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24 February, 2015 

Nigel Fox 

Sell and Parker 

11 Meadow Way 

BANKSMEADOW NSW 2019 

AUSTRALIA 

Our Reference: 0226308L01 EPA RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS .DOCX 

Attention: Nigel 

Dear Nigel, 

RE: WASTE METAL RECOVERY, PROCESSING AND RECYCLING 

FACILITY EXPANSION- EPA RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 

1. INTRODUCTION 

In its letter dated 16 February 2015 (DOC 15/49389) (refer Annex A), the 

Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) outlined a number of contributing 

factors pertaining to its refusal to grant general terms of approval for the 

proposed expansion of the  waste metal recovery, processing and recycling 

facility.  Annex B provides a response to the EPA’s comments prepared by 

Environmental Resources Management Pty Ltd (ERM) on behalf of Sell and 

Parker (the Proponent). These relate to the EPA’s concerns regarding: water 

balance and discharge; and air quality issues in relation to hammermill 

operations, oxy cutting, speciation of dust, dust and odour and best practise.  

Yours sincerely, 

for Environmental Resources Management Australia Pty Ltd  

 

 

  

 
 

Chris Page 

Project Manager 

Murray Curtis 

Partner 
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT AUSTRALIA 0226308/24 FEBRUARY 2015 

 1  

 

EPA Comment ERM Response 

Water Balance and Discharge 

The EPA has raised their concern regarding the assessment of alternatives for 

water balance and discharge.   

As outlined in the response to submissions report, there is currently sufficient capacity at the facility to 

reuse all water used during operations to avoid discharge into the adjacent Breakfast Creek.  The 

Proponent does intend to eventually discharge treated wastewater into Breakfast Creek and is currently 

liaising with the EPA and working with ERM to establish an approved discharge water quality criteria.  

Once, agreed discharge criteria have been established, the Proponent intends to seek a modification to 

their existing Environment Protection Licence (EPL). 

Hammermill Operations 

The EPA has confirmed that the revised modelling of the hammermill is 

considered to be more representative of hammermill emissions.   

 

No further issue is identified by EPA in relation to the modelling of this source. 

Oxy Cutting  

EPA considers that the modelling of the oxy-cutting has been undertaken correctly 

and that the predicted concentrations are realistic.  EPA has raised their concern, 

however that: 

 

 Predicted concentrations of iron oxide fume, manganese and copper dusts / 

mists at nearby industrial receptors are above the respective impact 

assessment criteria contained in the Approved Methods. 

 

As stated in the revised modelling report, the assessment criteria for iron oxide fume, manganese and 

copper dusts / mists contained in the Approved Methods were derived from those contained in the 

Victorian State Environment Protection Policy for Air Quality Management, 2001 (SEPP(AQM)).  The 

criteria in the SEPP(AQM) for these species were in turn developed from criteria considered appropriate 

for an industrial setting with safety factors applied to adjust the criteria from applying in an industrial 

setting for locations where the population would be exposed 24 hours a day, 365 hours a day for an 

entire lifetime and where the population contained the very old and very young in comparison to a 

working population.  Thus whilst it is agreed that the Approved Methods states that these criteria apply 

equally in all locations outside of the site boundary, the criteria themselves were derived for protection 

of a residential population rather than in an industrial setting and are therefore not appropriate for the 

receptors in the surrounding industrial estate.   

With the revised assessment ERM noted the exceedance of the criteria in the Approved Methods and 

considering the above derivation of the criteria additionally considered the criteria specified by 

Worksafe Australia as appropriate in an industrial setting.  Predicted concentrations are substantially 

below the criteria considered as harmful to the working population by Worksafe Australia. 
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EPA Comment ERM Response 

 Predicted iron oxide concentrations at residential receptor 2 is 90.86 g/m3 in 

comparison to the criterion contained in the Approved Methods of 90 g/m3. 

 

Whilst it is agreed that predicted iron oxide concentrations at Receptor 2 (a residential receptor) are 

above the criterion contained in the Approved Methods, it is considered that the modelled result is 

anomalous as it is the 100th percentile result for five years of modelled data.  Thus the model predicted 

this exceedance for 1 hour out of 43,848 hours or 0.002% of the modelled time.  Further, it is recognised 

within the industry that modelled results using a 1 hour average at the 100th percentile tend to over-

estimate predicted concentrations.  Consequently it is considered that the result at Receptor 2 will not 

occur in reality. 

 

 Predicted nitrogen dioxide concentrations exceed the criterion contained in 

the Approved Methods of 246 g/m3 at nearby industrial receptors. 

 

Predicted model results (ranging from 266.73 g/m3 to 381.08 g/m3 ) using the maximum measured 

background NO2 concentration together with the maximum modelled site contribution to NO2 indicates 

that concentrations at the industrial receptors will be above the criteria contained in the Approved 

Methods.  Using a contemporaneous assessment considering the background concentration at the time 

the maximum predicted impacts shows that one predicted model result at one industrial receptor 

(receptor 17) in five years is likely to result in an exceedance of the standard.  It is noted, however, that 

modelled results using a 1 hour average at the 100th percentile tend to over-estimate predicted 

concentrations.  Consequently it is considered that the result at Receptor 17 will not occur in reality, and 

there would be no additional exceedances of the standard. 

 

Speciation of Dust 

EPA has raised concern that not all of the metals specified in the US-EPA database 

SPECIATE have been modelled from the hammermill, specific attention is drawn 

to iron and that it is also unclear whether the metal impacts from the hammermill 

have been considered cumulatively with impacts from oxy cutting. 

 

SPECIATE is a database that provides a breakdown compounds associated with emission sources.  With 

respect to car shredding, SPECIATE provides a breakdown of elements within emitted particulate 

matter (PM2.5).  In determining which species were included in the dispersion modelling, this list was 

compared with the criteria contained in the Approved Methods and only those species with criteria 

were assessed. 

According to SPECIATE the hammermill emits elemental iron in particulate form whilst in accordance 

with AP-42 (US-EPA emission factor database) iron oxy cutting emits iron oxide fume.  Iron particulate 

is the same as iron oxide fume, consequently the two are not additive and have not been considered 

cumulatively.  The Approved Methods does not provide a standard for elemental iron and consequently 

this has not been assessed from the hammermill. 
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Dust  

EPA is concerned that the water suppression for non-ferrous metal transfer to the 

processing building, transfer points and ferrous metal loading to trucks has not 

been included in the revised table of mitigation measures.   

 

These mitigation measures were agreed by Sell & Parker and form part of the committed mitigation 

measures to be implemented at site. 

EPA is also concerned that no mitigation measures have been applied to wind 

erosion from stockpiles or conveyors.   
Wind erosion occurs when the wind speed is greater than 5.4 m/sec at the mean height of the source.  

Results of the meteorological modelling were considered and the wind speed adjusted for the mean 

height of the source from the modelled height of 10m using the power law approach.  This approach 

showed that wind speed was above 5.4 m/sec at the source locations for 3% of the time.  It was 

considered that this was not a significant source and therefore the expense of additional mitigation, 

which would be used only 3% of the time was not warranted as it would not make a significant 

difference to the overall impact. 

 

EPA is further concerned that predicted concentrations of 24-hour PM10 

concentrations were above the standard in the surrounding industrial area.   

When using a contemporaneous assessment to determine the number of additional exceedances, it was 

determined that additional exceedances of the standard occurred only when background concentrations 

were elevated and site contribution was low (less than 2 g/m3) to moderate (15.6 g/m3). 

As stated in the revised assessment it is considered that an industrial area is less sensitive than a 

residential location as the working population is not present for the 24 hour averaging period, workers 

are generally considered to be healthier than the general population, and visitors to the industrial estate 

are present for a fraction of the 24 hour averaging period for PM10. 

Finally, it should be noted that the emission factors used in deriving the model were based on emission 

factors for the dumping and movement of overburden from mines, as no specific emission factors for 

metals recycling facilities have been developed.  The emission estimates are therefore considered to be 

an over-estimate as the dust generated from overburden handling are likely to be significantly greater 

than handling of bulk or shredded metals.  Consequently, it is considered that the results for particulate 

emissions are likely to be conservatively high and not realised in actual operation. 
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Odour  

EPA has raised concerns that maximum predicted odour concentrations at 

industrial receptors are 9 OU, which is above the odour criterion of 2.0 OU 

contained in the Approved Methods. 

The Approved Methods sets odour criteria on the basis of surrounding population density, with lower 

density populations exposed to higher criteria as complaint is less likely to occur. 

EPA considers that the appropriate odour criteria is 2.0 OU, which is the criteria for an urban 

population of >2000.  This criterion that was conservatively used in the assessment for all locations 

outside the site boundary, and it is noted that the predicted concentrations are compliant at all 

residential receptors, but that it is exceeded at two industrial receptors.   

It is considered that the purpose of industrial estates is to separate industrial use from sensitive 

residential uses to allow for residual emissions without impacting on amenity within sensitive land use 

areas. The application of the 2 OU criterion to industrial areas is therefore not considered appropriate.  

The Australian Bureau of Statistics provides population density for this area.  The stated population 

density for the industrial estate in 2011 was 4.29 people per square kilometre 

(http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DetailsPage/1270.0.55.0072011?OpenDocument). 

Using equation 7.2 in the Approved Methods therefore gives a criteria for the industrial area of 6.4 OU, 

which may be rounded to 6 OU expressed at the 99th percentile. 

Model results indicate that concentrations at all industrial estate receptors, with the exception of 

receptor 20, are below this criterion.  Receptor 20 is located immediately adjacent to the boundary of the 

site, and it is likely that this high concentration is an artefact of the model and the dispersion algorithms 

used, meaning that actual odour concentrations would be lower. 

This does not mean that odour will never be detectable at off-site locations, it means that it is considered 

to be at a level which is acceptable and expected within an industrial estate. 

  

http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DetailsPage/1270.0.55.0072011?OpenDocument
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Best Practice  

EPA requests that further effort is made to reduce emissions to the surrounding 

environment in order to provide model results that are in compliance with the 

criteria contained in the Approved Methods.   

Given the reasons discussed above with regard to model accuracy, it is considered that the additional 

time and effort required to implement EPA’s request will result in a benefit in demonstrating 

compliance of model results on paper, but is not likely to result in a material benefit to the environment. 

For example, dispersion modelling for particulate matter has used emission estimates for overburden 

movement for mines.  It is considered that these emission estimates are significantly higher than will 

occur in reality, however as more accurate emission factors exist those for overburden movement have 

been used as a proxy.  Whilst additional expense can be made to put in place further mitigation 

measures and these can be remodelled to demonstrate compliance, an alternative approach would be to 

consider that actual emissions from metals handling are approximately 50% of those from overburden 

movement, this would achieve a model result demonstrating compliance for particulate matter. 

For impacts relating to oxy cutting, the purpose of the Approved Methods must be considered.  The 

purpose is to protect the health and well-being of the surrounding population and the environment.  

Worksafe Australia criteria provide levels that are considered safe for the health and well-being of 

Australian employees.  These criteria are not exceeded and therefore the purpose of the Approved 

Methods is achieved without the need for additional mitigation. 
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