


















































Water allocation account management rules, total daily extraction limits and rules governing
environmental protection and access licence dealings also need to be considered.

5. Surface Water and Groundwater Assessment
The EIS needs to provide adequate details to assess the potential impacts of the project on
surface water resources and surrounding waterbodies. If the proposal includes water
management structures/dams, the EIS needs to provide details on:

e any existing structure/s {(date of construction, location, purpose, size and capacity, the
legal status/approval for existing structure/s),
any proposal to change the purpose of existing structure/s,
whether any remedial work is required to maintain the integrity of the existing structure/s,
the purpose, location and design specifications for any proposed structure/s,
the size and storage capacity of the structure/s,
the calculation of the Maximum Harvestable Right Dam Capacity (MHRDC),
whether the structure/s is affected by flood flows,
any proposal for shared use, rights and entitlement of the structure/s, and
whether the proposed development has the potential to bisect the structurefs.

The EIS needs to provide adequate details to assess the potential impacts of the project on all
groundwater resources including:

+ the predicted highest groundwater table at the site.

» any works likely to intercept, connect with or infiltrate the groundwater sources.

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

» adescription of the flow directions and rates and physical and chemical characteristics of
the groundwater source.

+ the predicted impacts of any final landform on the groundwater regime.

» the existing groundwater users within the area (including the environment), any potential
impacts on these users and safeguard measures to mitigate impacts.
an assessment of the quality of the groundwater for the local groundwater catchment.

+ an assessment of groundwater contamination (considering both the impacts of the
proposal on groundwater contamination and the impacts of contamination on the
proposal).

» how the proposed development will not potentially diminish the current quality of
groundwater, both in the short and long term.

+ measures for preventing groundwater pollution so that remediation is not required.

» protective measures for any groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs).

s« proposed methods of the disposal of waste water and approval from the relevant
authority.

« the results of any models or predictive tools used.

Where potential impact/s are identified the assessment will need to identify limits to- the level of
impact and contingency measures that would remediate, reduce or manage potential impacts to
the existing groundwater resource and any dependent groundwater environment or water users,
including:

« any proposed monitoring programs, including water levels and quality data.

« reporting procedures for any monitoring program including mechanism for transfer of
information. _

» an assessment of any groundwater sourcefaquifer that may be sterilised from future use
as a water supply as a consequence of the proposal.

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

» adescription of the remedial measures or contingency plans proposed.

» any funding assurances covering the anticipated post development maintenance cost, for
example on-going groundwater monitoring for the nominated period.



6. Watercourse and Riparian Land

The Preliminary Environmental Impact Statement notes the site is subject to an existing Concept
Pian Approval (MP08-0216) for the development of a warehouse and distribution complex {page
9). The former Department of Water and Energy (DWE) provided a submission on the Jacfin
Warehouse and Distribution Project (MP07_0153) which is located south of the subject site. The
Environmental Assessment (EA} for the Jacfin site referred to the subject land as the CSR site
and indicated a Biodiversity Corridor is required to be preserved. The EA made reference to the
implementation of a Biodiversity Management Plan and relocation of an existing creek towards
the southern boundary of the CSR site. )

The former DWE categorised the CSR re-located creek as a Category 1 watercourse and
advised a minimum 50 metre wide riparian corridor should be provided and maintained either
side of the realigned creek (measured horizontally landward from the top of bank). It is noted
Condition 2 (b) of the Concept Plan Approval {(Application No. 06_0216) requires a buffer of at
least 20 m between the edge of the 20 metre riparian corridor of the proposed creek realignment
and the Jacfin site (Lot 11 DP 229784) and Condition 13 of the Project Approval (Application No.
06_0208) requires as far as practicable a 20 metre riparian zone on both sides of the realigned
creek.

The EIS needs to provide details on the Biodiversity Corridor, Biodiversity Management Plan and
the realigned creek/riparian corridor, including:
» scaled plans showing the location of;
- top of bank ‘
- riparian setbacks (measured from top of bank) proposed to be provided at the site.
- existing riparian vegetation
- the site boundary, the footprint of the proposal in relation to the Biodiversity Corridor,
watercourses and riparian corridor.
s photographs of the watercourse looking in an upstream and downstream direction and a
map showing the point from which the photos were taken.
* a detailed description of all potential impacts on the watercourse/riparian land including
channel stability, sediment movement, hydraulic regime and riparian area.
» a description of the design features and measures to be incorporated into the proposal to
mitigate potential impacts.

The EIS needs to address how the development proposes to protect the Biodiversity Corridor,
realigned creek and riparian corridor.

7. Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
The EIS should provide details on the presence and distribution of Groundwater Dependent
Ecosystems (GDEs) in the vicinity of the site and:
e demonstrate that the proposed development would maintain natural patterns of
groundwater flow and not disrupt groundwater levels that are critical to GDEs.
¢ identify any potential impacts on GDEs as a result of the proposal including:
- the effect of the proposal on the recharge to groundwater systems
- the potential to adversely affect the water quality of the underlying groundwater
system and adjoining groundwater systems in hydraulic connections
- the effect on the function of GDEs (habitat, groundwater levels, connectivity), and
¢ provide safeguard measures for any GDEs.

GDEs are ecosystems which have their species composition and natural ecological processes
wholly or partially determined by groundwater. GDEs represent a vital component of the natural
environment and can vary in how they depend on groundwater, from having occasional or no
apparent dependence through to being entirely dependent. GDEs occur across both the surface
and subsurface landscapes ranging in area from a few metres to many kilometres. Surface and
groundwaters are often interlinked and aquatic ecosystems may have a dependence on both.
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Andrew Hartcher - Retail Ready Meat Processing Facility (SSD-6030) DGR request - Mineral
Resources Branch response

From: <andrew.helman@industry.nsw.gov.au>

To: <Andrew.Hartcher @planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 6/26/2013 1:25 PM

Subject: Retail Ready Meat Processing Facility (SSD-6030) DGR request - Mineral Resources
Branch response

Andrew,

DTIRIS - Mineral Resources Branch do not have any DGRs for the Proposal - Retail Ready Meat Processing
Facility (SSD-6030).

In regard to current exploration activities in the vicinity of the proposed development MRB notes that the
subject area is currently covered by Petroleum Exploration Lease (PEL) 2 held by AGL Upstream

Investments Pty Ltd. MRB suggests liaising with the title holder regarding the proposed development.
Regards,

Andrew Helman | Geoscientist - Land Use Assessment | Resources and Energy Division
NSW Trade & Investment | 516 High Street | Maitland NSW 2320 |

PO Box 344 | Hunter Region Mail Centre NSW 2310

T:02 4931 6572 | F: 02 4931 6726 | E: andrew.helman@industry.nsw.gov.au

W: www.resources.nsw.gov.au

This message is intended for the addressee named and may contain confidential inf
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 n
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Andrew Hartcher - SSD - 6030 Proposed Retail Ready Meat Processing Facility, Templar Road, Erskine Park
(IMS4147857)

From: Wood Peter <PWood @penrithcity.nsw.gov.au>

To: "andrew.hartcher @planning.nsw.gov.au" <andrew.hartcher @planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 7/12/2013 12:07 PM

Subject: SSD - 6030 Proposed Retail Ready Meat Processing Facility, Templar Road, Erskine Park (IMS4147857)

CC: Chris Ritchie <Chris.Ritchie@planning.nsw.gov.au>, Craig Robert <rcraig @penrithcity.nsw.gov.au>, Veron
Alison <averon@penrithcity.nsw.gov.au>

Dear Chris,

| refer to your request dated 20 June 2013 for key issues & assessment requirements in relation to the above
proposal and apologise for the delay in responding.

We have reviewed the Preliminary EIS, “Option 3” site plan and are generally satisfied with the proposed
contents with the exception of the following:

It is noted that the proposal may include substantial amounts of waste, gas storage and there may
also be other coolant etc associate with refrigeration. These and any other relevant aspects should be
addressed in the context of SEPP 33 Offensive or Hazardous Industries through a PHA to ensure that
the use is permissible and there will be no significant impacts;

- Particular consideration needs to be given to the adjoining riparian and biodiversity corridor with
regard to the above matters, water quality treatment given the expanse of hardstand areas, and any
approvals required by the NSW Office of Water;

- The proposed carparking area to the western boundary does not provide for an adequate landscaped
setback as set out in Penrith DCP 2006 — EPEA from the extension of Templar Road. Additional
landscaped setback should also be provided to the southern boundary subject to any requirements of
the NSW Office of Water and subject to any requirements with regard to the next point.

- Theland is identified as bushfire prone and this should be addressed with regard to the any hazardous
chemicals/materials, building construction and landscaping as discussed above. The RFS may need to
be consulted in this regard.

Thankyou for the opportunity to input into the DGR’s and please contact me if you have any questions or need
information further to the above.

Regards,

PETER WOOD

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT CO-ORDINATOR
E PWood@penrithcity.nsw.gov.au

T (02) 4732 7577 | F (02) 4732 7958 | 0434 608 730

PO Box 60, PENRITH NSW 2751

www.penrithishere.com.au

www.penrithcity.nsw.gov.au
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