
111 11111.,18111 
Director, Urban Assessments 
Department of Planning 
GPO Box 39 
Sydney NSW 2001 

Your Reference: 
Our Reference: 
Contact: 
Telephone: 
Fax: 

MP SSD-4964 
NCA/2/2012 
Kate Lafferty 
9806 5393 
9806 5901 

Attention: Ashley Cheong 23 January 2014 

Dear Mr Cheong, 

Subject: Response to Public Submissions 
Veolia Materials Recycling Project — 37 Grand Avenue, Camellia 

I refer to your correspondence dated 21 December 2013 advising Council that the 
Proponent for the above application has lodged a response to submissions received 
during the public exhibition of the proposal. 

Council officers have reviewed this submitted documentation. 

In accordance with Council's resolution at its meeting on 22 April 2013 and Council's 
previous submission dated 22 May 2013, strong objection is raised to the proposed 
development on the following basis: 

1. Pollution - especially smell, noise and dust pollution 

Concern is raised that the odour and noise pollution from the proposal would 
unacceptably impact on surrounding businesses and residential properties in the 
wider area. The odour and noise issues are likely to adversely effect the amenity of 
the area and discourage other more appropriate businesses from locating in this 
desirably located precinct 

2. Traffic congestion at the entrance to the peninsula 

There are currently significant issues with the capacity of the Grand Avenue Bridge 
to cope with existing volumes of traffic in the area. This development that will 
generate significant traffic volumes should not proceed until either the Grand Avenue 
Bridge is expanded with appropriate lane widening also occurring at the intersection 
of James Ruse Drive or a link road from the end of Grand Avenue to the Olympic 
precinct provided. 
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If you do not understand this letter, please ring the 
Telephone Interpreter Service (131 450) and ask 
them to contact Council (9806 5050). Office hours are 
8.30am to 4.30pm, Mondays to Fridays. 
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CROATIAN 
Ako ne razumijete ovo pismo, molimo nazovite 
Slu2bu prevodilaca i turnaea (Translating and 
Interpreting Service - na broj 131450) i zamolite ih 
da nazovu Opginu (na 9806 5050). Radno vrijeme je 
od 8.30 ujutro do 4.30 popodne, od ponedjeljka do 
petka. 

FRENCH 
Si vous avez des difficultes a comprendre cette lettre, 
vous pouvez contacter le service d'interpretes par 
telephone au 131 450 et leur demander de contacter 
la nnairie (Council) au 9806 5050. Les bureaux de la 
mairie sont ouverts du lundi au vendredi de 8h30 
16h30. 

GERMAN 
Wenn Sie diesen Brief nicht verstehen 'carmen, rufen 
Sie bitte den Telefon Dolmetscher Dienst (Telephone 
Interpreter Service) (131 450) an und lessen Sie sich 
vom Personal mit dem Gemeinderat (Council) in 
Verbindung setzen (9806 5050). Geschaftsstunden 
sind von 8:30 bis 16:30 Uhr, montags bis freitags. 

GREEK 
Av 66v kaTaAapaiveTe auto To ypappa, aaq 
rcapakaXo416 VCI TrIALTWV1iGETC TI1V Trpcscpcovkri 
Yrtripeola Atepprivgwv (131 450) kat va Touq 
11-1141GETE va ETIIKO1VWVT1GOUV pc TO A1POTIKO 

ZuppoiAto (9806 5050). Ta ypckpcia TOU eivat 
avoixra and TL q 8.30 rrp pexpt. -rig 4.30 up, anti 
AcuT6pa u6xpt kat rlapaakeuv=1. 
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ITALIAN 
Se non comprendi questa lettera, telefona al Servizio 
traduzioni e interpreti al numero 131 450 chiedendo 
di essere messo in contatto con il Comune (telefono 
9806 5050). Orario d'ufficio: ore 8.30-16.30, dal 
lunedi al venerdi. 

KOREAN 
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MALTESE 
Jekk na tifhimx din-l-ittra, jekk joghObok gempel lis-Servizz 

ta' I-Interpretu (131 450) u itlobhom biex 
jikkuntatjaw lill-Kunsill (9806 5050). II-hinijiet ta' 
I-UffiCoju huma mit-8.30 a.m. sal-4.30 p.m., mit-Tnejn 
sal-Ginngha. 

POLISH 
JeSli nie rozumiesz t reki  niniejszego pisma, 
zadzwon do Telefonicznego Biura Ttumaczy 
(Telephone Interpreter Service) pod numer 131 450 i 
poproS o telefoniczne skontaktowanie SiQ w Twoim 
imieniu z Rada Miejskq pod numerem 9806 5050. 
Godziny urzpdowania: 08.30-16.30 od poniedziatku 
do piatku. 

SPANISH 
Si Ud. no entiende esta carta, por favor !lame al 
Servicio Telefonico de Interpretes (131 450) y pidales 
que Ilamen a la Municipalidad (Council) al 
9806 5050. Las horas de oficina son de 8:30 am a 
4:30 pm, de lunes a viernes. 

TAGALOG 
Kung hindi ninyo maunawaan ang liham na ito, 
tawagan lamang ang Telephone lnterpereter Service 
(131 450) at makiusap na makipag-alam sila sa 
Konseho para sa inyong kapakanan (9806 5050). 
Or-as ng trabaho 8.30 n.u. hanggang 4.30 n.h., Lunes 
hanggang Biyernes. 

TURKISH 
Bu mektubu anlayamazsaniz, 'Offen Telefonla 
Terciime Servisi'ne (131 450) telefon ederek, Belediye 
ile (9806 5050) ili§kiye gegmelerini isteyiniz. calt§ma 
saatleri Pazartesi - Cuma gunleri arasinda saat 
sabah 8.30'dan 661eden sonra 4.30'a Kadardir, 

VIETNAMESE 
Ngu qujt vi khong higu thu' nay, xin d i n  thoai 
Telephone Interpreter Service (Dich Vu Thong Nhon 
bang i n  Thoai) a s6 131 450 va nha ho lien lac vdi 
Council ( H i  D'ang) s69806 5050. Cid Lam Viec tCr 8 
gia 30 sang den 4 gia 30 chieu, Thu' Hai dgn Thu' Sau. 

National Relay Number: 133 677 

Callers who are deaf or have a hearing impairment or speech/communication impairment may 
call through the National Relay Service using modem or textphone (TTY) by dialling 133 677 and 
quoting Parramatta City Council's Customer Service Number, 9806 5050. 



3. The development may result in an adverse impact to Council's future 
study on the Camellia Precinct. 

Given the sites central location within Sydney and its proximity to the Parramatta 
CBD, Council is currently at the preliminary stages of considering allowing the area 
to be utilised as a business park, that would allow campus style commercial 
developments similar to those at North Ryde or within the Norwest Business Park. 
This industrial use would be incompatible with this vision. 

In addition to the above, concerns are also raised with respect to the following 
matters: 

• Catchment management and stormwater conveyance 
• Landscaping 
• Road restoration works on Grand Avenue. 

These issues are discussed in further detail below. 

Catchment Management & Stormwater Conveyance 

Council's previous comments regarding catchment management and stormwater 
conveyance have been addressed in the Response to Submissions Report prepared 
by CH2MHILL. It is noted that the main body of the report text includes a summary 
of our response items, including the flooding/floodplain development and stormwater 
conveyance matters. Both matters are also dealt with in detail within the report's 
accompanying Appendices D and E. 

Council's review is therefore focussed on reviewing the latest related submissions 
provided in Appendices D and E of the project's Response to Submissions Report. 
Since the various contents of Appendices D and E directly respond to Council's 
previous submission, this current review has been prepared by inserting new text 
into our previous comments (the latest review words are presented in red font). 

Please refer to Appendix A for Council's response to all matters raised with regard to 
catchment management and stormwater conveyance. 

Landscaping 

Council's previous comments raised concern that there is an area located within the 
front setback of the site which is proposed to be landscaped, however no details of 
this landscaping had been provided. Although a landscape plan has been submitted 
it is concept only and does not provide any details on the pot sizes, number of 
plantings, maintenance and so on. A detailed landscape plan needs to be submitted. 

Road Restoration Works on Grand Avenue 

Council is concerned with the state of disrepair of Grand Avenue as a result of heavy 
truck movements along this road. 

Given the continued and increased truck movements associated with this proposal, it 
is considered that Veolia upgrade 50% of the public road adjoining the subject site 
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as part of this application. This road upgrade may be provided in the form of a 
monetary contribution or physical works. This road upgrade should be provided in 
addition to the Section 94A contributions required for the proposal. 

Council appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above application and looks 
forward to further consultation on this matter. 

Should you wish to discuss the above matter, please contact Council's Senior 
Development Assessment Officer, Kate Lafferty on 9806 5393. 

Yours sincerely 

Alison Gedties 
Acting Manager — Development & Outcomes 
Parramatta City Council 
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APPENDIX A 
REVIEW OF FLOOD AFFECTATION, FLOODPLAIN DEVELOPMENT AND 
STORM WATER CONVEYANCE ISSUES 

The submission involves the construction of a large building (and ancillary works) to facilitate 
the processing of up to 200,000 tonnes per annum of general solid (non-putrescible) waste 
on an industrial site in Camellia. The northern boundary of the site is adjacent to the 
foreshore of the Parramatta River. 

Council's flood map shows that the property lies within the 100 year floodplain of the 
Parramatta River. 

Project Review to Date 

Council's previous comments regarding catchment management and stormwater 
conveyance have been addressed in the Response to Submissions Report prepared 
by CH2MHILL. It is noted that the main body of the report text includes a summary 
of our response items, including the flooding/floodplain development and stormwater 
conveyance matters. Both matters are also dealt with in detail within the report's 
accompanying Appendices D and E. 

Council's review is therefore focussed on reviewing the latest related submissions 
provided in Appendices D and E of the project's Response to Submissions Report. 
Since the various contents of Appendices D and E directly respond to Council's 
previous submission, this current review has been prepared by inserting new text 
into our previous comments (the latest review words are presented in red font). 

Flood Levels & Hydraulic Hazard 

Lower Parramatta River flood levels show the following: 

CH 6387 Flood Levels upstream of the upstream boundary of No. 37 Grand Avenue 

20 year ARI 3.13m AHD 
100 year ARI 3.67m AHD 
PMF 6.12m AHD 

CH 6598 Flood Levels downstream of the downstream boundary of No. 37 Grand Avenue 

20 year ARI 3.04m AHD 
100 year ARI 3.57m AHD 
PMF 6.00m AHD 

The associated flood inundation map shows that the whole of the property is inundated in 
the 100 year event. 

The hydraulic hazard map shows that almost all of the property lies within the Low Hydraulic 
Hazard zone. Only a small area immediately adjacent to the river — and seemingly beyond 
the area that will be occupied by the proposed building works — lies within the High Hydraulic 
Hazard zone. 

Appendix A - 1 



1. Relevant Project Information used for this review 

The following information was downloaded from the Department of Planning's Major Projects 
website: 

(a) The Director-General's Requirements (DGRs) for SSD-4964 as set out in a NSW 
Planning & Infrastructure letter dated 17 February 2012; and 

(b) The Camellia Recycling Centre Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) report 
prepared by CH2MHILL and dated February 2013. 
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Review of February 2012 DGRs 

Matters regarding stormwater and flooding are covered under the heading of Soil & Water 
(as a sub-heading under Key Issues) as follows: 

• "The proposed stormwater management system"; and 
• "Consideration of the ....flooding....impacts of the development." 

Hence it follows that the DGRs only address stormwater and flood issues in a very generic 
way. 

2. Review of February 2013 EIS Report 

4.1 Relevant Sections of the Report 

Stormwater and flood matters are dealt with in the following sections of the report: 

• Under the sub-heading of Hydrology and Flooding within the Executive Summary; 
• Reference is made to Council's Local Floodplain Risk Management Policy 2006 

within Sub-section 3.5.9; and 
• Stormwater, flooding and other water-related matters are dealt with under Section 7.8 

Hydrology. 

4.2 Review of Floodplain Risk Management Analysis 

In both the Executive Summary and Section 7.8, the report "suggests" that the existing kerb 
bounding the site along the Parramatta River is higher than the 100 year ARI flood level and 
hence it is asserted that the site is not expected to be affected by Parramatta River flooding 
for events up to and including the 100 year event. The Executive Summary then refers to 
the implementation of the recommended mitigation measures will likely result in minimal 
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changes in flood levels, flood flows and velocities and hence "it is not expected that the risk 
to human life would be increased as a result of the proposed development". 

In Sub-section 3.5.9 the report lists most of the underlying principles of Council's Local 
Floodplain Risk Management Policy 2006 and then states how Section 7.8 details how the 
proposal addresses those principles. 

4.2.1 Assessment of Precinct given Council's Local Floodplain Risk Management Policy 

The report identifies that as a resource recovery facility, the proposal can be considered to 
be a Commercial or Industrial development and that it lies within a medium flood risk 
precinct. (We concur with all those assessments, noting in particular that Figure 7-2 of the 
2005 Lower Parramatta River Floodplain Risk Management Study report defines the major 
portion of the site which is occupied by the proposed works as being within the Medium 
Flood Risk Precinct.) 

The report then states that "the relevant development controls....would be applied to the 
design of the Proposal, where possible" and then directs the reader to Section 7.8 for more 
details. 

4.2.2 Flood Proneness Assessment 

In sub-section 7.8.1, the report states that the interpolated 100 year flood level for the site 
has been determined to be RL 3.63m AHD (and we agree with that determination). The 
report goes on to say that the kerb that runs along the boundary of the site with the 
Parramatta River has top levels which vary between 3.67m and 3.86m and hence it 
considers that the existing kerb would prevent ingress of floodwaters from the river for 
events up to and including the 100 year flood event. They consider that the Council flood 
mapping — which shows all of the property being inundated in the 100 year event — is "based 
on topographical data that does not include these kerb levels and therefore could 
overestimate the impact of the 100 year ARI flood event on the site". (However we note that 
the site has ground levels that are quite significantly lower than RL 3.7m and is drained by 
two stormwater pipe systems which discharge their flows to the river. The plan showing 
those details (reference Figure 5.4 of the EIS report) does not indicate whether either system 
has a flap valve at its outlet. If there are no such valves it follows that in any river flood event 
up to and including the 100 year event, the floodwaters could enter the site through back-flooding 

up the pipe systems. It is also noted that the report refers to two isolation valves 
(located on the larger of the two pipe systems) which are designed to limit/prevent 
contaminated water from leaving that part of the site. Possibly both valves could be 
manually operated in times of impending river flood so as to limit the backflow potential 
(whilst also noting that such closure of the pipe system would prevent any site runoff during 
that time of likely heavy rain from leaving the site and hence result in unintended ponding 
within the site) but it is unknown whether the site has any such procedure in place. Given 
the above description, it is our conclusion that the height of the kerb at the river frontage end 
of the site would likely have no positive bearing on the site's proneness to inundation up to 
and including the 100 year event. ' )... Hot contes' 
subrr Jo furti- . [ ".) 

Although the report has assessed that the river frontage kerb would act as a levee and so 
preclude any site inundation in the 100 year event it also looks at the possibility of "kerb 
failure" resulting in site inundation. (We concur with the report's assessment that the 
resultant flood inundation regime would correspond to "low hazard" conditions.) 

It is noted that the report includes only very brief acknowledgement or examination of issues 
related to floods greater than the 100 year ARI event. (With regard to flooc it is 
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4.2.3 Climate Change Potential Impacts 

While the report acknowledges that Council is currently examining the potential impacts of 
climate change on flooding and flood levels, it nonetheless goes on to state that climate 
change impacts have already been addressed in Council's Local Flood Risk Management 
Policy by quoting the policy's definition of "freeboard". 

However in response we note that the freeboard definition refers to compensation "for 
uncertainties" and since the current flood modelling will be removing one "uncertainty" we 
recommend that the project formally examine the impacts of climate change flood levels 
when they become available from Council. ( I t  i s  a t  t h e  of 
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4.2.4 Assessment of Development Controls as per Council's Floodplain Matrix 

While Table 7-15 of the report deals with compliance issues related to each of the Objectives 
and Principles contained in Council's Local Flood Risk Management Policy (and as part of 
this examines some of "Council's prescriptive controls"), the report itself makes no reference 
to Council's Floodplain Matrix and the full suite of planning and development controls which 
would apply to such a development as this. This is considered to be a major omission. 
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With regard to Table 7-15 we consider that there are a number of errors and/or omissions, 
as follows: 

(a) In response to Objective 2 (and its minimal risk issues), the table states "the site 
provides similar or better flood immunity and access to that of the primary access 
road to the site". While this is true the report fails to acknowledge that this situation is 
actually creating an "island effect" in time of major to catastrophic flooding. In other 
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words, the site becomes cut off from potential evacuation routes 
advised 
iss!).e. r. 

ger 
(b) Within its response to Objective 5, the table provides responses to some of Council's 

"prescriptive controls for a medium flood risk precinct". With regard to having a 
minimum floor level being equal or greater than the 100 year flood level plus 500mm 
freeboard, the table states that the floor level may be raised to be above the 100 
year flood level by 200mm rather than the standard 500mm. Under this scenario, the 
floor slab of the building would be 3.83m AHD. (It is unclear to a reader of the report 
as to why the table is not being definitive about the proposed floor level.) The table 
then examines several of Council's prescriptive controls related to finished levels for 
car parking spaces/carports and access driveway levels. It states that the driveways 
and carports "would remain at existing levels as the site is not expected to flood 
during the 100 year ARI flood" - hence implying that the prescriptive controls do not 
apply to the project. (However as detailed in Sub-section 4.2.2 of this memo, we do 
not agree with the report's assessment that the works area is not subject to 
inundation in the 100 year ARI event. Additionally we do not understand how the 
table can state that the driveway and carports would remain at existing levels given 
the likelihood of the building floor level being at a level of at least RL 3.83m; that is, 
the driveway, etc levels would presumably need to be at least partially raised in order 
to accommodate vehicular access to the main building? The table also states that 
any raising of carports and driveways would exacerbate "localised flooding" of the 
site but the reasoning behind this statement is not documented.) 
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(c) Within its response to Objective 7 (and its related risk to life issues), the table 
assumes that "the site would be vacated well before flooding occurs through the 
application of OH&S emergency evacuation procedures". In relation to Objective 8 
(and related damage to property including motor vehicles), the table recognises that 
there is no flood warning system for the Camellia peninsula but then asserts that 
"there will be adequate time to visually inspect rising flood waters and implement 
evacuation procedures prior to motor vehicles being at risk of flooding". (Since the 
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only vehicular route off the peninsula is cut quite early in a major flood event (as 
mapped in the Lower Parramatta River Floodplain Risk Management Study), it is 
considered that issues related to site evacuation beyond the site are most unlikely to 
be easily solved.) However it is also noted that in its response to Objective 7, the 
table states how refuge from probable maximum flood inundation would be available 
for on-site persons by them accessing either the elevated viewing/access walkway or 
the second floor of the two storey main office building. (We therefore consider that 
the project provides satisfactory and complying flood-time refuge for personnel. 
Nonetheless, if Council has significant concerns with regard to vehicle evacuation 
issues, it is recommended that more information be sought regarding the intended 
strategy for flood evacuation of vehicles.) (As noted earlier in this memo, it is no-i:ecl 
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(d) In its response to Principle 1, the table states "there is no loss of flood storage at the 

site...". (However since it is our conclusion that the site is somewhat impacted in the 
100 year event, we also conclude that the project works will result in currently 
inundated areas of the site being occupied by buildings, etc. and therefore there 
would be some loss of floodplain storage. While that site loss would be insignificant 
in relation to the passage of the 100 year Parramatta River flood, it is noted that 
Council's Floodplain Matrix also calls for consideration of "cumulative impacts" and 
this has not been addressed by the report.) I,:i : 1 e  mat lisc ea 
this 

(e) In its response to Principle 2 (re the potential for broader community flood damage 
costs), the table states "emergency evacuation, including the removal of motor 
vehicles and securing loose materials" would serve to prevent "potential debris being 
transported from the site during extreme flood events greater than the 100 year ARI 
event". Difficulties related to evacuation of motor vehicles have already been 
discussed in (c) above, but it is also unclear what "securing of loose materials" 
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In its responses to Principles 3, 5 and 6, the table states that "a site evacuation plan 
would be developed for the proposal prior to the commencement of its operational 
phase". This matter (as detailed in (c) above) is seen to be of quite critical 
importance if motor vehicles need to be evacuated to a flood free area. It therefore 
follows that if Council has significant concerns with regard to vehicle evacuation 
issues, it is recommended that details regarding the site's evacuation plan be 
provided at an early stage of the approval process rather than at the commencement 
of the operational phase. (,A.. in this mem, , 
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k- principle issue to vehicular , E 3 O  on that 

r CA6 at issues related to : Ihnne: 

Aside from Table 7-15, sub-section 7.8.4 proposes certain flood-proofing measures. Firstly, 
it proposes raising the river frontage kerb to a top level of RL 4.13m AHD which would mean 
that the kerb would be 500mnn higher than the 100 year ARI flood level. There are several 
concerns with this proposal: (i) the report states that this is proposed in order to be 
consistent "with the recommended freeboard in Council's LFRMP of 500mm above the 100 
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year ARI event flood level". Since the kerb is proposed to be acting as a levee it is unclear 
what consistency is being achieved with Council's policy (The D 
that the '•_.?.ttL is r : d  t i  en--_:Thnd since -die LH'Iding's k •  •...•n.; 
achieve Lne re,•:Inin:Linent.), and (ii) for the raised kerb to act as a 
levee, it follows that the river frontage kerb works need to be complimented by other works 
which would serve to exclude all such floodwaters (by also having top levels which 
correspond to the 100 year ARI flood level plus 500mm height) from entering the site. There 
is no discussion of what those complimentary works might consist of (This matter is no 
longer an issue since the building floor level has been raised); and (iii) if the works therefore 
theoretically exclude 100 year ARI flood plus 500mm water levels from entering the site, 
there is no accompanying discussion of the implications of such works on the passage of 
floods greater than the 100 year ARI event. . L .... i-eport's 

ix D b !eaiied earlier in this memo Ln_F.'•. attempt to formally model 
the L_Ln impacts on the passage 

Secondly, having proposed the raised kerb protection scheme, the report sees the potential 
construction of the main building "on a pad that provides 200mm freeboard above the 100 
year ARI flood level" as "a further flood measure, if required". It appears to justify the 
200mm freeboard approach by asserting that "200 mm is commonly adopted for buildings 
that are not directly affected by floodwaters". Regarding this matter, please refer to our 
findings presented in (b) above. (This has been addressed, as  per . text insei 
in (b) above.) 

4.3 Review of Stormwater Conveyance Documentation 

In the Executive Summary the report briefly describes the several stornnwater pipe systems 
which currently convey the site runoff to the Parramatta River. It goes on to say that the 
proposed development's stormwater "will be managed through kerb and guttering around the 
new CRC building that will connect into the existing central outlet". 

Sub-section 7.8.1 (and accompanying Figure 5.4) also provides a general description of the 
current series of pipes draining the site. 

Sub-section 7.8.4 makes reference to the new stormwater works which includes the 
installation of two rainwater tanks (each with a capacity of approx. 50,000L) which will collect 
roofwater from the main building plus two leachate tanks (with a capacity of approx. 
20,000L) to collect all the water from within the building for treatment and disposal offsite. 

The report seeks to demonstrate how there will be minimal trench works given the difficulties 
of working in contaminated soil conditions. Hence the installation of the two rainwater tanks 
plus the use of new kerb and gutter works around the main building is seen to serve to 
significantly reduce (or eliminate?) the need for new buried pipe work and hence reduce (or 
eliminate) the need for trenching to be undertaken. 

Given the following combination of factors it is unclear just how much the extent of new 
buried pipework (& associated trenching) can be absolutely reduced: 

• The main building has a very large area so is all of its roofwater pipework intended to 
be "hung" within the building so as to convey all the roofwater directly to the rainwater 
tanks (both of which are shown to be located at the river frontage end of the main 
building)? The report's Appendix E - e done.); 

• Similarly, given the extent of proposed hard stand area and the associated total 
length of kerb and gutter works around the main building how will all the hard stand 
runoff be carried towards the river frontage disposal system without installing new 
buried pipe work? (Ti rep E states (in its own Appendix E) that as 
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mu, h possi eas of new fill, 
iinateo 

• How will the roofwater from the roof of the adjacent main office building be disposed 
of without resorting to the installation of new buried pipe work? (The report's 

E states (in its ,. -.hat as rii-iuch as possible of the new 
i-ae placed in ar-.- -.!•=xcavation in contaminated 

soil are, 

It follows that if the full extent of intended new buried pipework is of particular importance 
(due to the need for trenching in contaminated soils); it is recommended that more definitive 
information be sought by Council. is reg,a-a-s:: 
satisfactory. It is recommended that the propcseal etermwatee be fully the 
design rc-J:Ific-a.,.( stage of the pi-eject.) 

5 Conclusions 

As detailed in these comments, the following concerns relate to this project: 

(i) With regard to floodplain risk management issues, Sub-section 4.2.4 of this 
memo lists a number of concerns. While we recommend that all those concerns 
be addressed, our major concern relates to the failure of the report to 
acknowledge and address the set of relevant development controls which are 
listed in Council's Floodplain Matrix. Of those controls, the issues related to 
floodtime evacuation of vehicles are seen to be particularly complex (but as 

. irlented in this memo this is no longer seen to be a 'critical' issue). Hence it 
follows that if Council requires safe refuge for vehicles as well as personnel, it is 
recommended that those evacuation issues be adequately addressed. It is 
recommended that the project address all of the relevant Floodplain Matrix 
controls at this stage of the approval process. 'h 
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• -Aevelop 
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ii might 

) 
.7!:;and 

(ii) With regard to stormwater conveyance issues (reference Section 3.3 of this 
memo); it is recommended that additional information be submitted at this stage 
of the approval process if the full extent of project sub-soil trenching is a critical 
factor. (As I in ,7::..i.O-Secifon 4.3, it 
is consic::-.: :nformatior • .• piovided 
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