone within Goulburn Mulwaree Council LEP 2009 as Environmental
Management E3.

o This reserve is held under trust with Goulburn Woodlands Reserve Trust. The Trust
should be contacted and comment sought to ensure the proposed Highland Source
Project does not have an impact upon the reserve’s ongoing management.

Reserve 97366 Lot 157 DP 821713 for Future Public Requirements gazetted 3 August 1984.
This reserve is currently held under a license to Goulburn and District Racing Club Ltd, for the
purpose of racecourse. Goulburn and District Racing Club Ltd must be contacted for their
comments to ensure that the proposed Highland Source Project has no impacted on the
ongoing management of Lot 157 DP 821713.

Infrastructure

Reserve 86639 Lot 7041 DP 1026087 for Public Recreation gazetted 1 March 1968. This
reserve is held under Trustee with Goulburn Rugby Park Trust. This Reserve has been
identified as potential raw water outlet for the Highland Source Project and therefore the
Reserve Trust must be contacted for their comments to ensure that the proposed Project has
no impact on the reserve’s ongoing management.

LPMA has a health and safety concern relating to this reserve and the exiting of the proposed
Project raw water outlet considering the reserve purpose is for public recreation.

NSW Department of Health should also be contacted for comment to ensure that the proposed
raw water outlet does not have an impact on the reserve and the health of the users.

Reserve 46316 Lot 7001 DP 94626 for Public Recreation gazetted 15 February 1911. This
reserve is managed by Goulburn City Council Crown Reserves Reserve Trust. This reserve
has been identified as a potential Treated Water outlet. LPMA has concerns in regards to
clearing of native vegetation, access, as the current gazetted purpose of this parcel under the
Crown Lands Act is not water supply. The proposed reservoir for this reserve does not form
part of the Highland Source Project in its current project. It is the opinion of LPMA it should be
assessed as part of the preferred Project Report as it forms an integral part of the overall
operations of the project.

Lot 4 DP 553088 has been identified in the Environmental Assessment April 2010 as the
location for pump station of the Highland Source Project. According to records within the
Goulburn Office this land is not under control of Crown Lands.

Please note the adjoining Wingecarribee River is a Crown waterway and any works or
operational activities upon that waterway must be referred to LPMA and commented upon prior
to any works or activities commencing.

Any disturbance must be rehabilitated to the original condition that is to the satisfaction of
LPMA, this is to ensure there is no long term impact upon Crown waterways and adjoining
riparian zones.

Native Title

No assessment of the impacts of the Native Titles Act (Commonwealth) on the proposed Highland

Source Project has been undertaken. This assessment must be undertaken (in conjunction with

LPMA) prior to any works commencing once the final pipeline route is determined.
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Acquisition of Easements or Land

Where easements and/or sections of Crown land are needed for the Highland Source Project, the
easements/s or land should be acquired under the provisions of the Land Acquisition (Just Terms
Compensation) Act 1991. In those circumstances, the proponent should note that LPMA will seek
compensation assessed in the normal manner under this Act plus the usual administration fee. If
acquisition of easement/s or land is notified in the Government Gazette and compensation has not
been paid by the appropriate date, LPMA would require the payment of statutory interest on the
compensation figures up to the time this matter is settled.

LPMA seeks to be consulted and to endorse the terms and conditions of any easement that affect
Crown land or roads prior to registration of any 88B Instrument.

Vegetation Offsets

The proposed offsetting of native vegetation identifies a section of Crown Land along the
Wollondilly River (Figure 9 appendix E of the Environmental Assessment April 2010).

The offsetting vegetation upon Crown Land has the potential of placing extra burden on the titles
for the Crown Land. Therefore, LPMA policy does not support any offset of vegetation upon Crown
Land.

General

LPMA are concerned that they were not consulted as part of the agency and community
consultation process nor have we been identified as an Authority affected by this Project. Had the
consultation occurred many of the issues raised in this letter would have been addressed as part of
the project brief.

Further investigations may be required upon development of the final Preferred Project Report
relating to construction and operations of the Highland Source Project. In the circumstances LPMA
retains the right to make further comment at that time on but limited to matters such as native title,
aboriginal land claims, acquisition and easement, access, rehabilitation and other information
deemed necessary by the Authority.

For further information, please do not hesitate to contact this Office at the above address.

Yours sincerely

%i\ ] /’f%fz

(7 Ji=
Program Manager /
Land Administration (East)
Crown Lands Division
GOULBURN



HIGHLANDS SOURCE PROJECT SCHEDULE OF CROWN LANDS - ANNEXURE "A"

Seq _No |Owner LGA Lot/ DP Description
Crown WSC adjoining Lot 4 DP Wingecarribee River
553468

13.1 Crown WSC Crown Public Road

48.1 Crown WSC Crown Public Road

60.1 Crown WSC Crown Public Road

183.1 Crown WSC Crown Public Road

193.1 Crown WSC Crown Public Road

209.1 Crown WSC PML 41 Crown land

216.1 Crown WSC Crown Public Road

219.1 Crown WSC Crown Public Road

223.2 Crown WSC Paddy's River

226.1 Crown WSC Crown Public Road

228 The State of New South Wales WSC 7009/ /DP 1074647 |Crown land - Trig Reserve
17120 gazetted 21
January 1893

232.1 Crown WSC Crown Pubiic Road

232.2 Crown WSC/GMC Uringalla Creek

236.1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road
(known as Wollumbi
Road)

240.1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

251.1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

255.1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

257 1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

257.2 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

257.3 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

261.1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

2711 Crown GMC Jaorimin Creek

298.1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

299.2 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

314.1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

318.1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

326.1 Crown GMC Osbornes Creek

341.1 Crown GMC Wollondilly River

347 .1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

353.1 Crown GMC Wollondilly River

384.1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

384.2 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

386.1 Crown GMC Crown Public Road

390 The State of New South Wales GMC Lot 7004 DP 94627 |R64500 for Public
Recreation gazetted 13
April 1934 & R46316 for
Public Recreation
gazetted 15 February
1911, reserve managers
Goulburn City Council
Crown Reserves Reserve
Trust

391 The State of New South Wales GMC Lot 7007 DP94628 R46316 for Public

Recreation gazetted 15
February 1911, reserve
managers Goulburn City
Council Crown Reserves
Reserve Trust




HIGHLANDS SOURCE PROJECT SCHEDULE OF CROWN LANDS - ANNEXURE "A"

Seq No

Owner

LGA

Lot/ DP

Description

393

The State of New South Wales

GMC

7001/ /DP94626

R46316 for Public
Recreation gazetted 15
February 1911, reserve
managers Goulburn City
Council Crown Reserves
Reserve Trust

394

Crown

GMC

7002/ /IDP94626

R46316 for Public
Recreation, reserve
managers Goulburn City
Council Crown Reserves
Reserve Trust

383.2

Crown

GMC

Wollondilly River

402

The State of New South Wales

GMC

Lot 157 DP 821713

R97366 for Future Public
Requirements gazetted 3
August 1984 currently
ieased to Goulburn Race
Club Lease No. 203508

404

The State of New South Wales

GMC

Lot 160 DP 821713

Reserve No 1012688 for
Environmental Protection
gazetted 3 November
2006, managers Goulburn
Woodlands Reserve Trust

Crown

GMC

Lot 7041 DP 1026087

R86639 for Public
Recreation gazetted 1
March 1968, managers
Goulburn Rugby Park
Reserve Trust

499.1

Crown

GMC

Wollondilly River
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