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Agriculture
Weed management during construction accord with existing State, regional or local weed management plans

or strategies. Destruction or removal of Noxious Weeds may require a permit from Industry & Investment
NSW - Primary Industries http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/ _data/assets/pdf file/0015/170232/weed-permit.pdf

Minerals
There are no minerals issues.

Fisheries
Will most likely comment regarding the works by due date.

Regards

Andrew Docking | Resource Management Officer | Primary Industries
Industry & Investment NSW | Locked Bag 4 | Bld M14 Castle Road | Richmond | NSW 2753
T: 02 4588 2128| F: 02 4588 2159 | M: 0431 651 015

E: Andrew.Docking@industry.nsw.gov.au | W: www.industry.nsw.gov.au

Land use planning information and guidelines are available at:

www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/environment/landuse-planning
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/environment/landuse-planning/agriculture/analysis-census-data

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

file:///C|/Documents%20and%20Settings/bescott/Objects/4.%201&1%20West%20Horsley%20EA%20-%20INW11_4698.htm[29/03/2011 9:20:19 AM]
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OCTOBER 2010 PRIMEFACT 1063

RURAL DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES

Infrastructure proposals on rural lands

Mary Kovac and Glenda Briggs

Resource Planning and Development Unit

The purpose of this Primefact is to help consent
authorities to maintain sustainable primary
production and development opportunities and
minimise land use conflict when assessing
infrastructure proposals affecting rural
resource lands.

This guideline relates to infrastructure facilities for:
electricity and gas transmission and distribution,
telecommunication facilities, railways, sewage
systems, air transport facilities, wind farm proposals
and other small scale renewable energy
developments. Secondary minor local government
work on roads, road realignments and associated
facilities such as bridges) are also included.

This guideline does not address classified road and
road traffic facilities or waste or resource
management facilities”.

Specific guidance should be sought for facilities
which will increase the numbers of people living or
working in rural lands such as housing, group
homes and educational facilities due to the high risk
of land use conflict.

This document is part of a guidelines series that
helps streamline the Development Application (DA)
process, by setting out the key agricultural issues,
impacts and recommendations for consent
authorities to consider.

The guideline may also help applicants, developers,
consultants and the general public identify issues to
be addressed.

!issues related to landfills in rural areas are outlined in the
Primefact Agricultural Issues for Landfill Developments
available on the Department’s web site (see further
information).

The guidelines focus on agricultural issues rather
than the full range of issues that consent authorities
must address.

Integrated development proposals that trigger
provisions of the Fisheries Management Act 1994,
the Mining Act 1992, or the Plantations and
Reafforestation (Code) Regulation 2001 should still
be routinely referred to the relevant section of
Industry and Investment NSW (1& NSW).

Development assessment guidelines

Well planned infrastructure developments, such as
electricity transmission lines or communication
towers can be compatible with ongoing agricultural
land use. Lease fees or access agreements may
also provide a supplementary income source.

Landholder consultation, good design and effective
planning controls are critical for such outcomes.

To minimise impacts on agricultural resources and
enterprises from infrastructure development
proposals, 1& NSW recommends that:

M Proposals are clearly justified in a regional
context and identify the merits and community
benefit of the proposal.

M Agricultural resource lands are identified and
avoided. New infrastructure is located within
existing infrastructure corridors whereever
possible.

M Land use conflicts are minimised.

M Landholders are effectively consulted during
planning, construction and rehabilitation works
and the expectations of local communities are
managed.

M Development proposals identify suitable
mitigatory / remediation responses for all likely
agricultural impacts.




Infrastructure impacts that are of particular
significance for sustainable agriculture are:

Resource loss and fragmentation

Impacts on farming operations and livestock
Increased weed, biosecurity and bushfire risks
Site rehabilitation

Recommended considerations and possible
consent conditions for the above specific issues are
set out in the following sections.

A rail loop for coal loading designed to avoid
productive alluvial farm lands. Photo: D Barnes.

Resource loss and fragmentation

Infrastructure that fragments rural resource lands
can permanently reduce the economic and
environmental sustainability of the farming
enterprise and constrain future development
options. Ideally infrastructure developments should
be directed away from rural resource lands and
critical farming infrastructure (eg buried irrigation
pipes, pumps, livestock yards).

To minimise resource losses and impacts on farm
productivity consent authorities are advised to
verify that infrastructure developments:

M Consider agricultural land use and holding
patterns in the locality, existing infrastructure
and primary industry resources.

M Identifies important agricultural resources and
farm infrastructure, including surface and
groundwater resources on which agriculture
depends.

M Minimises the footprint of proposed works and
easements.

M Minimises further resource fragmentation and
does not create lots smaller than the current
minimum lot size for that zone.

M Where possible facilitates the consolidation of
existing lots and any isolated farm lands.

M Co-locates infrastructure within existing
corridors (eg road or rail reserves or existing
easements) where ever possible.

M Buries pipelines and cables where feasible,
subject to appropriate land rehabilitation
considerations.

Impacts on farming operations and livestock

Infrastructure proposals can result in interruptions
to internal or external farm access and to farm
services that may affect the efficient operation and
sustainability of agricultural businesses.

Farm businesses rely on access to road networks
for supplies, employees, specialist support services
and selling products. Access to infrastructure such
as power, communication and water can also be
critical for animal welfare and business survival.

Reliable, effective access to the road network and
services is particularly critical at peak selling or
harvesting times and for intensive livestock
operations (eg dairies, poultry), horticultural and
vegetable enterprises.

Internal access to water, pastures, feed storage and
farm infrastructure (eg irrigation equipment) can
also be vital for animal welfare and sustainable
farming. Operating farms often comprise more than
one allotment and need to access resources,
livestock and crops spread across the holding.

Facilities such as proposed overhead electricity
lines may also create concerns about air safety for
agricultural operations such as crop spraying or the
safe movement of agricultural machinery movement
where ground clearance may be limited.

Infrastructure proposals should:

M Assess potential impacts on the safe use of
farm machinery and routine farm activities. For
instance crop dusting might be affected by the
development of new power line routes.

M Avoid, or promptly mitigate significant changes
to access to the road network, internal farm
tracks and critical farm infrastructure (eg buried
irrigation systems or phone lines).

M Locate infrastructure developments in
consultation with landholders. Siting facilities
parallel to or immediately adjoining to existing
farm infrastructure (eg fence lines or irrigation
lines) is usually preferred.

M Plan the timing of construction operations and
the location / design of temporary fencing and
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temporary access routes to minimise impacts
on farm operations and livestock.

M Where the proposal will divide existing farm
operations or properties the proposal should
include measures to ensure ongoing access
between each section.

Access must be of an appropriate design
standard to support ongoing agricultural use
and should be developed in consultation with
the landholder.

Develop site access protocols that lists the relevant
landholder contact details and includes measures to
minimise adverse impacts such as:

e Leaving gates open or shut as found.

e Driving carefully to minimise disturbance to
livestock, crops and pastures, and

e Minimising disturbance to the environment
e.g. land clearing.

Increased biosecurity, pest and weed risks and
impacts on livestock

Biosecurity for agriculture, including genetically
modified crops,relies on limiting vehicle and people
movements on rural properties and being able to
trace vehicle, people and stock movements if any
disease outbreaks arise.

Infrastructure developments typically result in
temporary, but significant increases in vehicle
movements on and off rural properties. This risk is
increased if new access points are created and if
machinery moves across multiple rural properties.

Pest animals may also be encouraged by food
sources from construction works and new access
tracks. The additional vehicle movements and
development activities may also increase the risk of
bushfires.

Construction activities may also increase the risk of
straying livestock, especially if gates are left open
or if fences need to be cut or replaced.

Livestock can also be panicked or stressed by rapid
vehicle movements or sudden noises which may
result in injury or escape.

Consent authorities are advised to verify that
development proposals appropriately identify:

M Potential biosecurity risks such any increased
vehicle movement onto and off farms that could
spread animal or plant material or diseases.
This is particularly critical if genetically modified
(GM) crops or organic crops occur within or
adjoining the proposed development route.

M Significant weed species within the proposed
development footprint and risks of spread.

M The location, status and management of
current and former livestock dip sites and other
potentially contaminated sites within the
infrastructure corridor or area.

M Bushfire or other emergency management
risks.

M Impacts on livestock including the pollution of
waterways and noise risks that may result in
injury or escape.

Where infrastructure proposals transect more than
one property 1& NSW recommends that consent
conditions require the development of a Weed
management plan in consultation with relevant
Weed Authorities.

A Weed Management Plan should identify:

M Notifiable and problematic environmental
weeds that could affect farm productivity

M the additional risks resulting from the proposed
development and their assessment. Advice is
available from the local council weeds officer or
on the website listed at the end of this guideline

M State, regional or local plan or strategies for
relevant to specific weeds that occur on the
property area or that may be transported to the
proposed works from surrounding areas.

M Weed suppression, management and
containment strategies for all disturbed areas.
For instance soil stockpiles, roadsides leading
to the landfill site and disturbed areas.

Measures to limit the spread of existing weeds
include cleaning vehicle tyres before moving
from property to property, footwear checks,
minimising and monitoring soil movement
between properties.

M Monitoring programs for noxious and
problematic weeds on site and in the
surrounding areas and proposed follow up
controls if weed problems occur.

& NSW also recommends that consent
authorities require infrastructure proponents on
rural lands to develop protocols to:

M Ensure effective consultation with landholders
regarding the timing of operations, site access
needs and any special measures to minimise
impacts on livestock and crops. For instance
the project design should seek to avoid or
minimising the need to cut farm fences or
traverse crops.

M Manage vehicle movements onto and across
farms. This might include separating work sites
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from farm areas, restricting the number of
vehicles accessing farm properties and
monitoring vehicle movements on farms.

M Avoid biosecurity risks and ensure appropriate
decontamination of vehicles moving between
properties if necessary.

M Manage wastes and pollution risks.

M Manage, mitigate and monitor emergency risks
as part of emergency management planning for
the proposed development.

Well rehabilitated rural road bridge at Kywong.
Photo: M Dingham.

Site rehabilitation

Rehabilitation is important to prevent erosion and
the sedimentation of waterway or dams, limit weed
germination and restore productive land use
options.

Consent authorities are advised to ensure that
proponents:

4| Develop appropriate rehabilitation objectives
and strategies in consultation with landholders
and relevant agencies (eg the local government
weed authorities and catchment management
authorities).

& NSW additionally recommends that proponents
are required to develop a comprehensive
Environmental Management Plan that documents:

M Environmental policies, rehabilitation objectives
and strategies.

M Specific measures to protect catchment values
and productive capacity including soil and
erosion mitigation proposals.

Any residual (ie permanent) impacts on agricultural
or other primary industries.

Project staging and the timeframes for site
rehabilitation. Progressive site rehabilitation is
encouraged.

M Topsoil management proposals to make best
use of this resource and maximise rehabilitation
and revegetation success. Recommended
practices include:

o the removal of topsoil before disturbing
sub-soils or erecting permanent structures.

o The immediate reuse of topsoil. If this is not
feasible, topsoils should be temporarily
stored in accord with best practices.

Critical Best Practice actions focus on
maintaining soil health and the vigour of
native seed, limiting weed germination, and
avoiding soil loss and catchment impacts.

Proposals to reform the landscape to blend with
surrounding landforms and avoid land use conflicts.

Vegetation re-establishment strategies and actions.
Recommended practices include:

e De-compaction of areas traversed by heavy
machinery to encourage plant growth and
minimise run off.

e Consideration of seasonal conditions and
timing revegetation efforts to maximise
success.

e Sowing of cover crops or pastures to
stabilise disturbed sites and reduce weed
growth.

e Using species suitable for the proposed
end use and locality. A particular priority
should be the use of clean seed and
species with a low risk of contributing to
weed problems.

¢ Rehabilitating unwanted tracks to reduce
pest animal problems.

e Allowing for soil settling and provisions to
refill disturbed sites.

M Monitoring proposals to asses the effectiveness
of rehabilitation efforts and repair as required.

M The responsible person and organisation for
site management and remediation during and
post construction.

Additional issues

1& NSW recommends that consent authorities
ensure that proponents:

M Consult with relevant agencies such as the
local government weed authorities and
catchment management authorities on the
design, construction and operation of the
proposed infrastructure.
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M Consult with the owners and managers of
affected and adjoining agricultural operations in
a timely and appropriate manner about: the
proposal, the likely impacts and suitable
mitigation measures or compensation.

M Provide sufficient documentation to
demonstrate that all significant impacts on
current and future agricultural developments
and resources have been identified and can be
reasonably avoided or adequately mitigated.

M Minimise land use conflict. The publication
‘Living and Working in Rural Areas: A handbook
for managing land use conflict issues on the
NSW North Coast’ outlines conflict issues and
suggestions on dealing with land use conflict. It
also provides a guide for conflict risk
assessment and mitigation that may be useful.

Strategic planning for infrastructure in
agricultural areas

Councils are encouraged to strategically review
desired planning outcomes for rural lands; and
identify important resources and sustainable
development opportunities for agricultural
enterprises.

Strategic studies should identify infrastructure
needs and preferred infrastructure corridors or
locations to minimise the risk of land use conflict.

Further information

1&I NSW has additional web based information
(www.dpi.nsw.gov.au ) and publications on pasture
and weed management and minimising conflict
risks with adjoining agricultural land uses.

This includes information on:

Weeds (www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/weeds)

Minimising conflict and Land Use Conflict Risk
Assessment (Living and Working in Rural Areas)

Agricultural Issues for Landfill Developments - a
guideline for Assessing agricultural impacts related
to Waste Management (landfill) facilities in rural
areas.

Additional information on animal diseases and
pests can be sourced from local Livestock Pest and
Health Authorities.

Other information in relation to these developments
are available at the register for development
guidelines at
http://rdaguidelines.planning.nsw.gov.au/register.cf
m?thistopicid=573

Some relevant guidelines found at this site include:

Department of Water and Energy 2008 Guidelines
for controlled activities: Instream Works and
Guidelines for controlled activities: Laying pipes
and cables in water courses.

Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural
Resources 2004 Guideline for the Preparation of
Environmental Management Plans.

State of NSW and Department of Environment and
Climate Change 2009 Interim Construction Noise
Guide.

NSW Rural Fire Service 2006 Planning for Bushfire
Protection.
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Hi Belinda,

thank you for referring the above EA to 1& NSW for consideration. | understand that you have already been advised of issues in
relation to Agriculture and Minerals.

I note that the works will take place within the catchment of Reed Creek which drains to Lake lllawarra. Lake lllawarra supports
valuable fish habitats and important commercial and recreational fishing industries. The fish habitats in particular are sensitive to

damage from sediments and nutrients emanating from the catchment.

I& NSW does not agree with the conclusions of the Environmental Risk Analysis (Section 7). In particular, the Department
considers that the:

1. Risks of impacts upon aquatic flora and fauna during construction
2. Risks of soil erosion during construction
3. Risk of sedimentation into waterways

are all HIGH rather than LOW as presented.

This is due to the high rainfall nature of the area and the dispersive nature of some soils along the pipeline routes as well as the
sensitive nature of the downstream habitats.

I1&I NSW considers that erosion and sediment control requires particular attention. As such we recommend that DoP include
Conditions of Approval along the lines of:

1. An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan is to be prepared by a suitably qualified person prior to the commencement of any
on-ground works. The Plan is to be approved by the Department of Planning.

2. The Erosion & Sediment Control Plan is to be fully implemented throughout the construction period and erosion and
sediment controls are to be maintained in place until all works are completed and the site has been fully stabilised.

3. An independent Audit of adherence to the Erosion & Sediment Control Plan is to be carried out by a suitably qualified and
independent person approximately 1 month after commencement of on-ground works and again at completion of on-ground
works. Any deficiencies in implementation of the Erosion & Sediment Control Plan identified by the audit are to be rectified
immediately.

I& NSW has no objection to the planned temporary blockage and diversion of the ephemeral creek to enable trenching and pipe
laying. We recommend that DoP include a condition of consent requiring that these works only be done when flows in the creek

are low or very low.
Finally, please note that we agree with the assessment of the likelihood of occurrence of threatened fish (not likely to occur).
If you require clarification of any of the above please feel free to call me.

Regards Allan

Allan Lugg | Senior Fisheries Conservation Manager | Aquatic Habitat Protection
Industry & Investment NSW | PO Box 97 | 4 Woollamia Road | HUSKISSON NSW 2540 |
T: 02 4428 3401 | F: 02 4441 8961 | M: 0409 912 686 | E: Allan.Lugg@industry.nsw.gov.au

W: www.industry.nsw.gov.au | www.dpi.nsw.gov.au

From: "Belinda Scott" <Belinda.Scott@planning.nsw.gov.au>
To: <landuse.enquiries@industry.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 28/02/2011 09:11 AM

Subject: West Horsley EA - Email 1 of 2

file:///ICJ/...20M P%2010-0197%20Early%20Rel ease%20L ead-in%20Works%620f or%20West%20Horsl ey %620by %20Sydney%20Water.htm[29/03/2011 9:20:41 AM]
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Attachment 1
Impacts on Endangered Ecological Communities
Compensatory Measures

In correspondence dated February 2011, DECCW requested that the proponent
clarify the area in hectares and location of any endangered ecological communities
(EEC) to be impacted by the proposal. It still remains unclear whether EEC/s may be
directly or indirectly affected by the proposal, especially within roadside reserves or
electricity easements.

Biodiversity offset strategies are a last resort and should only be considered where
the impacts cannot be avoided or mitigated. However the EA states that
compensatory actions are not considered warranted ‘given the minimal impacts of
the proposal” DECCW does not consider adequate clarity exists to support this
conclusion.

Native vegetation in the subject site is of ‘highest conservation significance’ (DECCW
2002) both for representative and threatened species. Should any threatened
species, populations, endangered ecological communities (EEC) and their habitats
be directly or indirectly affected by the proposal, impacts must be compensated by
the development of a suitable biodiversity offset package.

To satisfy the DGRs, DECCW seeks the following Statement of Commitment:

1. Biodiversity Offset Package
a. The Proponent shall develop and submit for the approval of the Director-

General, a Biodiversity Offset Package (the Offset) to compensate for the loss

of threatened species, populations, endangered ecological communities

(EEC) and their habitats. The Offset shall include, but not be limited to the

following:

i. The Offset shall be developed in accordance with the Principles for the
Use of Biodiversity Offsets in NSW (DECCW, 2009).

ii. The Offset shall be developed in consultation with DECCW.

iii. Identification of the conservation mechanisms to be used to ensure the
long term protection and management of the offset sites.

iv. An appropriate Management Plan (such as vegetation or habitat) that has
been developed as a key amelioration measure to ensure any proposed
compensatory offsets, retained habitat enhancement features within the
development footprint and/or impact mitigation measures (including
proposed rehabilitation and/or monitoring programs) are appropriately
managed and funded.

Ecological Constrainls

Figure 5 of the West Horsley Pipelines Flora and Fauna Impact Assessment (Eco
Logical 2011) identifies ‘ecological constraints. The ecological constraint zones
identify areas of lllawarra Lowlands Grassy Woodland and Swamp Oak Floodpiain
Forest, endangered ecological communities (EEC) under the Threatened Species
Conservation Act 1995 (TSC Act).

The Illawarra Lowlands Grassy Woodland EEC is endemic to the lliawarra, with an
estimated 5 percent remaining within the Southern Rivers region. The Bioregional
Assessment Study Part Il (DECCW, 2002) identifies all lllawarra Lowlands Grassy




Woodland EEC remnants within the scheme envelop, including those in the preferred
wastewater pipeline route, as being of the ‘highest conservation significance.” The
llawarra Lowlands Grassy Woodiand EEC in the locality is known to support a
number of threatened species and populations fisted under the TSC Act and
Environment Protection and Biodiversily Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)
including, but not necessarily limited to, the lllawarra Greenhood Orchid (Pterostylis
gibbosa) and threatened microchiropteran bat species.

The West Horsley Pipelines Flora and Fauna Impact Assessment concedes that a
variety of threatened species, populations and ecological communities may be
directly or indirectly affected by the proposal, including lllawarra Lowlands Grassy
Woodland EEC, Swamp OQak Floodplain Forest EEC and 7 threatened
microchiropteran bat species.

Notwithstanding the potential for species, populations and ecological communities
and their habitats to be directly or indirectly affected by the proposal, no targeted
surveys were undertaken for the lllawarra Greenhood Orchid (Pterostylis gibbosa) in
the area of the proposed water pipeline and no targeted surveys for threatened
microchiropteran bat species have been undertaken in the study area.

In correspondence dated February 2011, DECCW requested that the proponent
provide justification for omission of targeted surveys were undertaken for the
llawarra Greenhood Orchid (Pterostylis gibbosa) in potential habitat along the
proposed water pipeline. DECCW also requested that the Proponent identify and
describe all measures to avoid impacts on ecological communities and fauna
habitats, such as hollow-bearing trees. No additional surveys or information has been
provided to date.

To address the above issues DECCW seeks the following Statement of
Commitments:

2. Ecoiogical Constraint Zones
a. General

i.  The boundary of ecological constraint zones, as identified in Figure 5 of
the West Horsley Pipelines Flora and Fauna Impact Assessment, shall be
clearly defined in consuiltation with a fully qualified ecologist prior to the
commencement of any construction works.

fi. Site supervisors should be provided with aerial images, including the
boundary of the defined ecological constraint zones.

iii. All hollow bearing trees shall be retained and protected, with no
excavation within the critical root zone (extending to 2 m beyond the drip
line) of hollow bearing trees.

b. Pipelines

i. Pipelines shall be located to avoid high constraint or moderate-high
constraint or moderate constraint areas as identified in Figure 5 of the
West Horsley Pipelines Fiora and Fauna Impact Assessment.

ii. Pipelines shall be located in low constraint (pasture/urban) areas as
identified in Figure 5 of the West Horsley Pipelines Flora and Fauna
Impact Assessment, where practicable.

¢. Construction

i.  Vehicles, heavy plant and machinery shall be restricted to designated
areas in low constraint (pasture/urban) areas as identified in Figure 5 of
the West Horsley Pipelines Flora and Fauna Impact Assessment, where
practicable.




iff.

Access roads for the construction of pipelines shall be located in low
constraint (pasture/urban) areas as identified in Figure 5 of the West
Horsley Pipelines Flora and Fauna Impact Assessment, where
practicable.

In locations where high constraint or moderate-high constraint or
moderate constraint areas as identified in Figure 5 of the West Horsley
Pipelines Flora and Fauna Impact Assessment may be disturbed, erosion
and sediment control fencing shall be installed around vegetation that is to
be retained with no access to occur in the fenced areas. Signs shall be
placed on the fencing that identifies these areas as ‘no access zones.’

. In locations where high constraint or moderate-high constraint or

moderate constraint areas as identified in Figure 5§ of the West Horsley
Pipelines Flora and Fauna Impact Assessment may be disturbed, hygiene
protocols shall be implemented for vehicles, heavy plant and machinery
used for earthworks.

Landscape Rehabifitation Management Plan

DECCW considers that opportunities exist as part of rehabilitation to implement
programs to increase biodiversity values for threatened species, populations and
EEC/s within the subject area. in correspondence dated February 2011, DECCW
requested that the Proponent detail what measures will be put in place to rehabilitate
the study area following construction. No information has been provided to date.

To address the above issue, DECCW seeks the following Statement of
Commitments:

3. Landscape Rehabilitation Management Plan
a. The proponent shall prepare and implement a Landscape Rehabilitation
Management Plan (LRMP) for the Surface Project Area, to the satisfaction of
the Director-General prior to the commencement of construction. The LRMP
shall include, but not limited to the following:

L

.

The LRMP shall be prepared in consultation with a fully qualified ecologist
prior to the commencement of any construction works.

The LBRMP shall define the rehabilitation objectives and goals for the area,
cleariy set out the proposed actions required, monitoring regimes, as well
as performance indicators to report on the implementation of
rehabilitation.

The LBMP shall include an accompanying work or action plan which
includes specific restoration actions, site preparation, rehabilitation
techniques to be used, as well as care and maintenance following
rehabilitation.

The LRMP shall address the management weed and pest animal species,
weed eradication methods, protocols for the use of herbicides, stock
exclusion fencing, as well as methods to treat and re-use weed infested
topsoil.

The LBMP shall be implemented progressively, that is, rehabilitation shall
occur as soon as reasonably practicable following the disturbance.

Aboriginal Heritage

DECCW notes that the technical archaeological reports undertaken for this EA have
not been provided to DECCW for review and comment.




DECCW further notes that the Draft Statement of Commitments has been largely
amended to reflect DECCW's request outlined in the adequacy review. However, in
relation to the section regarding the discovery of human remains, it is recommended
that in the event that human remains are discovered the following procedure is
followed:

If any human remains are discovered and/or harmed in, on or under the land, the
proponent must:
(a) not further harm these remains
(b) immediately cease all work at the particular location
{c) secure the area so as to avoid further harm to the remains
(d) notify the local police, the Department of Planning and DECCW'’s
Environment Line on 131 555 as soon as practicable and provide any
available details of the remains and their location, and
(e) not recommence any work at the particular location unless authorised in
writing by the Department of Planning and the DECCW.

Noise and Vibration

DECCW notes that the proponent has referenced the Interim Construction Noise
Guidelines (ICNG) and has used the appropriate daytime construction working hours.

DECCW recommends that any approval restrict construction activities that would
generate noise greater than 5dBA above background noise levels to within Standard
Construction Hours other than for:
¢ the delivery of oversized or other such items required by the RTA and or
police to be made out of hours;
» emergency works necessary for preventing loss of life or harm to property or
the environment;
» other activities as approved prior by Planning.

DECCW notes that within their stated “Mitigation Measures”, the proponent has listed
processes to operate in a quiet and efficient manner and for community notification.
DECCW considers that the proponent should formulate a “Construction Noise
Management Plan” for the proposed 6 to 9 month construction period and
incorporate the stated noise mitigation measures into it. The Construction Noise
Management Ptfan, should include, but not necessarily be limited to:

i. a community information/notification process;

ii. acomplaint response process;

ii. hours of construction;

iv. duration and timing of the project and its elements, and where
and when there will be any potentially high noise generating
activities such as rock hammering, if any;

v. feasible and reasonable mitigation measures that will be
implemented, particularly respite for highly noise affected
receivers, if any.

It should be noted that any construction noise impact at one location shouid be less
than a week in duration.

DECCW does not consider operational noise to be an issue as the pumping stations
will be located underground.




Water Quality, Hydrology and Soils

The construction activities identified in this project have the potential to impact on
water quality and the use of appropriate erosion and sediment controls is essential to
ensure compliance with 120 of the Protection of Environment Operations Act.

DECCW recommends that the proponent formulate a comprehensive Sediment and
Erosion Control Plan for the proposed works that incorporates the specific soil
erosion mitigation measures to be implemented for this project. These measures
shall be identified and implemented in accordance with the guideline “Managing
Urban Stormwater. Soils and Construction” Landcom 2006. Factors to be considered
when developing this plan should include, but are not necessarily limited to:
i. Assessment of the soil types and potential for erosion;
ii. Identification of soil erosion measures to be implemented:;
iii. Identification of sediment control measures to be implemented;
iv. ldentification of sites for appropriate erosion and sediment
controls (such as sediment basins) during construction to
ensure that there is sufficient space allocated for these
measures.
v. Rehabilitation measures to be implemented if required.
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ATTACHMENT A
NSW Office of Water Comments

MP10_0197- Early Release Lead-in Works for West Horsley ~
Environmental Assessment

The figures in the Impact Assessment (IA) and the Environmental Assessment (EA) do
not show the location of the watercourses in relation to the proposed pipeline routes,
however, based on information provided, the proposal will cross three small ephemeral
drainage lines {see Appendix D of the Impact Assessment (IA), page 80).

Comparing Figures 1 and 2 in the IA with the topographic map, the recommended route
for the wastewater pipeline appears to mainly be located away from the watercourses and
remnant riparian vegetation which the NOW supports. NOW notes a section of the
wastewater pipeline route appears to be located in close proximity to remnant riparian
vegetation. It is also noted the riparian areas in the study area “contain almost pure stands
of Swamp Oak Casuarina glauca” which is consistent with the Swamp Qak Flood plain
forest endangered ecological community {see Section 4.3.1 of the IA) and the pipelines
would be bored under EEC vegetation and no EEC would be impacted by the proposal
(see Section 6.1.4 of the EA, page 29).

It is not clear if permanent or temporary access track crossings are required as part of the
proposal. If access tracks are required the potential impact of the access crossings on
watercourse stability and riparian vegetation needs to be assessed. Access track
crossings need to be stable and appropriately designed in relation to bed and bank
stability and minimising disturbance of riparian vegetation.

Section 1.1 of the Impact Assessment (1A) indicates that where the wastewater pipeline
crosses the ephemeral drainage lines the pipe will be trenched under the creek. The NOW
recommends advice be obtained from a fluvial geomorphologist to determine if the creek
crossing should be trenched or under bored. Neither the EA nor |A identifies the type of
watercourses that are proposed to be crossed by trenching and whether they are fragile
systems, for example are the watercourses fragile chain of ponds systems, channelised fill
systems or valley fill systems? Chain of Ponds systems are quite rare and fragite and
disturbance of the pond connections can result in the incision of a channel within the
connections that can lead to significant erosion.

If the watercourses are sensitive chain of ponds, valley fill systems or channelised filt
systems the NOW recommends the crossings of waterways /riparian land are under
bored. NOW also recommends the crossings of waterways /riparian land are under bored
where:

(i) there is permanent flow in the waterway or

(i) the creek is in good natural condition or

(iif) the bed of the watercourse has a mobile bed and not rock

{iv) there is existing native riparian vegetation or

(v) there is potential fish passage Class 1 or 2

Trenching may be an option if:

Page 2 0f 4



(i) the waterway is a dry intermittent creek

(ii) there are no watercourse instability issues

(i}  the bed of the stream is rock

(iv)  the native riparian vegetation has previously been cleared and
(v) the potential fish passage Class is 3 or greater.

Depth of french at crossings

Section 3.3.2 of the EA the wastewater pipeline trenches would range in depths from 3-
5m depending upon topography (page 11). Where trenching is to occur at creek
crossings, scour calculations for bankful flow need to be undertaken to determine the
appropriate depth to prevent scouring of the pipeline during high velocity water flows in
the watercourse. For sand bed streams the rule of thumb is sand scour is equal to the
water depth during bankful flow.

Sodic soils

It is noted in Section 6.5 of the EA that soils around the creeks have a very high erosive
potential and in some areas are prone to sodicity. Sodic watercourse crossings are more
prone to erosion and the effects of tunnel erosicn. In areas of high sodicity any
reinstatement of bank soils will require suitable compaction of trenches to minimise tunnel
erosion, soil ameliation and topsoiling combined with a soil-rock mix. The Works Plan
needs to address this issue.

Erosion and Sediment Control

It is noted in Section 6.4.2 of the EA it may be possible to construct the pipeline crossing
when there is no water in the creek (page 39). If the crossing is to be trenched and there
is flowing water at the time an additional erosion and sediment control measure needs to
be included for a sediment curtain to prevent turbid water from going downstream.

Waterway Mitigation Measures

Details need to be provided on the watercourse type and what part of the stream is
proposed to be crossed and what geomorphic units are present at the exact crossing type
(i.e. is the crossing point at a pool or a riffle? Is the crossing point to be located at the
upstream, middle or downstream end? Are the banks unstabie at the crossing point? etc).

Any disturbance of waterways associated with the proposal must be rehabilitated to
emulate a naturalised system for aquatic and terrestrial environments,

Statement of Commitments

Flora and Fauna

In relation to Statement of Commitment (SOC) 4 it is recommended at creek crossings the
pipeline construction corridor width is reduced, where possible, to assist in reducing
disturbance and potential impacts on the bed and banks and riparian vegetation.

Geomorphology
NOW recommends an additional SOC be included to obtain advice from a qualified fiuvial

geomorphologist prior to construction to ensure the proposed crossings of creeks do not
cause instability issues. The geomorphologist needs to assess the waterway type, the
geomorphic units present at the proposed crossing location and provide advice as to
whether the creek crossings should be trenched or bored and appropriate location of the
crossings.
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Rehabilitation and Monitoring

NOW recommends additional Statement of Commitments be included for rehabilitation
and monitoring. In relation to the rehabilitation of riparian land it is recommended any
riparian {and disturbed by the proposal is to be rehabilitated in a two step process. The
primary stage will rapidly stabilise disturbed riparian areas and the second phase will
establish a permanent cover of vegetation that reflects the species that originally occurred
and if the existing riparian vegetation is native, then the local native species must be
rehabilitated and re-established.

A monitoring program should be undertaken to assess the outcomes of the works
undertaken including areas of potential erosion and ground instability associated with the
construction impact. The monitoring program should include monitering and maintenance
of any bank stabilisation and stream bank, bed and floodplain rehabilitation that will need
to be undertaken as part of this proposal. NOW recommends a commitment be included
that the pipeline crossings be inspected particularly after major rainfall events to ensure
the rehabilitation and stabilisation works have been effective.

Rehabilitation and monitoring will need to continue until the waterway crossing sites are
identified as stable by an independent suitably qualified certifier.

Rehabilitation of other non native vegetation in riparian areas should be maintained until it
is established and the area has been certified as stable.

Groundwater

The NOW notes Statement of Commitment 9 in the EA refers to “pumping out
groundwater encountered during construction and treating it prior to discharge, if required”
(page 64). In this regard, if the pipelines are installed in segments and dewatering is
restricted to short lengths of open excavation then a licence under Part 5 of the Water Act
1912 is not considered necessary by NOW. However, if as stated in Section 6.4.2 of the
EA, boreholes with pumping apparatus are instailed to manage groundwater inflows then
a licence will be required from NOW under Part 5 of the Water Act 1912.

In addition, NOW recommends:
o Commitment 9 is expanded to include provision of data from all geotechnical
studies conducted, tegether with quantification of the likely magnitudes of

groundwater to be extracted
» the results of the geotechnical studies are provided to NOW as they are completed

for further assessment of the need for any licensing.

Whilst the likely groundwater impacts are not considered to be significant this needs to be
demonstrated by the progressive reporting of resuits of all intrusive investigations
conducted for the project.

Soifs

Commitment 9 - NOW recommends a commitment be included that the watercourse
crossings be assessed to determine whether the soils are sodic or non-seodic. The soil
properties {such as sodicity) at watercourse crossings should be assessed to determine
appropriate crossing methodologies and rehabilitation measures. The investigations
should be undertaken before construction commences.

End Attachment A
14 April 2011
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