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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Benbow Environmental were commissioned to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for Glass 
Recovery Services for the proposed development of a glass beneficiation plant at 126 Andrews Road, Penrith 
in November 2011.  At the time of commissioning, the site was vacant and a site investigation was undertaken 
by Benbow Environmental consultants confirming that no activities were being undertaken at the site.  Further 
site inspections were undertaken in late 2011 and early 2012 with the site remaining vacant.  The EIS was 
prepared on this basis. 
 
This report has been prepared for the Department of Planning and Infrastructure in response to submissions 
to the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared for Glass Recovery Services for the proposed glass 
beneficiation plant at 126 Andrews Road, Penrith. 
 
Seven submissions in total were received during the exhibition period between 7 June 2013 and 22 July 2013.  
Response to the relevant items within these submissions is provided in the following sub-sections. 
 
Submission comments have been presented within clearly highlighted text boxes.  The response to these is 
provided in the text below each comment. 
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2. COMMUNITY SUBMISSIONS 
 
There were two submissions from members of the community.  These are addressed in this section. 
 

2.1 CONVEYOR TO TRANSPORT CULLET 
 
Address: Glenmore Park, NSW 2745 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The elevated covered conveyor is being considered and will likely form a later stage in a separate 
development application. However, as the elevator crosses flood plain land and protected vegetation this 
suggestion needs detailed design and close consultation with all relevant authorities to protect what is 
acknowledged as a sensitive area. This will be longer term strategy. 

I believe that insufficient attention has been paid to the use of an elevated covered conveyor to transport 
the cullet between the two sites. This would avoid the use of heavy trucks using Andrews Rd with their 
environmental and traffic effects. 
 
Being elevated it would have minimal interference to ground level operations. 
 
Being covered it should have no environmental impact. 
 
A conveyor is virtually soundless and thus will not have any audible impact if the plant operates 24/7 as 
proposed. 
 
As the cullet is stored in bins at either location in can be collected and delivered by means of gates and 
feeder conveyors. 
 
Although a conveyor will have a higher capital cost than trucks, the running costs are considerably less 
and will not require the public to fund ongoing road maintenance due to the use of trucks on Andrews Rd. 
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2.2 UPGRADE OF ACCESS ROAD 
 
Address: St Mary's, NSW 2760 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Penrith City Council holds a bond in the form of a Bank Guarantee for works to this area from a previous 
landholder which they have not spent on the proposed works. The bond is held in respect of a previous 
Consent and land-use (Paton’s Fertilisers) which is now voided by the present application.  
 
It is our understanding from Council that the bond held by them is specifically in respect of ‘drainage works’ in 
order to improve flood passage below the driveway and not directly related to traffic issues. 
 
In any respect the matter is at the discretion of Penrith Council and can be conditioned accordingly. 
 

The application appears to be flawed in as much as Penrith City Council have previously made provision 
to have the access road to126 Andrews Road, Penrith upgraded. That road which crosses Lot 3 
DP747153 has not been addressed in the schedule of works indicating it is current and satisfactory for 
the development. 
 
If the upgrade of the crossing is a continuing requirement of Council then the upgrade should be specified 
in the Schedule of Works. 
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3. PENRITH CITY COUNCIL 
 
Submission from Penrith City Council raised a number of issues relating to: 
 
 Scope of proposed works; 
 Permissibility; 
 LEP considerations; 
 DCP considerations; 
 Environmental considerations; 
 Biodiversity considerations; 
 Traffic management; and 
 Waterway / Flood management considerations. 
 
Response to these issues has been provided in the following sub-sections. 
 

3.1 SCOPE OF PROPOSED WORKS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The application is for the occupation and use of the existing building and the erection of bunkers on the 
already approved concrete hardstand area. We understand that a Construction Certificate application is 
pending for the hardstand and that this work will commence shortly. It would seem appropriate therefore to 
include the same Conditions of Consent.    
 

Scope of Proposed Works 
 

 The majority of site and landscape plans submitted with the subject Development Application are 
the same plans as that submitted in support of Development Application 12/0539 and stamped 
approved with the issued consent. In this regards, the scope of works of the current application 
should be confirmed given that a significant portion of works have already been issued consent 
under a separate application. 

 
 If the proposed works are inclusive of the works approved under the above consent, the above 

consent should be surrendered or the same conditions of consent imposed by the Department 
for consistency. 
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The scope is clearly described within Section 3.2.1 of the EIS.  In summary the scope includes: 
 
 Minor changes to the existing building including new roller doors on the eastern wall of the building; 
 
 The installation of ten (10) external bunkers for storage of the crushed cullet on the southern and eastern 

sides of the existing building; 
 
 Widening of the existing channel along the eastern boundary of the site to provide a water quality wetland 

that stormwater from the bunkers would drain to; 
 
 Removal of a shed located in the rear yard area;  
 

► Installation of a 2000L self-bunded diesel fuel storage tank in an existing storage room designed for 
flammable liquid storage on the eastern side of the building. 

 
The landscaping plans that have been approved with the separate DA have been used in this EIS to 
demonstrate compliance with requirements and to describe how the land will be managed.  The landscaping 
plans that were approved as part of the Consent issued by Penrith City Council DA No. DA12/0539 dated 23 
April 2013 were proposed plans and the same plans issued with the EIS can be assumed to be existing.   
 

3.2 PERMISSIBILITY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Permissibility 
 
The Environmental Impact Statement indicates that the proposal could be considered as a permissible 
use under the definition of ‘industry’ within the IN1 zone pursuant to Penrith Local Environmental Plan 
2010. The industry definition within the LEP is not the most appropriate definition as a ‘waste or resource 
management facility’ is specifically elsewhere defined within the LEP. As a result this definition is the 
applicable definition for consideration.  
 
Pursuant to the LEP a ‘waste or resource management facility’ is not a permissible land use in the IN1 
zone and as such permissibility of the proposal can only be established subject to compliance with 
another EPI. The classification of ‘state significant development’ is also dependent upon the proposed 
use being a permissible form of development under an EPI (Clause 8 of SEPP (State and Regional 
Development) 2011.  
 
As such the permissibility of the proposal must be established under the provisions of SEPP 
(Infrastructure) 2007. Division 23 of SEPP (Infrastructure) 2007 does permit such a use within a 
prescribed zone (being the IN1 zone) and as such the proposal (without reliance on PLEP 2010) is 
deemed to be a permissible land use subject to consent from the Department. 
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In relation to the permissibility of the proposed development, Rhodes Haskew & Associates advise following: 
 
 Page iv of the EIS – second line under “Justification” indicates that the operation is an “industrial activity”.  

It would be better describes as a “resource recovery facility/activity”. 
 
 Page vi of the EIS under “Land Use Zoning”. It is noted that “The land is zoned as IN1 (General 

Industrial) and the development as proposed is permissible with consent” under the provisions of SEPP 
(Infrastructure) 2007. 

 
 Table 2-1: Matters for Consideration Pursuant to Section 79c of the Act indicates the proposed 

development would be permissible as an “industry” or as a ”resource recovery facility” and then refers to 
a following comments. Table 2-2: State and Regional Environmental Planning Policies deals with the 
various SEPPs. The Infrastructure SEPP is dealt with via Note 1 on page 2-14. That note clearly sets out 
the position being that the proposed use is permissible with consent under the SEPP.  Section 2.1.3.2.6 
of the EIS deals with local planning controls and makes reference to the SEPP prevailing. For the sake of 
completeness the LEP Land Use Table is considered. Reference is made to the LEP definition of “waste 
or resource management facility” being defined in the LEP but not listed as permissible under the IN1 
zone. It then states that the SEPP prevails. 

 
It is therefore advised that the application is submitted under these provisions. 
 

3.3 LEP CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response from Biodesign & Associates in relation to LEP considerations: 
 

The approved Landscape Plan will be amended to accommodate the approved redesign of the 
stormwater detention/drainage system (Consent # DA 12-0539). The new landscape design is 
essentially the same with regard to the retention of significant trees on the site and the establishment 
of new tree plantings, but due to the realignment of the stormwater flow path, three clumps of small 
Casuarina glauca along the northern boundary will need to be removed. They are to be replaced with 
new tree plantings on the mounds that are to be installed in this location. No additional tree removals 
are proposed under this application. 

 
The full response from Biodesign & Associates is provided in a letter report which is provided as Attachment 
1. 

LEP Considerations 
 
Clause 5.9 – Preservation of Trees or Vegetation provides that the removal of trees or other DCP 
prescribed vegetation requires consent from Council (or the applicable determining authority). The 
application includes the removal of six (6) trees which is considered satisfactory subject to adherence to 
the proposed landscape plan and the provision of endemic replacement landscaping species. 
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3.4 DCP CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In response to the above comments: 
 
 The proponent will ensure that the external storage bunkers will comply with all conditions of consent 

imposed upon the site.  Furthermore, Biodesign and Associates have indicated in their letter response in 
Attachment 1 that: 

 
Landscaping is proposed along the interface with the area. It includes dense plantings of trees 
and shrubs that will screen views of the hardstand from the sports fields to the east and south 
east, and from the properties south and west of the site. Andrews Road is screened with 
existing plantings along the northern boundary. 

 
 All lighting would comply with AS4282 at the premises, in car parks and at entrances. 
 
 In response to proposed landscaping, Biodesign note the following: 
 

All plant species proposed in the landscape are selected on the basis of their ecological 
association with the locality and the site conditions. The Landscape Plan provides for plantings 
of species from Alluvial Woodland and Riparian ecological communities associated with the 
Fluvial Landscape Richmond Soils of the Cumberland Plain.  Weeds are to be controlled. 
 

The full response from Biodesign & Associates is provided in Attachment 1. 

DCP Considerations 
 

 Clause 4.5 of Penrith Development Control Plan 2010 (Part D – Industrial Development) outlines 
specific requirements for the storage of materials and chemicals. The proposed external storage 
bunkers should be appropriately designed to minimise their visual presentation with conditions of 
consent requested to be imposed regarding external finishes and landscaping treatments. 

 
 It is requested that all lighting be conditioned to comply with Australian Standard AS4282. As the 

premise is to be used outside daylight hours, the car parks and entrances should be adequately 
illuminated to address safety issues for entry and exit from the facility. 

 
 Landscaping proposed for the site should also be endemic to the area noting the likely existence 

of endangered ecological community as outlined in the Biodiversity comments below.  
 

 There is no advertising signage detailed within the application. Any proposed signage should be 
included within the proposal and should address the requirements of the DCP and SEPP 64 – 
Advertising Signage. 
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 Photographs of the advertising signage at the site was provided by the proponent as follows: 
 
Photograph 1:  Signage located on the fascia of the building.  The sign content includes the name (company 
logo) address and phone contact number of the company.  It measures 2400mm long by 600mm high and is a 
non-illuminated painted signboard on metal and fixed to the building façade.  
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Photograph 2:  Signage located at the entrance to the car park of the facility.  This is a safety sign and 
indicates the personal protection equipment required to be worn whilst visiting the site.  The company logo is 
located at the top of the sign.  The sign measures 1200mm long by 600mm high and is a painted hardboard, 
non-illuminated sign.   
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Photograph 3A:  Signage located at the end of the driveway entry from Andrews Road.  The content includes 
the name (company logo) address and phone contact number of the company.  It measures 900mm long by 
450mm high and is a painted hardboard, non-illuminated sign.  
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Photograph 3B:  View from the site entrance of the signage described in Photograph 3A above. 
 

 
 
Under the Penrith City Council Development Control Plan, 2010 (Penrith DCP), Advertising and Signage is 
addressed in C9.   
 
The following table provides compliance of the site signage with the requirements of the Penrith DCP. 
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Table 3-1:  Compliance of Site Signage with Penrith DCP 

DCP Requirement Comment 
Complies 

(Y/N) 

General Objectives 
 

a) Permit the appropriate display of information 
concerning the identification of premises, name of 
the occupier and the activity conducted on the land; 
 

b) Ensure that all advertising achieves a very high 
level of design quality in terms of graphic design, its 
relationship to the architectural design of buildings 
and the character of streetscapes, landscapes and 
vistas. 

 
 
The signage provides the 
company name, address and 
contact phone number. 
 
The design of the signage is 
clear and concise, of high 
quality and suits the buildings 
and character of the area. 

 
 

Y 
 
 

 
 

Y 

Other Relevant Instruments 
 
Aims of SEPP 64 that relate to the site: 
 

a) to ensure that signage (including advertising): 
 

(i) is compatible with the desired amenity and visual 
character of an area, and 
(ii) provides effective communication in suitable 
locations, and 
(iii) is of high quality design and finish. 

 
Suitability of the proposal in relation to: 
 

 The character of the area; 
 Special areas (e.g. heritage areas, environmentally 

sensitive areas); 
 Views and vistas; 
 Streetscape, setting or landscape; 
 Site and building; 
 Associated devices and logos with advertisements 

and advertising structures; 
 Illumination; and 
 Safety 

 
 
 
 
 
 
There are three (3) signs that 
readily achieve the aims of 
SEPP 64. 
 
 
 
 
The area zoning is industrial 
N/A 
 
Signage has minimal 
presentation to the 
streetscape. Signage is simple, 
clear and concise and suits the 
nature of the business, the site 
and the area. 
N/A 
Safety signage is provided 
detailing the PPE required 
whilst working on site. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Y 
 
 
 

 
 

Y 
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Table 3-1:  Compliance of Site Signage with Penrith DCP 

DCP Requirement Comment 
Complies 

(Y/N) 

9.1 General requirements for signs 
 
Objectives 
 

a) Recognise the legitimate need for clear business 
identification and promotion through appropriate 
advertising signs; 

b) Limit the overall amount of advertising through the 
provision of fewer, more effective signs, to avoid 
the creation of visual; 

c) clutter on buildings and streetscapes; 
d) Promote signs that add character to the streetscape 

and assist with direction and the pedestrian 
useability of the City; 

e) Consider the amenity of residential development 
and the visual quality of the public domain; 

f) Promote signs, including corporate logos and 
colours, that achieve a high degree of compatibility 
with the architectural features, colour scheme and 
external finish of the building; and 

g) Ensure that the location and design of signs are 
consistent with road safety principles. 

 
Controls 
 
1. General 

a) Signs are to be designed and located to: 
i) Relate to the use of the building; 
ii) Be visually interesting and exhibit a high level of 
design quality; 
iii) Be constructed of high quality, durable materials; 
iv) Be wholly contained within the property; 
v) Have only a minimal projection from the building; 
vi) Be integrated and achieve a high degree of 
compatibility with the architectural design of the 
supporting building having regard to its 
composition, fenestration, materials, finishes and 
colours, and ensure that architectural features of 
the building are not obscured; 
 
 

 
 
 
 
The three (3) signs on site are 
located on the fascia of the 
building, at the end of the entry 
driveway and at the entrance of 
the carpark.  These provide the 
company logo, name, address 
and contact phone number.  
One is a safety sign that details 
the PPE required whilst 
working on site.  The signs are 
clear, simple and concise and 
suit the site, activity and area.  
All 3 signs are white with the 
company logo in green and 
yellow. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The design and location of the 
signs as described above are 
believed to comply with all 
general requirements in 9.1 of 
the DCP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Y 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Y 
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Table 3-1:  Compliance of Site Signage with Penrith DCP 

DCP Requirement Comment 
Complies 

(Y/N) 

vii) Have regard to the view of the sign and any 
supporting structure, cabling and conduit from all 
angles, including visibility from the street level and 
nearby higher buildings and against the skyline; and 
viii) Be sympathetic to the existing character of the 
area and the particular architectural/urban design 
utilised in any improvements scheme. 

 
 
 

b) Signs that contain additional advertising promoting 
products or services not related to the approved 
use of the premises or site (such as the logos or 
brands of products; e.g. soft drinks, brewers, 
photographic film, etc) are not permitted. 

 
 

c) Corporate colours, logos and other graphics are 
encouraged to achieve a very high degree of 
compatibility with the architecture, materials, 
finishes and colours of the building and the 
streetscape. 

 
d) Flat standing signs are only permissible where the 

main building is set back 3 metres or more from the 
street alignment. 

 
 
 
 
 

e) In considering applications for new signs, Council 
must have regard to the number of existing signs 
on the site and in its vicinity; whether that signage 
is consistent with the provisions of this section; and 
whether the cumulative impact gives rise to visual 
clutter. 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Signs of this nature are not 
located at the site. 
 
 
 
 
 
The signs as described above 
comply with this requirement. 
 
 
 
There are two flat standing 
signs.  The building is set back 
well more than 3 metres from 
the street alignment.  
Therefore the signage 
complies with this requirement. 
 
 
 
There are a total of three (3) 
signs provided as described 
above.  These are consistent 
with the provisions of the DCP 
and would not give rise to 
visual clutter. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Y 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Y 
 
 
 
 
 

Y 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Y 
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Table 3-1:  Compliance of Site Signage with Penrith DCP 

DCP Requirement Comment 
Complies 

(Y/N) 

f) Signs must not involve damage, removal or pruning 
to trees or other vegetation and must not result in 
pruning or removal for visibility purposes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Signs and Road Safety 
 

a) Signs are regarded as prejudicial to the safety of 
the travelling public and are therefore prohibited if 
they: 
i) Obscure or interfere with road traffic signs and 
signals or with the view of oncoming vehicles or 
pedestrians; 
ii) Obscure or interfere with the view of a road 
hazard or an obstruction which should be visible to 
drivers or other road users; 
iii) Give instructions to traffic by use of the word 
‘stop’ or other directions, which could be confused 
with traffic signs; 
iv) Include variable messages or intensity of lighting 
sufficient to impair drivers’ vision or distract drivers’ 
attention; or 
v) Are located in places where drivers’ require 
greater concentration, such as at major 
intersections or merging and diverging lanes. 

 
3. Inappropriate Signs 
 
 
4. Desirable Signage Design 

The signs are located such that 
they do not involve damage, 
removal or pruning to trees or 
other vegetation and would not 
result in pruning or removal for 
visibility purposes. 
The signage as described 
above complies with the 
requirements of 9.1 (2) Signs 
and Road Safety. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The signs are not 
inappropriate. 
 
Signage provided is desirable 
in accordance with 9.1 (4) of 
this DCP. 
 

 
Y 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Y 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Y 
 
 

Y 

9.2 Signs in the vicinity of heritage items 
 

There are no heritage items in 
the vicinity of the site or 
signage for the site. 

Y 

9.3 Residential, Rural and Environmental Zones (E3 and E4) N/A Y 
9.4 Commercial, Mixed Use and Industrial Zones   
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Table 3-1:  Compliance of Site Signage with Penrith DCP 

DCP Requirement Comment 
Complies 

(Y/N) 

 
a) Signs should generally be confined to the ground 

level of the building, awning or fascia, unless it can 
be demonstrated that the building is of a scale, 
architectural style and in a location that would be 
enhanced by signage at different elevations. 
 
 

b) (Relates to multiple occupancies) 
 

c) Illuminated signs 

 
The building is of a scale and 
architectural style that 
enhances the signage on the 
fascia of the building, as shown 
in the photographs. 
 
 
N/A 
 
N/A 

 
Y 
 
 
 
 
 

9.5 Open Space Zones (Public and Private Recreation) N/A Y 
9.6 Special Event Advertising N/A Y 

 

3.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In response to the above comment, we note the following: 
 
Section 5.6.3, page 5-185: 

Further, the facility would have stringent inspection procedures that would ensure that only clean 
glass would be allowed onto the site, thereby generating only minimal waste quantities. 

 
Section 5.6.5, page 5-187: 

To further manage their waste on site the following needs to be considered: 
 

 Adopting an incoming raw material inspection to ensure that waste materials brought onto site with 
incoming loads can be minimised;  

The Department is requested to ensure that suitable mechanisms will be put in place to manage any 
unexpected putrescible waste that may be brought onto the site. This waste may have a significant 
impact in terms of odour, and this has not been assessed as a part of the application. 
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Section 3.2.3, page 3-22: 

The raw materials would consist of incoming used glass bottles and other used glass products.  The 
glass accepted onto site as a raw material has been pre-sorted and pre-processed at MRF’s prior to 
arrival on site.  The material from the MRF’s is trucked to the site as broken bottles, generally <80 
mm fragments. Thus there is no liquid contained in the source material. Only pre-processed glass 
would be accepted from MRFs. Thus contaminant levels in the raw materials would be low.  
 
When the glass material is delivered it is unloaded directly into the building. The incoming glass 
would be stored in bays within the factory building.  The maximum volume of glass that could be 
accepted and stored within the building at any one time would be no more than 2,000m3. 

 
This glass is considered clean when it arrives on site and then undergoes a rigorous sorting and 
decontamination process. This includes air sorting for paper and plastics, removal of organics, a 
magnetic system for ferrous metals and a separate system for non-ferrous metals to produce 
“cullet”.  It is a specific technical requirement of the specialised processing equipment that the glass 
is clean before entering the processing line. If the glass is not clean it cannot be processed. 

 
 
As stated in the EIS, only clean raw material would be accepted at the site.  All incoming loads would be 
inspected and any non-conforming raw material (unclean or contaminated) would immediately be returned to 
the supplier.  Because all raw materials are sourced from MRFs where the material has already been put 
through a number of processes, it is unlikely that loads would contain putrescible waste.  The cleanliness of 
the raw material will be further addressed in an EMP which will be produced as part of the Conditions of 
Consent.  A procedure would be put in place to manage this issue as stated in Section 5.6.5 (page 5-187). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The response to submissions relating to the air quality assessment undertaken for the EIS is provided as a 
separate letter report (an addendum to the Air Quality Assessment in the EIS) in Attachment 2. 
 
In summary, the scenarios were remodelled and the following is noted: 
 
 Results for Stage 1 provided in the original EIS remain to apply, given that the assumptions listed above 

do not affect the parameters used for the Stage 1 air dispersion modelling. 
 

It is noted that the development does not comply with the relevant criteria for PM10 unless water sprays 
are utilised. Importantly, even when the use of these sprays has been modelled, there still appears to be 
a significant impact south of the site, as shown in Figure 5-27. Although there are no identified receivers 
in this area (and no receivers assessed), it is not clear how far this plume extends to the south (the figure 
does not show where the area of impact ends), and there are residents and recreational facilities located 
in this direction. It needs to be considered whether such a large area of affectation is appropriate. 
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 The PM10 24-hour impacts of the Stage 2 development as shown in the Figure 1 of Attachment 2 do not 
reach or extend to areas where residential premises are located.  The 0.05 mg/m3 criteria line is depicted 
by the contour that separates the purple line from the blue line in the figure.  It is however acknowledged 
that the 0.05 mg/m3 contour line is seen to be present at a reasonable distance away south of the site.   

 
 This therefore concludes that with the PM10 24-hour averaging period impact results, no exceedances are 

expected to occur as part of the activities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A detailed response to submissions relating to the noise impact assessment has been provided as a letter 
report in Attachment 3. 
 
Specifically, we note:  
 

Benbow Environmental understands Council’s concern and therefore noise compliance does not rely 
on restrictions associated with the travel length of trucks. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A detailed response to submissions relating to the noise impact assessment has been provided as a letter 
report in Attachment 3. 
 
Specifically, we note:  
 

Further noise calculations were undertaken specifically at receiver location R3 against the intrusive 
criterion. Several assumptions and recommendations have been considered in the new set of 
calculations. As shown in Tables 2 and 3, the Project Specific Noise Level has been achieved at 
receiver location R3. 

Although mitigation measures have been recommended to address the acoustic impacts associated with 
the development, it is recognised that this in part relies on operational measures and this may be difficult 
to enforce from a compliance perspective. For example, it would be difficult to ensure trucks only travel 
half the length of the warehouse at night. This is not considered to be an appropriate method of regulating 
the activities on the site and as such further acoustic mitigation measures should be pursued without 
reliance on human behaviour. 
 

The acoustic modelling undertaken has demonstrated that there will be some exceedances in the noise 
criteria at some of the receiver locations, particularly R3. It needs to be determined whether it is 
appropriate for residents to potentially experience these noise impacts in the long term as a result of the 
development. 
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A limited Phase II investigation was undertaken at the site in November 2009.  This report is entitled 
“Targeted Environmental Site Assessment” and was prepared by Aargus Pty Ltd and is provided as 
Attachment 4. This report has been attached.  The report found that there was no presence of contamination 
at levels of concern for commercial/industrial land use. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 5.3.7, page 5-166 of the EIS provides the following information: 
 

Aargus undertook a limited Phase II environmental site assessment in October 2009 releasing the 
report in November 2009.  This study was undertaken for Wallaroo Pty Limited.  Eight Boreholes 
were drilled to a depth of 1.8 m.   
 
The findings were no presence of contamination at levels of concern for commercial/industrial land 
use. 

 
As previously stated, the Aargus report has been provided as Attachment 4.  
 
 

The Phase 1 Contamination Assessment concludes that further contamination investigations are not 
warranted, however it was also identified that this investigation has already historically been undertaken. 
The report associated with this investigation needs to be reviewed to ensure that the site is suitable for 
the proposed use. 

The EIS outlines that the historic use of the premises suggests that the site is not contaminated, however 
Council considers that insufficient information has been provided regarding the use of the premises as a 
fertiliser storage facility.  This use may warrant further investigation (such as to outline types of fertilisers 
and whether solids or liquids, and identify storage locations in case of spills, for example), and some 
preliminary sampling may need to be undertaken to confirm that no contamination of soils has occurred. 
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3.6 BIODIVERSITY CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Biodesign have indicated in their letter response in Attachment 1: 
 

The approved Landscape Plan will be amended to accommodate the approved redesign of the 
stormwater detention/drainage system. The new landscape design is essentially the same with 
regard to the retention of significant trees on the site and the establishment of new tree 
plantings, but due to the realignment of the stormwater flow path, three clumps of small 
Casuarina glauca along the northern boundary will need to be removed. They are to be 
replaced with new tree plantings on the mounds that are to be installed in this location. No 
additional tree removals are proposed under this application. 
 

We also rely upon the assessment of Biodesign in their Ecological Statement of 11 May 2012 noting that due 
to the highly degraded nature of the site a complete flora and fauna survey is unwarranted.  This is provided 
as Attachment 8. 
 

The level of ecological assessment is not considered to be adequate. A complete flora and fauna survey 
has not been undertaken on the site. The Director General’s Requirements specify the need for a field 
survey and assessment of threatened species. This was not undertaken for vegetation at the back of the 
site (southern boundary) and along the western boundary of the site. It is therefore unclear if this remnant 
vegetation and wetland areas constitute an Endangered Ecological Community (EEC) under the TSC Act. 
It is expected that the wetland areas at least would fit the description of the EEC: Freshwater Wetlands 
on Coastal Floodplains. 
 
Despite the lack of a full ecological assessment, the expected impact of the development on the 
vegetation on site is considered low. A total of 6 trees will be removed for the development – three of 
which were planted previously (and are not endemic), and two of which are remnant. The development 
proposes to replace these with locally endemic species at the rear of the site. 
 
To mitigate any impacts associated with the development, detailed landscape plans have been prepared 
identifying areas for planting, weed management and other activities (Figure 5-45: Landscape Concept 
Plan and Figure 5-46: Landscape Planting plan). These should be adhered to in their entirety. It is 
recommended that the Department require annual reports on the implementation of the Landscape Plan 
to be provided at 12 and 24 month intervals. 
 
Further to the Landscape Plan, it is recommended that the Department require the following be 
implemented during construction: 

 
o No trees or other vegetation (including understory species) should be removed, 

ringbarked, cut, topped or lopped or wilfully destroyed (other than those within the 
Landscape Plans Figures 5-44, 5-45, 5-46) without prior consent. 
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Any conditions of consent would be adhered to as advised by the department. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Biodesign have indicated in their letter response in Attachment 1: 
 

A Tree and Landscape Protection Plan forms part of the approved Landscape Plan (CONSENT # 
DA12-0539) for the site. It is expected that conditions of consent will be imposed to ensure trees 
are protected in accordance with this requirement. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Biodesign have indicated in their letter response in Attachment 1: 
 

No felling of trees is proposed under this application. The approved Landscape Plan 
(CONSENT # DA12-0539) includes the retention to a large felled tree for habitat in the 
landscape. The landscape is to be managed as a “bushland” site that provides habitat in the 
form required by this condition.  

 
 
 

 

o No works should be undertaken outside of the proposed building envelope identified on 
the plans provided. 

 

 

o Where possible all fallen trees, logs, leaf litter, rocks and other debris should be 
retained on site as habitat and to maintain soil stability and structure. 

 

 

o No fill, machinery, or materials should be placed or stored within the drip-line of any 
tree. 
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3.7 TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The response to traffic management considerations was prepared by Transport and Urban Planning and is 
provided as Attachment 5.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Transport and Urban Planning note that: 
 

The proposal includes a large car park adjacent to the site entrance on the northern boundary, 
with parking for up to 106 cars. This area is ideally suited to a car park and can easily 
accommodate all the requirements of current Australian Standards for off street parking including 
manoeuvring and access. It is agreed that detail design of car parking should meet the 
requirements of AS2890.1 and AS2890.6 and there is no objection with this being required as a 
condition of approval. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Transport and Urban Planning note that: 
 

It is agreed that the detail design of the access driveway should ensure that fences and 
landscaping will not restrict sight distances. There is no objection with this being required as a 
condition of approval. 

 It is requested that the Department ensure that all car parking and manoeuvring is in accordance 
with AS2890.1-2004 and AS2890.6-2009 with all vehicles required to enter and exit in a forward 
direction. 

 The required sight lines around the driveway entrances are not to be compromised by street 
trees, landscaping or fencing. 
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Transport and Urban Planning note that: 
 

The planned operation of the site does not involve layover parking of heavy vehicles. See attached 
advice from Glass Recovery Services Plant Manager, Adam Davies, regarding management of 
trucks entering the site, which confirms that there is no risk of trucks queuing on street. 
 
There will be no difficulty providing adequate on site space for trucks entering the site, using the 
weighbridges and loading/unloading. Future detailed design will identify appropriate operation and 
areas for trucks servicing the site. There is no objection to a condition of approval that requires all 
truck parking to be accommodated on site. 

 
Regarding truck turning and manoeuvring at the access driveway, it is acknowledged that 
improvements are required on Andrews Road to facilitate the planned use of trucks up to the size 
of B-doubles. This is addressed further in response to the following point. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Transport and Urban Planning note that: 

 
Council’s suggestion for the intersection treatment on Andrews Road at the driveway to the site to 
be a type CHR-Protected Turn with a deceleration lane and taper for left turns into the property is 
acknowledged and agreed. The design of this intersection will take into account the potential for 
use by B-double trucks. There is no objection with this being required as a condition of approval. 

 

 It is expected that the proposal will have moderate additional traffic impact due to a peak 
increase of some 42 trips per hour on Andrews Road. However due to the number and size of 
trucks in operation the applicant is required to adequately address heavy vehicle layover and 
turning manoeuvres on Andrews Road at the access driveway in this regard. 

 

 The traffic report indicates that a ‘Rural TYPE C intersection’ is to be provided however this 
would not be sufficient in this regard as Andrews Road is an Urban Regional road with 
substantial traffic growth from key developments such as Waterside and Jordan Springs taking 
place. As such it is recommended that a type CHR – Protected Turn treatment be provided in 
order to adequately store heavy vehicles on Andrews Road. In conjunction with the CHR a 
deceleration lane and adequate taper should be provided on Andrews Road for the Westbound 
left turn into the property. 
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3.8 WATERWAY / FLOOD MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Brown Consulting have prepared a letter report in response to submissions and this addresses all concerns 
raised by Penrith City Council in relation to Waterway / Flood Management Considerations.  This report has 
been provided as Attachment 6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is proposed that weeds be controlled in this area and natural regeneration of indigenous vegetation 
supported.  There is no proposed works to be undertaken within waterfront land. 
 
Brown Consulting comments: 
 

Noted, a controlled activity will be applied for. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Brown Consulting note that: 
 

The areas of the site where the proposed new hardstand areas are to be located are currently within 
the existing operating zone of the site. These areas currently are of compacted, hard packed earth and 
not a suitable all weather surface. Replacing these areas with concrete would result in a minimal 
impact as the existing surface currently behaves in an impervious manner. Any rainwater tank would 
need to collect runoff from roof areas of the existing building. The size of rainwater tanks would also be 
restricted by finding a suitable location that isn’t restricted by heavy vehicle movements. A smaller tank 
could be provided to capture some of the flows to provide a portion of mains reduction. 

 There is an unnamed waterway adjacent to the western boundary of the site. The EIS states that 
this waterway is a second order stream. Should any works occur within waterfront land (within 
40m of this waterway) a controlled activity approval is required from the NSW Office of Water, 
prior to the commencement of any works. The integrity of the riparian corridor is to be preserved 
and maintained in line with the Office of Water’s guidelines and objectives for riparian corridor 
management. 

 The development includes a substantial increase to the hard surface area as part of the 
proposal (including hardstand, driveways, parking areas, loading bays, covered storage areas, 
etc). A water management plan should be submitted to include an investigation into the 
feasibility of installing rainwater tanks, and/or stormwater detention systems on the site. 
Maintaining the natural water balance through such measures, especially for flows to the 
significant wetland, should be promoted. If any such measures were unable to be implemented 
the reasons why should be explained and justified. The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
outlines that potable water (22,300.3ML) will be used for dust suppression on site through water 
foggers and water sprays. Harvested rainwater from the site could potentially be used to satisfy 
this purpose. 
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This issue has been addressed by Brown Consulting in Attachment 6.  Brown Consulting advise that: 
 

A MUSIC model and report can be submitted conforming to the above. A MUSIC model has been 
prepared as part of Construction Certificate documentation. It should be noted that the glass cullet 
CANNOT be directly modelled in MUSIC, so whether it is clean or not is academic. The only 
consideration is that the cullet will behave firstly as a gross pollutant for the larger size component and 
the as a suspended solid for the further portion. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A water monitoring program will be prepared as part of the EMP. 
 
 
 
 

 It is noted that all water quality modelling performed assumes that the glass cullet material was 
sufficiently cleaned prior to storage in the outdoors bunkers.  This assumption does not appear 
to have been suitably justified within the EIS, and will affect the MUSIC modelling results 
informing the sizing of the wetland and GPTs proposed to be installed to treat the stormwater 
runoff from the site.  In order to be completely satisfied that the pollution reduction targets will be 
achieved, the MUSIC model needs to include a report clearly identifying catchment breakup, 
splitting of surface types and all other assumptions that have been made in the model. Modelling 
parameters for the determination of the size and configuration of WSUD elements must be in 
accordance with MUSIC Modelling Guidelines for New South Wales. Electronic copies of the 
modelling should also be submitted to the department for interrogation and review. 

 As the development could result in water quality impacts in the nearby regionally significant 
wetland, the water quality at that wetland should be monitored for pollutants prior to the 
commencement of works, and at regular intervals during construction and/or operation. Section 
5.3.9 of the EIS states that a water monitoring program will be implemented, to ensure that the 
treatment of stormwater from the site will achieve the desired results in terms of water quality 
leaving the site, however no details on this program have been provided. A detailed water 
monitoring program, including procedures and implementation responsibilities, is to be 
established for the site prior to the commencement of works. All monitoring is to be undertaken 
in accordance with any relevant guidelines of the Office of Environment and Heritage (or any 
other applicable guidelines). 
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A response to submissions from Biodesign & Associates addresses the above concern.  It is noted that: 
 

The landscape plans will be documented as conditions of consent as part of the approved consent and 
developed with the engineering construction plans (documented by Brown Consulting). These will 
incorporate best practice wetland design including bands of shallow and deep water macrophytes. 
 

The full letter report is provided as Attachment 1. 
 
Brown Consulting note in their response in Attachment 6: 
 

Further details on wetland depths were intended to be presented in Construction Certificate 
documentation, planting details are proposed by the landscape architect. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Brown Consulting note: 
 

Noted, this is will be provided, such detail was intended to be provided with Construction Certificate 
documentation once a detailed assessment of stormwater flows was carried out as the size of GPT’s is 
largely dependent on the size of stormwater pipes. 

 

 No details have been provided on the design parameters of the constructed wetland, such as 
depth or where macrophyte zones are located. BioDesign’s landscape planting plan shows 
generic detail only. Best practice wetland design incorporates benching or bands of shallow and 
deep water macrophytes perpendicular to the direction of flow to guarantee contact time with the 
vegetation. The wetland layout needs to demonstrate that it is fit for purpose and results in 
biological treatment as well as physical treatment. A comprehensive monitoring regime must 
also be developed and implemented for the commissioning and ongoing functioning of the 
wetland to ensure water quality objectives are achieved. 

 Specification and installation details of the GPTs and a comprehensive operation and 
maintenance manual / schedule for all proposed devices and treatment measures are to be 
submitted prior to the commencement of construction works. This should include the operational 
capacity criteria that will trigger clean out, location and access details, and inspection and 
cleaning responsibilities, frequency schedules and checklists. For example, the fabric filters 
proposed on the stormwater pits will fill quickly with sediment and require a regular monitoring 
and cleaning regime. 
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Brown Consulting advise: 
 

Swales proposed were intended to form part of the wetland and as such are included as part of the 
wetland detail. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Brown Consulting advise: 
 

Inlet pools to the wetland are to be provided at the GPT outlet locations to dissipate velocities, the 
outlet for the wetland is also to be provided with scour protection. This is a detailed design 
consideration not for DA. 

 

 Further details on the swales must be provided with regards to their design parameters. The 
design parameters should be based on the numeric modelling to demonstrate water quality 
treatment functionality. The swales should incorporate filter media that meets the current 
specifications of the Bioretention Filter Media Guidelines produced by the Facility for Advancing 
Water Filtration or demonstrated equivalent and verified by a soil laboratory registered by the 
National Association of Testing Authorities. The swale design must also consider access for 
cleaning and maintenance. Access requirements should include hard access to base; ease of 
access to inlet area and adequate access to reach flush points. 

 Outlets from the GPTs, treatment wetland and swales shall be treated with appropriate 
measures to dissipate stormwater velocity and prevent erosion. 
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A hardstand DA application and associated landscape plans detailing the above information has been 
approved by Penrith City Council (DA12/0539 dated 23 April 2013).  These plans were also considered and 
approved by the NSW Office of Water.  The plans are essentially identical and used in the EIS to demonstrate 
how the wetland area would be managed.   
 
The following is noted: 
 
 Section 4.6.2.2 of the EIS stated the Water Quality and River Flow Objectives: 
 

“The ambient Water Quality and River Flow Objectives for the receiving waters have been investigated 
for the site.  The NSW Water Quality Objectives identify the agreed environmental values and long-term 
goals for NSW’s surface waters.   

 
These objectives set out: 

 
The community’s values and uses for our rivers, creeks, estuaries and lakes (i.e. healthy aquatic life, 
water suitable for recreational activities like swimming and boating, and drinking water); and 

 
A range of water quality indicators to help us assess whether the current condition of our waterways 
supports those values and uses.  

 
However, the NSW Water Quality Objectives does not provide objectives for the Hawkesbury-Nepean 
catchment area.  Public enquiries for this catchment had been completed or substantially completed by 
the Healthy Rivers Commission (HRC). “ 

 
 Section 4.6.2.3 of the EIS discussed the Healthy Rivers Commission: 
 

“The Healthy Rivers Commission was discontinued in 2004 and replaced by the Natural Resources 
Commission (NRC).  Outstanding Healthy Rivers Commission recommendations have been incorporated 
by the NRC into Catchment Action Plans and Government programs. “ 

 The level of ecological assessment for the proposal does not appear to have adequately 
considered the function of the regionally significant wetland, given the likely impacts of the 
development on the wetland habitat, hydrological regime, water quality regime, and substratum, 
organic matter cycling or other characteristics. The Director General’s Requirements specify the 
need to describe the state of the receiving waters in relation to relevant water quality and flow 
objectives. This has not been adequately achieved. 
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 Section 4.6.2.4 provided information on the Catchment Action Plan: 
 

“A Catchment Action Plan has been developed by NRC for the Hawkesbury-Nepean Catchment and is 
available on the Hawkesbury-Nepean Catchment Management Authority website.  The NSW 
Government have endorsed state-wide targets from the recommendations of the NRC.   

 
The targets for water include: 

 
Macro-environmental targets consist of: 
► By 2015 there is an improvement in the condition of riverine ecosystems; 
► By 2015 there is an improvement in the ability of groundwater systems to support groundwater-

dependent ecosystems and designated beneficial uses; and 
► By 2015 there is no decline in the condition of marine waters and ecosystems. 

 
Specific priorities include: 
► By 2015 there is an improvement in the condition of important wetlands and the extent of those 

wetlands is maintained; and 
► By 2015 there is an improvement in the conditions of estuaries and coastal lake systems. 

 
 The condition of the wetland is described in Section 5.3.1.5 of the EIS as being “in poor condition and 

contain low to moderate weeds.” 
 
 The Ecological Statement undertaken by Biodesign & Associates in May 2012 indicates that the wetland 

will be improved with the implementation of the landscape plan.  This report is provided as Attachment 8.   
 

 In relation to this concern, Brown Consulting note in their report in Attachment 6:   
 

Noted, the development proposes no modification to the existing wetland. The development proposes to 
meet water quality reduction targets through a proposed wetland. 
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Brown Consulting advise: 
 

Brown Consulting have used the existing 100 year flood level given issued by Council of RL 25.4 
which we believe should account for any local flow which contribute to this level. A flood assessment 
has only been performed in areas where works are proposed which would alter flood storage volumes. 
No PMF information was supplied by Council when flood level information was requested. Why is this 
an issue now? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Brown Consulting note: 
 

See above, the current development proposes no work to the western boundary hence now 
assessment has been performed in this area as no changes to flood storage volumes are to occur. 

 
 

 The flood assessment undertaken has not addressed the flood runner associated with 
mainstream flooding in the Nepean River where it backs up Boundary Creek, overtops the bank 
heading northwards toward this site and beyond. The impact of the proposed development on 
the flood runner needs to be considered for all events up to the PMF. In this regard the 
consultant’s assertion that the property is not ‘floodway’ has not been sufficiently demonstrated. 

 The flood assessment has discussed local flooding being directed along the western boundary 
to the south to Boundary Creek. Information available to Council indicates that part of the local 
flooding regime will be directed to Farrell’s creek to the North along the drainage channel in 
Andrews Road. The flood assessment will need to be revised accordingly to consider this 
aspect. 
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Penrith City Council holds a bond for works to this area from a previous landholder which they have not spent 
on the proposed works. The matter is at the discretion of Penrith Council and can be conditioned accordingly. 
 
Brown Consulting also note: 
 

Noted, however the current development application does not propose any upgrade to these culverts 
as part of the internal works. A separate construction approval will be sort for these works at a future 
date. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Brown Consulting advise that: 

 

The building is existing and currently sits 40mm above the existing flood level of RL 25.4 under 
existing approvals. No works is proposed on the buildings structure. 

 

 The Brown Smart Consulting Report has discussed the need to upgrade culverts beneath the 
driveway to the proposed development to provide flood free access and prevent future flooding 
of the property. Council agrees with this assessment and notes that as this work is in Council’s 
drainage reserve owners consent and a Section 68 Local Government Act approval will be 
required before the commencement of any works. It should also be noted that Council holds an 
outstanding works bond for similar work on the previous owner as a result of the original 
development of the site. 

 The building should be flood proofed up to the flood planning level in accordance with Council’s 
DCP. 
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This is addressed in Attachment 7 and in the EIS in Section 5.3.6 as follows: 
 

The external storage bunkers would be used for storage of the processed glass cullet.  This glass 
cullet is clean and uncontaminated once it leaves the production line and is stored within the bunkers. 
 
The existing building floor level is set at RL 25.44m AHD, just above the 100 year flood level and  the 
existing pavement is flat (ranges between RL 25.41 to 25.46m AHD).  The storage bunkers have been 
positioned below the 100 year ARI flood level of RL 25.4m AHD to ensure that the pavements be 
directed away from the building to reduce the possibility of nuisance flooding of the building in the 
smaller more frequent rainfall events. 
 
The area is essentially bunded by the storage bins with all the runoff being directed to 2 sag points on 
either side of the bin on the eastern side of the site.  Before the water is discharged from the paved 
areas the plan shows that there is a gross pollutant trap (GPT) located at each of the low points.  All 
water from this paved area has to pass through the GPTs.  Once the water has passed through the 
GPT it will then be treated by the wetland proposed on the site along the eastern boundary. 
 
Given that the bins will only be inundated in the larger storm events (greater than the 20 year ARI) the 
above approach is a suitable  treatment, given the site constraints with the existing building. 

 
 
Brown Consulting also note: 
 

Walls are proposed around the perimeter of the concrete hardstand/storage bunker areas to a level 
100mm above the 100 year ARI flood level, as such these areas are bounded and the direction of 
stormwater flow in areas bounded by the walls are directed to GPT’s which are capture any glass 
material before flows exit the site. 

 
 
 

 As the storage bunkers are below the 100 year flood level measures must be proposed to 
ensure that stored glass products or other stored materials are not transported away from the 
site during the relevant flood events. 
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4. NSW OFFICE OF WATER 
 
Submission from NSW Office of Water raised a number of issues relating to: 
 
 SREP20 Wetland Buffer; 
 Watercourses and Riparian Land; and 
 Stormwater. 
 
Response to these issues has been provided in the following sub-sections. 
 

4.1 SREP20 WETLAND BUFFER 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No response required. 
 
 
 

The NSW Office of Water (Office of Water) in its submission on draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) (II) recommended that the EIS confirm the riparian corridor that is proposed to be established along 
the wetland is consistent with the General Terms of Approval (GTAs) issues for the integrated 
development referral for the subject site in relation to the proposed hardstand area and drainage works.  
Section 5.3.5 of the EIS states the riparian corridor is consistent with Condition 23 of the NSW Office of 
Water’s General Terms of Approval (page 5-159). 
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4.2 WATERCOURSES AND RIPARIAN LAND 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A revised Landscape Plan (sheet 1/3) showing the boundary is provided as Attachment 9 (in A4 format). The 
existing wetland is graphically shown in the plan with the Eucalyptus amplifolia and Casuarina groves. 
 
Brown Consulting have provided a flow plan and this is available as Attachment 10.  The flow plan indicates 
the direction of local overland flow paths adjacent to the site.  Water runs along Andrews Road to the north to 
the lake system to the northwest of the site. There is no overland flow path along the western boundary. 
 

In the DGR submission of 9 May 2012, the Office of Water advised it has issued a Controlled Activity 
Approval for the Waterside Green site which is located to the north-west of the site on the northern side of 
Andrews Road.  At the Waterside Green site, the Office of Water required that a minimum 20 m riparian 
setback is rehabilitated either side of the constructed lakes system. 
 
The Office of Water recommended that the EIS for the SSD proposal provide details as to whether a 
watercourse is located on, or adjacent to the western side of the site and for the EIS to identify where the 
water flows and how it is connected to the Waterside Green site.  The Office of Water recommended if 
the watercourse is connected to the Waterside Green site a riparian corridor is established along the 
watercourse consistent with the riparian setbacks at the Waterside Green site. 
 
The EIS confirms an unnamed watercourse is located on the western boundary of the site with flows 
coming from the catchment areas to the north.  The EIS implies the flows in the unnamed watercourse 
are connected to the Waterside Green site which is located upstream of the site.  It notes the flows 
coming from the catchment areas to the north drain eastward before turning southward and the 
watercourse also has flows coming from the east of the site which drain through the drainage reserve on 
the northern boundary and that both flows meet before flowing southward down the unnamed 
watercourse before discharging to the SREP20 wetland on the southern boundary of the site and then to 
Boundary Creek and the Nepean River (page 4-14). 
 
In the submission on draft EIS (II) the Office of Water recommended the EIS include a scaled plan 
which shows the location of the watercourse on the western side of the site, the riparian zone, the 
proposed development and the boundary of the site.  While the Landscape Plan (Figure 5-44) does 
not show the location of the watercourse on the western side of the western boundary of the site, it shows 
that Casurina gluca groves adjoin the western boundary of the existing concrete hardstand area and this 
vegetated area adjoins the wetland.  Section 4.3 of the EIS notes the wetland along the western side 
contains casurina groves and Eucalyptus amplifolia. 
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BioDesign has indicated in their response in Attachment 1 that the existing channel on the eastern side is part 
of the flood overflow zone and is rectangular in shape so is likely to have been engineered at some time in the 
past.   
 
Treatment of drainage from the bunkers is addressed in the letter report prepared by Brown Consulting in 
Attachment 7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Biodesign & Associates note in their letter response in Attachment 1: 
 

The approved Landscape Concept Plan (CONSENT # DA12-0539) provided for the rehabilitation of 
the riparian area along the western boundary outside the works zone through weed control and 
support for natural regeneration. This application will not involve new works that will impinge on this 
area. The approved Landscape Plan (CONSENT # DA12-0539) specifies a minimum maintenance 
period of 24months for the entire landscape. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This will be addressed as a standard Condition of consent. 

The EIS makes reference to an existing channel located on the eastern boundary of the site where a 
water quality treatment wetland is proposed to be located.  The EIS does not specify if the channel is a 
natural watercourse or an artificial feature.  Clarification is required on this as the Office of Water has 
advised Council that there should be no online water quality treatment, and it is unclear how drainage 
from the bunkers will be treated. 

Section 5.3.1.5 of the EIS notes the existing wetland areas are in poor condition and contain low to 
moderate weeds (page 5-148).  It is noted a weed control program shall be implemented over the entire 
site, including the existing wetland area on the western side of the site.  The Office of Water supports 
weed control being undertaken within the riparian/wetland area on the site.  The Landscape Concept Plan 
does not indicate native plants are proposed to be planted within the wetland area on the western side of 
the site.  It is recommended the riparian/wetland area is rehabilitated to mimic a natural system.  The 
rehabilitation should include the establishment of local native riparian plant species endemic of the local 
vegetation community to improve the riparian/wetland area. 

It is recommended a monitoring and maintenance program is undertaken for the rehabilitation of native 
riparian vegetation.  A minimum maintenance period of 2 years is recommended after final planting. 
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4.3 STORMWATER 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This will be addressed as a standard Condition of consent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The EIS clarifies that all surface drainage on the proposed hardstand concrete areas and bunker 
locations are to be directed to GTAs prior to discharge into the proposed wetland for further treatment 
(Section 5.3.6.2, page 5-161). 
 
Section 5.3.5 indicates water quality swales would be installed in this area and it would be planted with 
various indigenous species.  Section 5.3.1.3 indicates the swales would be grassed to aid deposition of 
solids washed off the hardstand area (page 5-147).  It is recommended the water quality treatment 
wetland and swales are planted with local native plant species from the appropriate local vegetation 
communities. 
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5. ROADS AND MARITIME SERVICES 
 
Submission was received from the Roads and Maritime Services relating to a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This will be addressed as a standard Condition of consent. 
 

RMS has reviewed the application and requires the following comment to be included in any conditions of 
approval: 
 

1. A Construction Traffic Management Plan detailing construction vehicle routes, number of trucks, 
hours of operation, access arrangements and traffic control should be submitted to Council prior 
to the issue of a Construction Certificate. 

 
In accordance with State Environmental Planning Policy Infrastructure, the consent authority 
must give RMS a copy of the determination of application within 7 days after the determination is 
made. 
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6. NSW EPA 
 
Submission from NSW EPA provided a number of recommendations that are addressed in this section. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In response to this recommendation, we note: 
 
Benbow Environmental were commissioned to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for Glass 
Recovery Services for the proposed development of a glass beneficiation plant at 126 Andrews Road, Penrith 
in November 2011.  At the time of commissioning, the site was vacant and a site investigation was undertaken 
by Benbow Environmental consultants confirming that no activities were being undertaken at the site.  Further 
site inspections were undertaken in late 2011 and early 2012 with the site remaining vacant.  The EIS was 
prepared on the basis of being a proposed activity. 
 
The first draft issue of the EIS was provided to the department in July 2012.  Several revisions of the EIS and 
technical assessments have been subsequently undertaken, none of which caused Benbow Environmental 
consultants to re-visit the site and thus, to the best of our knowledge, the proposed activity remains accurately 
described. 
 
If the commercial realities of the proponent have caused works to be undertaken on the site during the 
assessment period then this is ultimately at the discretion of the proponent and not Benbow Environmental. 
 
We also note that, to the best of our knowledge the first time anyone from The Dept of Planning or the EPA 
actually undertook a physical inspection of the subject site was in December 2012, some seven (7) months 
after having been provided with the EIS for assessment purposes. 
 
The EIS was prepared on the basis of plant and equipment to be installed into an existing building, the 
parameters of which were well known and modelled by us in the EIS on the basis of the ‘proposed facility’. We 
are informed that the plant and equipment subsequently installed into the plant is identical to that proposed, 
thus the conclusions reached in the EIS remain valid. No further modelling for the ‘current condition’ is 
required on the basis that this is identical to the ‘proposed condition’ of the plant upon which the EIS is based. 
We have no objection to a Condition of Consent that the plant operates on the basis if the original assessment 
of the EIS.   
 
The recommendations within NSW EPAs submission have been addressed separately below. 
 

Recommendation: The  EPA  recommends  that  the  applicant  be  required  to  revise  its  
assessment  to accurately describe current onsite conditions and activities and to revise any related 
technical assessments to ensure they include current, relevant details, as outlined below: 
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This recommendation is addressed in a letter report relating to the Noise Impact Assessment and is provided 
in Attachment 3. 
 
The following is noted: 
 

Further calculations were undertaken resulting in noise compliance with the Project Specific Noise 
Levels.  

 
 
 
 

Noise Impact Assessment 
 
The  EPA  has  reviewed  the  Noise Impact  Assessment  (NIA)  contained  within  the  EIS. The  
predicted daytime noise level of 49dBA is 3dB above the Project Specific Noise Level (PSNL) of 
46dBA at location R3 6 Koala Glen, Cranebrook. The NIA does not appear to include justification 
that the residual level of impact at R3 is acceptable in accordance with Chapters 8 and 9 of the 
INP.  The EPA understands that in the  recent  Bulga  Milbroda/e  Progress  Association  Inc  v  
Minister  for  Planning  and  Infrastructure  and Warkworth Mining Limited [2013] NSWLEC 48, one 
of the issues which lead to the appeal being upheld was that impacts above the PSNL were 
predicted, but that in giving approval to the project the Department of Planning and Infrastructure did 
not consider the acceptability of the impacts in accordance with Chapters 8 and 9 of the INP. 
 
Recommendation:  The EPA is not able to licence noise levels above the PSNL as requested 
unless the applicant has justified the acceptability of this by addressing the items in Section 8.2.1 of 
the INP. The EPA recommends the applicant revise the NIA to include further mitigation works so 
as to meet the PSNL or justify the acceptability of the exceedance by addressing the items in 
Section 8.2.1 of the INP. The EPA will not be able to provide noise specific conditions of consent until 
a revised NIA is provided. 
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A detailed response to noise related issues is provided in Attachment 3.  We note that: 
 

Noise control measures have been recommend in order to ensure that the noise impact associated 
with the noise emissions from the baghouse is negligible at all the considered receiver locations. 

 
The dust extractor will remain external. The noise letter report in Attachment 3 has recommended that a 
silencer and a noise wall be installed to ensure that the noise targets are met. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interim additional noise recommendations 
 
The dust baghouse is currently installed externally. 
 
Recommendation:  As the NIA modelling includes the dust baghouse being installed internally, this 
should be moved in to the factory. 
 

Hours of Operation 
 
The applicant requests approval to operate 24 hours a day and 7 days per week. The facility would 
operate on a three (3) shift basis as follows: 
 
Day Shift: 7:00am to 3:00pm 
Afternoon Shift: 3:00pm to 11:OOpm 
Night Shift: 11:OOpm to 7:00am 
 
The EIS recommends noise compliance testing prior to night time operations commencing to 
ensure the project specific night time noise limits are satisfied. 
 
The EIS recommends n i g h t -time v e h i c l e  movement res t r ic t ions  and that factory doors 
remain closed at night to meet PSNL's. 
 
Air emission modelling (s 5.1.8.1 of the EIS) was calculated based on truck movements between 
6am to 6pm. Handling of external stockpiles was modelled for 4pm to 6pm. The applicant has 
not satisfactorily justified the need for operating hours extending in to the night for external plant and 
heavy vehicle activity 
 
Recommendation: The EPA recommends the following. operating hours: 

 External  operational  activity  including  plant  and  heavy  vehicle  movements  may  be  
conducted between 6am and 6pm; and 

 Internal activity may be conducted 24 hours, dependent upon noise validation. The EPA 
notes that as the  facility  is  currently  operating  (without  approval),  this  validation  could  
be  conditioned  prior  to receiving operational approval. 

 
Note: these recommendations may be modified following a review of a revised noise assessment. 
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A detailed response to noise related issues is provided in Attachment 3.  In this response, we note: 

 
As recommended by EPA, the hours of operation have been restricted to:  
 
 Internal activity conducted 24 hours; 
 External operational activity including plant and heavy truck movements will be conducted between 

6am and 6pm. 
 
Attachment 2 provides an addendum to the Air Quality Assessment component of the EIS prepared for Glass 
Recovery Services.  This addendum mainly provides the results to account for the following changes (to 
satisfy the comments from NSW EPA relating to air emissions modelling): 
 
 Operations carried out within the building would be the only operations that would remain to operate 

during the night-time period as part of the development. 
 Operations carried out external to the building would only be conducted during the day, and hence the 

assumptions regarding active hours of emission sources for these activities remain consistent with the 
original statements in the EIS. 

 
Operations carried out within the building have been outlined as emission sources S1, S2, and S3.  Details of 
these sources have been reproduced in the addendum for your convenience. 
 
Ground level concentration isopleth diagram for the 24 hour averaging period has been included in the 
addendum.  This now includes the effects of depletion, which includes the effects of scavenging and 
deposition, thus realistically describes the dispersion of dust and particulate from the subject site.   
 
As outlined in the addendum, compliance to the NSW EPA air quality assessment criteria is still achieved. 
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This recommendation would be addressed as a condition of consent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The requested advice of 17 May 2013 was included in Section 5.3.6, Section 5.3.7 and Section 5.3.8 of the 
EIS.  The original correspondence from Brown Consulting, Brown Smart Consulting X11354 EPA letter 
Rev01 17 May, 2013 is provided in Attachment 7 of this report. 
 

Air emissions 
 
The  EPA  has  reviewed  the  Air  Quality  component  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  
Glass Recovery  Service  Ply  Ltd  123  Andrews  Road,  Penrith  (the  assessment).  The  
assessment  has  been conducted with reference to the Approved Methods for Modelling and 
Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW. The assessment  contains numerous small deficiencies 
however these are unlikely to significantly affect the reported results. Hence, the assessment is 
generally adequate. 
 
The  assessment  predicts  no  exceedances  of  the  EPA's  applicable  ground  level  concentration  
impact assessment criteria for PM10, TSP and deposited dust. 
 
Recommendation: The assessment  is based on the application  of significant dust controls which 
should be required under any recommended conditions of consent. 

Stormwater 
 
Floodwater 
The external storage bays are proposed to be constructed  within a floodplain. To maintain flood 
storage volume the proposal has designed 1 in 100 floodwaters to surcharge back in to these 
external bunkers. 
 
During the review of the draft EIS, the EPA expressed concerns that glass cullet could potentially be 
carried out of the storage bays during flooding. The applicant subsequently provided the EPA with 
correspondence entitled Brown Smart Consulting X11354 EPA letter Rev01 17 May, 2013 that 
committed to the installation of floodwater containment  bunds  around the  storage  bay area, in 
order  to ensure  that all water would discharge from this area via the CDS interceptors. This 
correspondence was provided as a revision of the Brown Smart Consulting X11354.W referred to in 
the EIS. 
 
Recommendation:  The EPA requests the assessment be updated to include the advice of 17 May 
2013. The EPA will require the installation and maintenance of floodwater containment bunds around 
the storage bay areas to ensure that all water, including floodwaters would discharge via the CDS 
interceptors. 
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These recommendations would be complied with as a condition of the EPL.  An Environmental Management 
Plan (EMP) is in the process of being prepared  for the site and this document addresses these issues.  The 
EMP will be provided in accordance with the standard conditions of Consent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These recommendations would be complied with as a condition of the EPL and addressed in an 
Environmental Management Plan. 

Monitoring and Maintenance 
 
The proposal states at page 5-161 that "all water quality monitoring was performed on the basis 
that the glass cullet material was sufficiently  cleaned prior to storage in the outdoor bunkers 
therefore no specific modelling parameters were introduced." 
 
Recommendation:  The EPA will include conditions in the relevant EPL requiring that discharge 
from the onsite stormwater treatment system be monitored for nutrient and TSS levels comparable  
to those in the ANZECC 2000 guidelines and that only finished glass cullet that is free of 
contaminants be permitted to be stored externally. 
 
Recommendation:    CDS in-line stormwater treatment devices or similar must be installed. Where 
CDS in- line stormwater treatment devices are not installed, the applicant should install devices that 
will achieve the same or better performance  criteria.  These should  also be routinely  inspected  
and maintained so as to operate within design parameters. 

Housekeeping 
 
During the inspection of the 11 July 2013 the EPA observed that a layer of crushed glass cullet 
that may have been mixed with contaminants (eg. dirt) covered the external concrete hardstand. 
This material may result in an increase of emissions of dust and odour and the material may be 
washed into the stormwater. The EPA also observed that the internal factory floor was covered in a 
layer of crushed glass material and that a significant layer of dust covered the plant and other 
surfaces. 
 
Recommendation:  All external surfaces are kept  free of contaminants including crushed glass 
including the external concrete hardstand areas. Note this condition would not be applied to the area 
immediately contained within the external storage bays. 
 
Recommendation: The operator is required to maintain and clean the internal surfaces of the 
Premises to ensure  operating  conditions  inside  the  facility  minimise  the  potential  to  generate  
odour,  dust and  the carriage of waste outside the factory. 
 
Recommendation:  Finished  glass  cullet  stockpiles  are to be  maintained  below  the  3m  height  
of the bunkers at all times, to ensure the effective containment of finished glass cullet and to reduce 
the potential to generate wind born dust. 
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This recommendation would be undertaken as a condition of the EPL. 

Land application of waste 
 
Penrith City Council recently issued  a clean up notice to address  land contamination,  specifically  
glass waste contaminating the rear of the property. During the inspection of the 11 July 2013 it 
appeared that not all the material required to be removed by Penrith City Council had been removed. 
 
Recommendation: Prior to the commencement  of operation, the applicant is required to: remove all 
waste contamination  from the property (including all crushed glass that is not stored inside the 
factory or in the approved  storage  bays) as required  by Penrith  City Council;  and the  applicant  
is to engage  a suitably qualified and experienced consultant to assess and submit a report on the 
effectiveness of works to remove all waste contamination from the property. 

Factory Doors 
 
During the inspection of the 11 July 2013 the EPA observed potential risks emanating from the inside 
of the building that would need to be mitigated including: 

 Internal surfaces were highly impacted with dust; 
 Crushed glass material issuing from within the building to outside surfaces; 
 Putrescible waste odour around the eastern external pad area emanating either from the 

open factory door or the vent baghouse; and 
 Dust coating surfaces around the eastern external pad area. 

 
The noise impact modelling specifies the need for factory doors to remain closed at night to comply 
with the PSNL’s. 
 
Recommendation:  the facility should install auto-closing doors, prior to the commencement  of 
operation, to reduce the potential for dust, noise, odour and crushed glass to pass outside the 
facility building and to ensure factory doors are not left open at inappropriate times. 
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This recommendation would be undertaken as a condition of the EPL. 
 
 
 
 

Fuelling of plant or vehicles within bunded area 
 
Section 5.7.1 Chemicals and Dangerous  Goods of the EIS refers to the Dangerous  Goods to be 
stored onsite in accordance with AS 1940-2004. 
 
Recommendation: The decanting of any chemicals or dangerous goods, including the fuelling of 
plant or vehicles from the 2000L bunded diesel tank, is to be conducted wholly within a covered 
and bunded area that excludes rainwater. 
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7. SYDNEY WATER 
 
Submission was received from Sydney Water in relation to Trade Waste Information and Sydney Water 
Servicing.  These concerns are addressed below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No Trade Waste would be generated at the site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is a matter to be addressed at the Construction Certificate stage.  
 

Trade Waste Information 
Should this development generate trade wastewater, this correspondence does not guarantee the 
applicant that Sydney Water will accept the trade wastewater to its wastewater system. In the event trade 
wastewater is generated, the property owner is required to submit an application for permission to 
discharge trade wastewater to the wastewater system before business activities commence.  A boundary 
trap will be required where arrestors and special units are installed for trade waste pre-treatment. 
 
If this development type is “industrial”, then the property may be part of sewerage catchment subject to a 
wastewater reuse scheme.  This may impact the level of pollutants such as Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) 
that Sydney Water will accept from the property to the sewerage system.   Businesses wishing to 
discharge wastewater (other than domestic sewerage) should contact a Sydney Water Trade Waste 
Office.  A boundary trap will be required where arrestors and special units are installed for trade waste 
pre-treatment. 

Sydney Water Servicing 
Sydney Water will further assess the impact of any subsequent development when the developer applies 
for a Section 73 Certificate.   This assessment will enable to specify any works required as a result of the 
future development and to assess if amplification and/or changes to the system are applicable.  The 
developer must fund any adjustments needed to Sydney Water infrastructure as a result of the 
development. 
 
The developer should engage a Water Servicing Coordinator to get a Section 73 Certificate and manage 
the servicing aspects of the development.  The Water Servicing Coordinator will ensure submitted 
infrastructure designs are sized and configured according to The Water Supply Code of Australia (Sydney 
Water Edition WSA 03-2002) and the Sewerage Code of Australia (Sydney Water Edition WSA 02-2002). 
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This concludes the response to submissions. 
 
Prepared by 
 
 

    
Linda Zanotto    Duke Ismael 
Senior Environmental Engineer  Senior Environmental Engineer 
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8. LIMITATIONS 
 
Our services for this project are carried out in accordance with our current professional standards for site 
assessment investigations.  No guarantees are either expressed or implied. 
 
This report has been prepared solely for the use of Glass Recovery Services, as per our agreement for 
providing environmental services.  Only Glass Recovery Services is entitled to rely upon the findings in the 
report within the scope of work described in this report.  Otherwise, no responsibility is accepted for the use of 
any part of the report by another in any other context or for any other purpose. 
 
Although all due care has been taken in the preparation of this study, no warranty is given, nor liability 
accepted (except that otherwise required by law) in relation to any of the information contained within this 
document.  We accept no responsibility for the accuracy of any data or information provided to us by Glass 
Recovery Servicesfor the purposes of preparing this report. 
 
Any opinions and judgements expressed herein, which are based on our understanding and interpretation of 
current regulatory standards, should not be construed as legal advice. 
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Attachment 1:  Letter Report – Biodesign & Associates Pty Ltd (16 August 2013)   

 



 

 
 BioDesign & Associates Pty Ltd 

 

75 Mullens Street Balmain NSW 2041   PO Box 1685 Rozelle NSW 2039 
phone 02 9810 5500   fax 02 9810 5599   mobile 0403 072 484   email sue.hobley@biodesign.com.au 

Brent Winning 
Claron Property Group 
PO Box 115 
Castle Hill NSW 1765 
 
16th August, 2013 
 
Dear Brent, 
 
Re: DA for Operation of Waste and Recycling Facility, 126 Andrews Road Penrith 
 
This response to the requests for information by Penrith Council and the NSW Office of 
Water deals with landscape and vegetation management issues raised by these 
Authorities. I have broken our response up into two parts: 1 – Penrith Council’s concerns 
and 2 – the NSW Office of Water’s. 
 
Penrith Council’s planning controls 
 
LEP Considerations  
Clause 5.9 – Preservation of Trees or Vegetation provides that the removal of trees or 
other DCP prescribed vegetation requires consent from Council (or the applicable 
determining authority). The application includes the removal of six (6) trees which is 
considered satisfactory subject to adherence to the proposed landscape plan and the 
provision of endemic replacement landscaping species.  
 
Response: The approved Landscape Plan will be amended to accommodate the approved 
redesign of the stormwater detention/drainage system (CONSENT # DA12-0539). The new 
landscape design is essentially the same with regard to the retention of significant trees on 
the site and the establishment of new tree plantings, but due to the realignment of the 
stormwater flow path, three clumps of small Casuarina glauca along the northern boundary 
will need to be removed. They are to be replaced with new tree plantings on the mounds 
that are to be installed in this location. No additional tree removals are proposed under this 
application. 
 
DCP Considerations  
 Clause 4.5 of Penrith Development Control Plan 2010 (Part D – Industrial Development) 

outlines specific requirements for the storage of materials and chemicals. The proposed 
external storage bunkers should be appropriately designed to minimise their visual 



 

 
 BioDesign & Associates Pty Ltd 

 

75 Mullens Street Balmain NSW 2041   PO Box 1685 Rozelle NSW 2039 
phone 02 9810 5500   fax 02 9810 5599   mobile 0403 072 484   email sue.hobley@biodesign.com.au 

presentation with conditions of consent requested to be imposed regarding external 
finishes and landscaping treatments.  

 
Response: Landscaping is proposed along the interface with the area. It includes dense 
plantings of trees and shrubs that will screen views of the hardstand from Andrews Road 
and the sportsfields to the north-east and north.  
 

 Landscaping proposed for the site should also be endemic to the area noting the likely 
existence of endangered ecological community as outlined in the Biodiversity comments 
below.  

 
Response: All plant species proposed in the landscape are selected on the basis of their 
ecological association with the locality and the site conditions. The Landscape Plan 
provides for plantings of species from Alluvial Woodland and Riparian ecological 
communities associated with the Fluvial Landscape Richmond Soils of the Cumberland 
Plain.  Weeds are to be controlled. 
 
Biodiversity Considerations  
The level of ecological assessment is not considered to be adequate. A complete flora and 
fauna survey has not been undertaken on the site. The Director General’s Requirements 
specify the need for a field survey and assessment of threatened species. This was not 
undertaken for vegetation at the back of the site (southern boundary) and along the 
western boundary of the site. It is therefore unclear if this remnant vegetation and wetland 
areas constitute an Endangered Ecological Community (EEC) under the TSC Act. It is 
expected that the wetland areas at least would fit the description of the EEC: Freshwater 
Wetlands on Coastal Floodplains.  
 
Despite the lack of a full ecological assessment, the expected impact of the development 
on the vegetation on site is considered low. A total of 6 trees will be removed for the 
development – three of which were planted previously (and are not endemic), and two of 
which are remnant. The development proposes to replace these with locally endemic 
species at the rear of the site.  
 
To mitigate any impacts associated with the development, detailed landscape plans have 
been prepared identifying areas for planting, weed management and other activities (Figure 
5-45: Landscape Concept Plan and Figure 5-46: Landscape Planting plan). These should 
be adhered to in their entirety. It is recommended that the Department require annual 
reports on the implementation of the Landscape Plan to be provided at 12 and 24 month 
intervals.  
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Further to the Landscape Plan, it is recommended that the Department require the 
following be implemented during construction:  
 

- No trees or other vegetation (including understory species) should be removed, 
ringbarked, cut, topped or lopped or wilfully destroyed (other than those within the 
Landscape Plans Figures 5-44, 5-45, 5-46) without prior consent.  

 
Response: (SAME AS FOR LEP): The approved Landscape Plan will be amended to 
accommodate the approved redesign of the stormwater detention/drainage system 
(CONSENT # DA12-0539). The new landscape design is essentially the same with regard 
to the retention of significant trees on the site and the establishment of new tree plantings, 
but due to the realignment of the stormwater flow path, three clumps of small Casuarina 
glauca along the northern boundary will need to be removed. They are to be replaced with 
new tree plantings on the mounds that are to be installed in this location. No additional tree 
removals are proposed under this application. 
 

- No fill, machinery, or materials should be placed or stored within the drip-line of any 
tree.  

 
Response: A Tree and Landscape Protection Plan forms part of the approved Landscape 
Plan (CONSENT # DA12-0539) for the site. It is expected that conditions of consent will be 
imposed to ensure trees are protected in accordance with this requirement. 
 

- Where possible all fallen trees, logs, leaf litter, rocks and other debris should be 
retained on site as habitat and to maintain soil stability and structure.  

 
Response: No felling of trees is proposed under this application. The approved Landscape 
Plan (CONSENT # DA12-0539) includes the retention to a large felled tree for habitat in the 
landscape. The landscape is to be managed as a “bushland” site that provides habitat in 
the form required by this condition.  
 
Waterway / Flood Management Considerations  

 There is an unnamed waterway adjacent to the western boundary of the site. The 
EIS states that this waterway is a second order stream. Should any works occur 
within waterfront land (within 40m of this waterway) a controlled activity approval is 
required from the NSW Office of Water, prior to the commencement of any works. 
The integrity of the riparian corridor is to be preserved and maintained in line with 
the Office of Water’s guidelines and objectives for riparian corridor management.  
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Response: It is proposed that weeds be controlled in this area and natural regeneration of 
indigenous vegetation supported. 
 

 No details have been provided on the design parameters of the constructed wetland, 
such as depth or where macrophyte zones are located. BioDesign’s landscape 
planting plan shows generic detail only. Best practice wetland design incorporates 
benching or bands of shallow and deep water macrophytes perpendicular to the 
direction of flow to guarantee contact time with the vegetation. The wetland layout 
needs to demonstrate that it is fit for purpose and results in biological treatment as 
well as physical treatment. A comprehensive monitoring regime must also be 
developed and implemented for the commissioning and ongoing functioning of the 
wetland to ensure water quality objectives are achieved.  

 
Response: The “wetland” is ephemeral and contains an extremely shallow profile (see 
survey). It was inspected by Susan Hobley, BioDesign’s ecologist, in late June 2013 
following the highest ever recorded rainfall levels for that month. Only minor ponding 
occurred in two areas indicated on the landscape plans as “retain existing wetland”. These 
areas were mapped as “existing wetland” because, despite the absence of standing water 
or muddy conditions, they contained sedges and rushes at the time of the site 
assessments. There is no opportunity to provide for deep water macrophytes; the planting 
approach has been to work with the grades, vegetation and soil conditions, but it is 
expected that the indigenous plantings will opportunistically occupy the most suitable soil 
profiles over time (this has been BioDesign’s experience on past projects involving wetland 
plantings). 
 
NSW Office of Water 
 
Section 5.3.1.5 of the EIS notes the existing wetalnd areas are in poor condition and 
contain low to moderate weeds (page 5-148). It is noted a weed control program shall be 
implemented over the entire site, including the existing wetalnd area on the western side of 
the site. The Office of Water supports weed control being undertaken within the 
riparian/wetland area on the site. The Landscape Concept Plan does not indicate naïve 
plants are proposed to be planted within the wetland area on the western side of the site. It 
is recommended the riparian/wetland area is rehabilitated to mimc a natural system. The 
rehabilitation should include the establihsment of local nativeriparian plant species endemic 
to the local vegetation community to improve the riparian/wetland area. 
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Response: The approve Landscape Concept Plan (CONSENT # DA12-0539) provided for 
the rehabilitation of the riparian area along the western boundary outside the works zone 
through weed control and support for natural regeneration. This application will not involve 
new works that will impinge on this area. The approved Landscape Plan (CONSENT # 
DA12-0539) specifies a minimum maintenance period of 24months for the entire 
landscape. 
 
Regards 
 

 
 
 
Sue Hobley 
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DI/sc 
Ref: Attachment 2_Benbow Environmental_Air letter report 
30 August 2013 
 
Mr Dom Tenace 
Glass Recovery Services 
82-88 Maffra Street, 
COOLAROO VIC 3048 
 
 
Dear Dom, 
 
RE: Addendum to the Air Quality Assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement for 

Glass Recovery Services Pty Ltd – 126 Andrews Road, PENRITH  
 
 
Introduction 
 
This letter report has been prepared to provide an addendum to the Air Quality Assessment component of 
the EIS prepared for Glass Recovery Services.  It specifically addresses issues raised in Submissions from 
Penrith City Council and NSW EPA.  These issues include: 
 
Penrith City Council:   
 
It is noted that the development does not comply with the relevant criteria for PM10 unless water sprays 
are utilised. Importantly, even when the use of these sprays has been modelled, there still appears to be a 
significant impact south of the site, as shown in Figure 5-27. Although there are no identified receivers in 
this area (and no receivers assessed), it is not clear how far this plume extends to the south (the figure 
does not show where the area of impact ends), and there are residents and recreational facilities located in 
this direction. It needs to be considered whether such a large area of affectation is appropriate. 
 
NSW EPA: 
 
Air emission modelling  (s 5.1.8.1 of the EIS) was calculated based on truck movements between 
6am to 6pm. Handling  of external stockpiles  was modelled  for 4pm to 6pm. The applicant has 
not  satisfactorily justified the need for operating hours extending in to the night for external plant and 
heavy vehicle activity. 
 
 
The addendum aims to provide the results for the changes in the assumptions utilised in the original 
assessment, along with the associated changes in the air emissions inventory, description of the changes 
made, and other configuration input parameters relevant to this addendum. 
 
These have been provided as follows. 
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Description of Changes in Assumptions 
 
Changes made in the list of assumptions are based on increasing the active hours of emissions within the modelling 
that would more accurately reflect the activities on site.  Hours of operation are assumed to be 24 hours per day and 7 
days per week. 
 
However, the proponent is committed to only operate the activities carried out within the building throughout the night-
time period whilst truck movements and yard activities remain to be conducted during the day time, which were 
assumed in the original assessment. 
 
 
Changes in Assumptions Utilised for the Assessment 
 
The following list of assumptions is a modified version of the list of assumptions provided in Section 5.1.8.4 of the EIS 
(with changes highlighted in bold red): 
 
 A total maximum annual production capacity of 150,000 tonnes were used to estimate the emissions from the 

subject site; 
 Emissions from the site have been conservatively assessed as 24 hours per day, 7 days per week; 
 The  emission generating operations were assumed to include the following: 

► Crushed cullet stored in bunkers emits 24 hours per day, with emissions controlled by wind breaks; 
► Truck loading at bunkers occurs from 6.00am to 5.00pm, transfer activity occurs from 4pm to 6pm, and 

emissions are controlled by wind breaks; 
► At Source S1, operations occur for 24 hours per day and 7 days per week, transfer activity occurs from 

4.00pm to 6.00pm, and emissions are controlled by an enclosed building; 
► At Source S2, operations occur for 24 hours per day and 7 days per week, transfer activity occurs from 

4pm to 6.00pm, and emissions are controlled by an enclosed building with water sprays; and 
► At Source S3, crushing occurs for 24 hours per day and 7 days per week, and emissions are controlled by 

a dust collector. 
 Emission control efficiency for the dust collector was conservatively assumed to be 90%, despite some of the 

modern dust collectors being able to achieve efficiencies up to 95-98%; and 
 Scope of air emissions are limited to what has been described in Section 3.1.2. 
 
The following conditions (as listed in Section 5.1.8.4 of the EIS) remain to be applicable: 
 
 Exit air velocities for all pseudostacks (Sources S1 & S2) were conservatively assumed to be 0.1 m/s; 
 Source S1 and Source S2 were modelled as 3 pseudostacks each to account for temperature effects;  
 Stack tip heights for Source S1 and S2 were assumed to be 1.5 m for each pseudostack; 
 Stack tip height for Source S3 was assumed to be 1 m above ground; 
 Stack tip diameters for all stack sources on site were assumed to be 2 m; 
 Stack temperatures for all stacks were set to ambient temperature; 
 Loading areas were modelled as area sources (10 in total); 
 Area source diameters and heights were assumed to be 2 m and 1 m respectively; and 
 External bunkers were modelled as volume sources (10 in total). 
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The following figure from Section 5.1.8.4 has been reproduced for your convenience. 
 
Figure 5-11:  Location of Emission Sources – Aerial Photograph of Subject Site 

 
Where:  

S1: Stack source 1: conveying and transfer activity; enclosed building control 

S2: Stack source 2: unloading and transfer activity; enclosed building and water spray control 

S3: Stack source 3: crushing activity; dust collector control 

A: Area source: loading activity from external bunkers 

V: Volume source: external bunker storage 
Note: Diagram above not to scale and is only used for representation purposes. 
 

Site Boundary 
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Air Emissions Inventory 
 
The following summaries of emission rates remain to be applicable, with the exception of the periods when some 
element of the emissions are active for all hours of the day (as highlighted in bold red in tables below).  Please note 
that the following remains to assume a dust collector efficiency rate of 90%. 
 

Table 5-11:  Summary of Emission Rates at Each Source for PM10 (24-hour Operations) 

Emission 
Source 

Time Emission Activities Controls 
Emission Rate 

(g/s) 
Averaging 

Period 

Stack 1  
All hours Conveying 

Within enclosed 
building 

2.74 x 10-3 24 hour/annual 

4pm-6pm 
Conveying and 
transfer activity 

Within enclosed 
building 

2.42 x 10-1 24 hour/annual 

Stack 2  

6am-8am Truck unloading 
Within enclosed 
building, Water spray 

7.47 x 10-6 24 hour/annual 

All hours 
Truck unloading and 
transfer activity 

Within enclosed 
building, Water spray 

2.66 x 10-2 24 hour/annual 

4pm-6pm 
Truck unloading and 
transfer activity 

Within enclosed 
building, Water spray 

2.66 x 10-2 24 hour/annual 

Stack 3  All hours Crushing Dust collector1 9.51 x 10-3 24 hour/annual 
Bunkers (V)  24 hours Wind erosion Wind breaks 8.57 x 10-5 24 hour/annual 

Loading 
areas (A) 

6am-8am Truck loading Wind breaks 2.18 x 10-4 24 hour/annual 
8am-4pm Truck loading Wind breaks 3.63 x 10-5 24 hour/annual 

4pm-6pm 
Truck loading and 
transfer activity 

Wind breaks 5.59 x 10-1 24 hour/annual 

 

Table 5-12:  Summary of Emission Rates at Each Source for TSP and Dust Deposition (24-Hour Operations) 

Emission 
Source 

Time Emission Activities Controls 
Emission Rate 

(g/s) 
Averaging 

Period 

Stack 1  
All hours Conveying 

Within enclosed 
building 

5.37x 10-3 Annual 

4pm-6pm 
Conveying and 
transfer activity 

Within enclosed 
building 

5.03 x 10-1 Annual 

Stack 2  

6am-8am Truck unloading 
Within enclosed 
building, Water spray 

1.47 x 10-5 Annual 

All hours 
Truck unloading and 
transfer activity 

Within enclosed 
building, Water spray 

5.52 x 10-2 Annual 

4pm-6pm 
Truck unloading and 
transfer activity 

Within enclosed 
building, Water spray 

5.52 x 10-2 Annual 

Stack 3 All hours Crushing Dust collector1 2.47 x 10-2 Annual 
Bunkers (V) 24 hours Wind erosion Wind breaks 1.68 x 10-4 Annual 

Loading area 
(A) 

6am-8am Truck loading Wind breaks 4.27 x 10-4 Annual 

8am-4pm Truck loading Wind breaks 7.12 x 10-5 Annual 

4pm-6pm 
Truck loading and 
transfer activity 

Wind breaks 1.16 Annual 
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Updated Air Dispersion Modelling Results 
 
Results for Stage 1 provided in the original EIS remain to apply, given that the assumptions listed above do not affect 
the parameters used for the Stage 1 air dispersion modelling. 
 
Table 1 below provides the updated results for the modelling, using the updated assumptions listed above. 
 
Given the request from Penrith City Council, the expanded ground level concentration isopleth diagram for the PM10 
24-hour impacts have been provided as Figure 1 of this addendum.  Please note that this result includes the depletion 
effects due to scavenging and deposition of particulates, as it migrates off-site. 
 
The PM10 24-hour impacts of the Stage 2 development as shown in the Figure 1 do not reach or extend to areas 
where residential premises are located.  The 0.05 mg/m3 criteria line is depicted by the contour that separates the 
purple line from the blue line in the figure presented below.  It is however acknowledged that the 0.05 mg/m3 contour 
line is seen to be present at a reasonable distance away south of the site.   
 
This therefore concludes that with the PM10 24-hour averaging period impact results, no exceedances are expected to 
occur as part of the activities. 
 
Included as the attachments to this addendum is an extract of the AUSPLUME text file. 
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Table-14:  Predicted Air Quality Impacts from Operation (Stage 2) at the Nearest Potentially Affected Receptors (All Hours of Operation) 

Substances 
Averaging Time & 

Impact 
Scenario Description 

Predicted Concentration at Receptor (g/m3) 
Units Criteria Pass 

R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10 R11 

Fine 
Particulates 
(PM10) 

24 hour Incremental 
Impacts(a) 

All emission sources. 3.03 8.23 7.74 1.41 2.53 5.29 1.55 0.71 0.88 0.44 4.90 g/m3 

50 g/m3 

Yes 

24 hour Cumulative 
Impacts1(a) 

All emission sources. 35.23 40.43 39.94 33.61 34.73 37.49 33.75 32.91 33.08 32.64 37.10 g/m3 Yes 

Annual Incremental 
Impacts 

All emission sources. 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.08 g/m3 

30 g/m3 

Yes 

Annual Cumulative 
Impacts1 

All emission sources. 14.94 14.93 14.94 14.86 14.85 14.85 14.88 14.81 14.82 14.84 14.88 g/m3 Yes 

Total 
Suspended 
Particulates 
(TSP) 

Annual Incremental 
Impacts 

All emission sources. 0.48 0.44 0.47 0.18 0.16 0.16 0.27 0.04 0.08 0.13 0.26 g/m3 

90 g/m3 

Yes 

Annual Cumulative 
Impacts2 

All emission sources. 29.48 29.44 29.47 29.18 29.16 29.16 29.27 29.04 29.08 29.13 29.26 g/m3 Yes 

Deposited 
Dust 

Annual Incremental 
Impacts 

All emission sources. 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 
g/m2/mont

h 
2 

g/m2/month 
Yes 

Annual Cumulative 
Impacts3 

All emission sources. 2.075 2.049 2.030 2.013 2.010 2.009 2.013 2.002 2.003 2.008 2.022 
g/m2/mont

h 
4 

g/m2/month 
Yes 

Note: 1 Background concentration data for PM10 used. 

 2 Background concentration data for TSP used. 

 3 Background concentration value of 2 g/m2/month used. 

 (a) Depletion effects were accounted for in the modelling.  Depletion is defined as the effects of scavenging or deposition of particulates as these travels through the air from the source. 
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Figure 1:  Predicted PM10 Impacts from Operation (Stage 2) - 24-Hour Averaging Time with Background Concentration 
(Cumulative Impacts)  

 
Averaging Time:  24 hours 

Percentile: 100th 

Criteria: 0.05 mg/m3 

 
 
 
This concludes the addendum. 
 
Prepared by: 
 

 

Duke Ismael 
Senior Environmental Engineer 



 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

 



 

 

 

Attachment 1:  Extract of AUSPLUME Output File - PM10 24-Hour Modelling of Sources S1 to S3 

 

 



 

 

 
1         _____________________________________________________________  
                                                                         
            111144 Modelling of emissions from glass crushing 150000T    
                                                                         
          _____________________________________________________________  
 
 Concentration or deposition                          Concentration 
 Emission rate units                                  grams/second     
 Concentration units                                  milligrams/m3             
 Units conversion factor                              1.00E+03 
 Constant background concentration                             0.00E+00 
 Terrain effects                                      Egan method       
 Plume depletion due to dry removal mechanisms included. 
 Smooth stability class changes?                      No  
 Other stability class adjustments ("urban modes")    None 
 Ignore building wake effects?                        No  
 Decay coefficient (unless overridden by met. file)   0.000 
 Anemometer height                                    10 m 
 Roughness height at the wind vane site               0.300 m 
 Use the convective PDF algorithm?                    No  
 Averaging time for sigma‐theta values                 60 min. 
 
                    DISPERSION CURVES 
 Horizontal dispersion curves for sources <100m high  Sigma‐theta      
 Vertical  dispersion  curves for sources <100m high  Pasquill‐Gifford 
 Horizontal dispersion curves for sources >100m high  Briggs Rural     
 Vertical  dispersion  curves for sources >100m high  Briggs Rural     
 Enhance horizontal plume spreads for buoyancy?       Yes 
 Enhance  vertical  plume spreads for buoyancy?       Yes 
 Adjust horizontal P‐G formulae for roughness height? Yes 
 Adjust  vertical  P‐G formulae for roughness height? Yes 
 Roughness height                                     0.600m 
 Adjustment for wind directional shear                None 
 
                     PLUME RISE OPTIONS 
 Gradual plume rise?                                  Yes 
 Stack‐tip downwash included?                         Yes 
 Building downwash algorithm:                        PRIME method.               
 Entrainment coeff. for neutral & stable lapse rates 0.60,0.60 
 Partial penetration of elevated inversions?          No  
 Disregard temp. gradients in the hourly met. file?   No  
 
 and in the absence of boundary‐layer potential temperature gradients 
 given by the hourly met. file, a value from the following table 
 (in K/m) is used: 
 
    Wind Speed                Stability Class 
     Category       A      B      C      D      E      F 
   ________________________________________________________ 
        1         0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000  0.020  0.035 
        2         0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000  0.020  0.035 
        3         0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000  0.020  0.035 
        4         0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000  0.020  0.035 
        5         0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000  0.020  0.035 
        6         0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000  0.020  0.035 
 
 WIND SPEED CATEGORIES 
 Boundaries between categories (in m/s) are:  1.54,  3.09,  5.14,  8.23, 10.80 
 
 WIND PROFILE EXPONENTS: "Irwin Urban" values (unless overridden by met. file)  
 
 AVERAGING TIMES 
 24 hours 
 
 _____________________________________________________________________________ 



 

 

 
1         _____________________________________________________________  
                                                                         
            111144 Modelling of emissions from glass crushing 150000T    
                                                                         
                             SOURCE CHARACTERISTICS                      
                                                                         
          _____________________________________________________________  
 
 
                    STACK SOURCE: S1A    
 
    X(m)     Y(m)   Ground Elev.  Stack Height  Diameter Temperature  Speed 
  287372  6265019        30m            2m        2.00m       25C     0.1m/s 
 
                           No building wake effects. 
 
               Emission rates by hour of day in grams/second: 
            1 1.52E‐04     2 1.52E‐04     3 1.52E‐04     4 1.52E‐04 
            5 4.06E‐02     6 4.06E‐02     7 1.52E‐04     8 1.52E‐04 
            9 1.52E‐04    10 1.52E‐04    11 1.52E‐04    12 1.52E‐04 
           13 1.52E‐04    14 1.52E‐04    15 1.52E‐04    16 1.52E‐04 
           17 1.52E‐04    18 1.52E‐04    19 1.52E‐04    20 1.52E‐04 
           21 1.52E‐04    22 1.52E‐04    23 1.52E‐04    24 1.52E‐04 
 
                    Particle  Particle  Particle 
                      Mass      Size    Density  
                    fraction  (micron)  (g/cm3)  
                   _____________________________ 
                      0.0740      2.5      2.80 
                      0.0900      5.0      2.80 
                      0.2760     10.0      2.80 
                      0.5600     20.0      2.80 
 
 
                    STACK SOURCE: S1B    
 
    X(m)     Y(m)   Ground Elev.  Stack Height  Diameter Temperature  Speed 
  287372  6265019        30m            3m        2.00m       25C     0.1m/s 
 
                           No building wake effects. 
 
               Emission rates by hour of day in grams/second: 
            1 1.52E‐04     2 1.52E‐04     3 1.52E‐04     4 1.52E‐04 
            5 4.06E‐02     6 4.06E‐02     7 1.52E‐04     8 1.52E‐04 
            9 1.52E‐04    10 1.52E‐04    11 1.52E‐04    12 1.52E‐04 
           13 1.52E‐04    14 1.52E‐04    15 1.52E‐04    16 1.52E‐04 
           17 1.52E‐04    18 1.52E‐04    19 1.52E‐04    20 1.52E‐04 
           21 1.52E‐04    22 1.52E‐04    23 1.52E‐04    24 1.52E‐04 
 
                    Particle  Particle  Particle 
                      Mass      Size    Density  
                    fraction  (micron)  (g/cm3)  
                   _____________________________ 
                      0.0740      2.5      2.80 
                      0.0900      5.0      2.80 
                      0.2760     10.0      2.80 
                      0.5600     20.0      2.80 
 
 
                    STACK SOURCE: S1C    
 
    X(m)     Y(m)   Ground Elev.  Stack Height  Diameter Temperature  Speed 
  287372  6265019        30m            5m        2.00m       25C     0.1m/s 
 
                           No building wake effects. 



 

 

 
               Emission rates by hour of day in grams/second: 
            1 1.52E‐04     2 1.52E‐04     3 1.52E‐04     4 1.52E‐04 
            5 4.06E‐02     6 4.06E‐02     7 1.52E‐04     8 1.52E‐04 
            9 1.52E‐04    10 1.52E‐04    11 1.52E‐04    12 1.52E‐04 
           13 1.52E‐04    14 1.52E‐04    15 1.52E‐04    16 1.52E‐04 
           17 1.52E‐04    18 1.52E‐04    19 1.52E‐04    20 1.52E‐04 
           21 1.52E‐04    22 1.52E‐04    23 1.52E‐04    24 1.52E‐04 
 
                    Particle  Particle  Particle 
                      Mass      Size    Density  
                    fraction  (micron)  (g/cm3)  
                   _____________________________ 
                      0.0740      2.5      2.80 
                      0.0900      5.0      2.80 
                      0.2760     10.0      2.80 
                      0.5600     20.0      2.80 
 
 
                    STACK SOURCE: S2A    
 
    X(m)     Y(m)   Ground Elev.  Stack Height  Diameter Temperature  Speed 
  287395  6265012        30m            2m        2.00m       25C     0.1m/s 
 
                           No building wake effects. 
 
               Emission rates by hour of day in grams/second: 
            1 2.96E‐03     2 2.96E‐03     3 2.96E‐03     4 2.96E‐03 
            5 2.96E‐03     6 2.96E‐03     7 2.96E‐03     8 2.96E‐03 
            9 2.96E‐03    10 2.96E‐03    11 2.96E‐03    12 2.96E‐03 
           13 2.96E‐03    14 2.96E‐03    15 2.96E‐03    16 2.96E‐03 
           17 1.18E‐02    18 1.18E‐02    19 2.96E‐03    20 2.96E‐03 
           21 2.96E‐03    22 2.96E‐03    23 2.96E‐03    24 2.96E‐03 
 
                    Particle  Particle  Particle 
                      Mass      Size    Density  
                    fraction  (micron)  (g/cm3)  
                   _____________________________ 
                      0.0740      2.5      2.80 
                      0.0900      5.0      2.80 
                      0.2760     10.0      2.80 
                      0.5600     20.0      2.80 
 
 
                    STACK SOURCE: S2B    
 
    X(m)     Y(m)   Ground Elev.  Stack Height  Diameter Temperature  Speed 
  287395  6265012        30m            3m        2.00m       25C     0.1m/s 
 
                           No building wake effects. 
 
               Emission rates by hour of day in grams/second: 
            1 2.96E‐03     2 2.96E‐03     3 2.96E‐03     4 2.96E‐03 
            5 2.96E‐03     6 2.96E‐03     7 2.96E‐03     8 2.96E‐03 
            9 2.96E‐03    10 2.96E‐03    11 2.96E‐03    12 2.96E‐03 
           13 2.96E‐03    14 2.96E‐03    15 2.96E‐03    16 2.96E‐03 
           17 1.18E‐02    18 1.18E‐02    19 2.96E‐03    20 2.96E‐03 
           21 2.96E‐03    22 2.96E‐03    23 2.96E‐03    24 2.96E‐03 
 
                    Particle  Particle  Particle 
                      Mass      Size    Density  
                    fraction  (micron)  (g/cm3)  
                   _____________________________ 
                      0.0740      2.5      2.80 
                      0.0900      5.0      2.80 
                      0.2760     10.0      2.80 



 

 

                      0.5600     20.0      2.80 
 
 
                    STACK SOURCE: S2C    
 
    X(m)     Y(m)   Ground Elev.  Stack Height  Diameter Temperature  Speed 
  287395  6265012        30m            5m        2.00m       25C     0.1m/s 
 
                           No building wake effects. 
 
               Emission rates by hour of day in grams/second: 
            1 2.96E‐03     2 2.96E‐03     3 2.96E‐03     4 2.96E‐03 
            5 2.96E‐03     6 2.96E‐03     7 2.96E‐03     8 2.96E‐03 
            9 2.96E‐03    10 2.96E‐03    11 2.96E‐03    12 2.96E‐03 
           13 2.96E‐03    14 2.96E‐03    15 2.96E‐03    16 2.96E‐03 
           17 1.18E‐02    18 1.18E‐02    19 2.96E‐03    20 2.96E‐03 
           21 2.96E‐03    22 2.96E‐03    23 2.96E‐03    24 2.96E‐03 
 
                    Particle  Particle  Particle 
                      Mass      Size    Density  
                    fraction  (micron)  (g/cm3)  
                   _____________________________ 
                      0.0740      2.5      2.80 
                      0.0900      5.0      2.80 
                      0.2760     10.0      2.80 
                      0.5600     20.0      2.80 
 
 
                    STACK SOURCE: S3     
 
    X(m)     Y(m)   Ground Elev.  Stack Height  Diameter Temperature  Speed 
  287444  6265090        30m            1m        2.00m       25C     0.1m/s 
 
                           No building wake effects. 
 
               Emission rates by hour of day in grams/second: 
            1 3.17E‐03     2 3.17E‐03     3 3.17E‐03     4 3.17E‐03 
            5 3.17E‐03     6 3.17E‐03     7 3.17E‐03     8 3.17E‐03 
            9 3.17E‐03    10 3.17E‐03    11 3.17E‐03    12 3.17E‐03 
           13 3.17E‐03    14 3.17E‐03    15 3.17E‐03    16 3.17E‐03 
           17 3.17E‐03    18 3.17E‐03    19 3.17E‐03    20 3.17E‐03 
           21 3.17E‐03    22 3.17E‐03    23 3.17E‐03    24 3.17E‐03 
 
                    Particle  Particle  Particle 
                      Mass      Size    Density  
                    fraction  (micron)  (g/cm3)  
                   _____________________________ 
                      0.0740      2.5      2.80 
                      0.0900      5.0      2.80 
                      0.2760     10.0      2.80 
                      0.5600     20.0      2.80 
 
 _____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1         _____________________________________________________________  
                                                                         
            111144 Modelling of emissions from glass crushing 150000T    
                                                                         
                               RECEPTOR LOCATIONS                        
                                                                         
          _____________________________________________________________  
 
 The Cartesian receptor grid has the following x‐values (or eastings): 
 285832.m  285864.m  285897.m  285929.m  285962.m  285994.m  286026.m 
 286059.m  286091.m  286124.m  286156.m  286188.m  286221.m  286253.m 
 286286.m  286318.m  286350.m  286383.m  286415.m  286448.m  286480.m 



 

 

 286512.m  286545.m  286577.m  286610.m  286642.m  286675.m  286707.m 
 286739.m  286772.m  286804.m  286837.m  286869.m  286901.m  286934.m 
 286966.m  286999.m  287031.m  287063.m  287096.m  287128.m  287161.m 
 287193.m  287225.m  287258.m  287290.m  287323.m  287355.m  287387.m 
 287420.m  287452.m  287485.m  287517.m  287549.m  287582.m  287614.m 
 287647.m  287679.m  287712.m  287744.m  287776.m  287809.m  287841.m 
 287874.m  287906.m  287938.m  287971.m  288003.m  288036.m  288068.m 
 288100.m  288133.m  288165.m  288198.m  288230.m  288262.m  288295.m 
 288327.m  288360.m  288392.m  288424.m  288457.m  288489.m  288522.m 
 288554.m  288586.m  288619.m  288651.m  288684.m  288716.m  288749.m 
 288781.m  288813.m  288846.m  288878.m  288911.m  288943.m  288975.m 
 289008.m  289040.m 
 
 and these y‐values (or northings): 
6263753.m 6263784.m 6263815.m 6263846.m 6263877.m 6263908.m 6263939.m 
6263970.m 6264001.m 6264032.m 6264063.m 6264094.m 6264125.m 6264156.m 
6264187.m 6264218.m 6264249.m 6264280.m 6264311.m 6264342.m 6264373.m 
6264404.m 6264435.m 6264466.m 6264497.m 6264528.m 6264559.m 6264590.m 
6264621.m 6264652.m 6264683.m 6264714.m 6264745.m 6264776.m 6264807.m 
6264838.m 6264869.m 6264900.m 6264931.m 6264962.m 6264993.m 6265024.m 
6265055.m 6265086.m 6265117.m 6265148.m 6265179.m 6265210.m 6265241.m 
6265272.m 6265303.m 6265334.m 6265365.m 6265396.m 6265427.m 6265458.m 
6265489.m 6265520.m 6265551.m 6265582.m 6265613.m 6265644.m 6265675.m 
6265706.m 6265737.m 6265768.m 6265799.m 6265830.m 6265861.m 6265892.m 
6265923.m 6265954.m 6265985.m 6266016.m 6266047.m 6266078.m 6266109.m 
6266140.m 6266171.m 6266202.m 6266233.m 6266264.m 6266295.m 6266326.m 
6266357.m 6266388.m 6266419.m 
 
 
 DISCRETE RECEPTOR LOCATIONS (in metres) 
 
 No.     X       Y    ELEVN  HEIGHT       No.     X       Y    ELEVN  HEIGHT 
  1  287617 6265411    39.0    0.0         7  287721 6264785    30.0    0.0 
  2  287703 6265348    40.0    0.0         8  286622 6265512    30.0    0.0 
  3  287689 6265195    39.0    0.0         9  286870 6265505    30.0    0.0 
  4  287802 6265079    36.0    0.0        10  287141 6265526    30.0    0.0 
  5  287921 6264929    32.0    0.0        11  287338 6265508    30.0    0.0 
  6  287890 6264824    30.0    0.0 
 
 _____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
          METEOROLOGICAL DATA : Met File for 2011 Penrith Lakes AWS 
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FT/RTB/LZ 
Ref: 137010_Let_Rep 
21 August 2013 
 
 
Mr Chris Ritchie 
Department of Planning & Infrastructure 
23-33 Bridge Street,  
SYDNEY    NSW    2000 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Ritchie, 
 
RE: Penrith Glass Beneficiation Plan (SSD 5267) Response to Submissions – Noise Impact 
Assessment 
 
This letter report has addressed all issues and comments raised by Penrith City Council and the 
Environment Protection Authority (EPA) regarding noise impact findings stated in the environmental impact 
assessment report 111144_EIS_Rep_Final undertaken by Benbow Environmental in May 2013.  
 
The advice received from the findings of a site inspection undertaken by officers of Council and the EPA 
has been most helpful in addressing these issues.  The noise modelling was restudied in detail as the 
noise team leader who was responsible for the Sound Plan modelling has left our organization to 
undertake travel overseas. 
 
In reviewing the noise model, the causes of the exceedances during adverse weather conditions at 
receptor R3 were reanalysed.  These exceeedances were for the intrusive noise criteria when worst case 
conditions for a 15 minute period are analysed. 
 
In remodelling this worst case time period the number of trucks that could operate during the 15 minute 
period were reassessed and increased from two to three. 
 
The control recommended in the report 111144_EIS_Rep_Final that trucks would not proceed past the 
southern side of the building is explained further.  This control is aimed at allowing only one truck at a time 
to go around to the eastern side of the building and enter through a high speed roller shutter door.  Any 
other truck on site would remain behind the building and wait till the other truck has unloaded and returned 
past the parked truck.  This requirement would be documented in work procedures being prepared for an 
EMP for the site.  As part of this procedure, signage would be erected to forewarn truck drivers.  A similar 
sign with graphic display would be erected at the incoming side of the weighbridge. 
 
The operation of the FEC has also been re-examined and although this is not a major noise source at night 
time, as it has limited usage we consider it good practice if this is not allowed to operate during night time 
along the eastern side of the building where there are cullet bunkers located.  This would further safeguard 
residents at and near R3 from noise emissions from mobile equipment. 
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In reviewing the noise modelling, our databank of highway truck noise levels was reviewed as the sound power levels 
used were found to be those of dump trucks working at quarries.  A re-examination of highway trucks travelling on site 
at 10 km/hour have a sound power level not exceeding 105.4 dB(A) and this has been utilized in the remodelling. 
 
In addition, the following assumptions have been considered: 
 
 Internal activity will be conducted 24 hours; 
 External operational activity including plant and heavy truck movements will be conducted between 6am and 

6pm; 
 Up to three (3) truck movements could be undertaken during any 15-minute period during the day and night time 

periods and this would be worst case; 
One (1) front end loader will be operating on-site during the day time period only at all bunkers and during night 
time it would be used 1–2 per hour and then only behind the building; 

 Scenario 3 considers noise emissions associated with internal operations, and on-site vehicle movements 
considering all roller shutter doors to be fully opened; 

 Scenario 4 considers noise emissions associated with internal operations and on-site vehicle movements 
considering all roller shutter doors to be fully closed; 

 Condition A considers neutral weather conditions;  
 Condition B considers 3 m/s wind from source to receiver; and 
 Condition C considers 3 C/100m temperature inversion with 2m/s wind from source to receiver. 

 
The number of trucks per day should not exceed the values shown in the following table: 
 

Table 1:  Truck Frequency Data 

Truck 
Type 

% of 
Total 

Annual 
Tonnage 

Annual 
Tonnage 

Daily 
Tonnage 

Truck 
Capacity 

(T) 

Truck/ 
Day 

6am – 
8am 

8am – 
4pm 

4pm – 
5pm 

8t Truck 10 15,000 41 8 5 3 1 1 

Truck & 
Dog 

75 112,500 308 29 11 7 1 3 

B-double 15 22,500 62 42 1 1 1 1 

Total 100 150,000 411  17 11 3 5 

 
In addition, several noise control measures have been recommended in order to comply with the Intrusive and 
Amenity Noise Criterion.  
 
Listed below are the recommended noise control measures: 
 
 Throughout the night time hours (10pm – 7am) all roller shutter doors must remain in the closed position except 

for short periods of time when the trucks are accessing the building (6am-7am); 
 High speed roller shutters are recommended; 
 Throughout the night time hours (6am – 7am) all vehicles frequenting the site, namely trucks, are not permitted to 

use engine brakes; 
 The EMP for the site and the procedure for truck drivers will advise that during day or night time when passing 

residential areas that engine brakes are not to be used. 
 The steel cladding components of the existing roof must achieve a minimum Rw (Weighted Reduction Index) of 

34 dB; 
 The skylight components of the existing roof must achieve a minimum Rw (Weighted Reduction Index) of 27 dB;  
 The steel cladding components of the eastern façade must achieve a minimum Rw (Weighted Reduction Index) 

of 34 dB; 
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 The dust collector located on the north eastern side of the building needs to be surrounded by a noise barrier 
made of 0.8mm Trimdek Zincalume. The noise barrier would extend from ground level to 1m above the height of 
the dust collector.  In addition, a silencer should be placed on the outlet fan in order to achieve 85 dB(A) at 1m at 
the outlet of the dust collector.  This outlet would also be within the enclosure and at ground level.  The 
observations of this noise source by the EPA officer is greatly appreciated. 

 
Tables 2 and 3 below, show the predicted noise levels at receiver location R3 against the intrusive criterion. Noise 
compliance has been predicted for Scenario 3 and Scenario 4 under both neutral and adverse weather conditions. 
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Table 2:  Summary of On-Site Operational Predicted Noise Levels Considering The Intrusive Criterion, dB 

Receiver Level 

Scenario 3 - Condition A Scenario 3 - Condition B/C PSNL 

Day LAeq Evening LAeq Night LAeq Night LAmax Day LAeq Evening LAeq Night LAeq Night LAmax Day LAeq Evening LAeq Night LAeq Night LAmax 

dB(A) dB(A) dB(A) 

Residential 

R3 1 41.6 38.1 40.9 50.4 44.9 41.0 44.0 53.1 46.0 46.0 46.0 55.0 

R3 2 42.2 38.9 41.5 51.1 45.0 41.2 44.1 53.2 46.0 46.0 46.0 55.0 
 
 
 

Table 3:  Summary of On-Site Operational Predicted Noise Levels Considering The Intrusive Criterion, dB 

Receiver Level 

Scenario 4 - Condition A Scenario 4 - Condition B/C PSNL 

Day LAeq Evening LAeq Night LAeq Night LAmax Day LAeq Evening LAeq Night LAeq Night LAmax Day LAeq Evening LAeq Night LAeq Night LAmax 

dB(A) dB(A) dB(A) 

Residential 

R3 1 39.6 30.6 38.3 50.4 42.9 32.1 41.4 53.1 46.0 46.0 46.0 55.0 

R3 2 40.0 31.2 38.8 51.1 43.1 32.4 41.5 53.2 46.0 46.0 46.0 55.0 
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Penrith City Council and EPA comments have been briefly addressed below. 
 
Penrith City Council comments: 
 
1) “Although mitigation measures have been recommended to address the acoustic impacts associated with the 

development, it is recognised that this in part relies on operational measures and this may be difficult to enforce 
from a compliance perspective. For example, it would be difficult to ensure trucks only travel half the length of 
the warehouse at night. This is not considered to be an appropriate method of regulating the activities on the 
site and as such further acoustic mitigation measures should be pursued without reliance on human behaviour”.  
 
Ans: Benbow Environmental understands Council’s concern and therefore noise compliance does not rely on 
restrictions associated with the travel length of trucks. 
 

2) “The acoustic modelling undertaken has demonstrated that there will be some exceedances in the noise criteria 
at some of the receiver locations, particularly R3. It needs to be determined whether it is appropriate for 
residents to potentially experience these noise impacts in the long term as a result of the development”. 
 
Ans: Further noise calculations were undertaken specifically at receiver location R3 against the intrusive 
criterion. Several assumptions and recommendations have been considered in the new set of calculations. As 
shown in Tables 2 and 3, the Project Specific Noise Level has been achieved at receiver location R3. 
 

EPA comments: 
 

3) “The predicted daytime noise level 0f 49 dB(A) is 3 dB above the Project Specific Noise Level (PSNL) of 46 
dB(A) at location R3 6 Koala Glen, Cranebrook. The NIA does not appear to include justification that the 
residual level of impact at R3 is acceptable in accordance with Chapters 8 and 9 of the INP”.  

 
Ans: As mentioned previously, further calculations were undertaken resulting in noise compliance with the 
Project Specific Noise Levels.  
 

4) “The dust baghouse is currently installed externally” 
 

Ans: Noise control measures have been recommend in order to ensure that the noise impact associated with 
the noise emissions from the baghouse is negligible at all the considered receiver locations. 
 

5) “Hours of operation” 
 

Ans: As recommended by EPA, the hours of operation have been restricted to:  
 
 Internal activity conducted 24 hours; 
 External operational activity including plant and heavy truck movements will be conducted between 6am 

and 6pm. 
 
We trust this clarifies the situation. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
for Benbow Environmental 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Felipe Torres 
Acoustical Engineer 

R T Benbow 
Principal Consultant 

 



 

 

Attachment 4:  Targeted Environmental Site Assessment – Aargus Pty Ltd (November 2009)   
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8 August, 2013  
 
Ms Linda Zanotto 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
Benbow Environmental 
13 Daking Street 
PARRAMATTA  NSW  2151 
 
Email: LZanotto@benbowenviro.com.au  
 
Dear Linda, 

 
Re: 126 Andrews Road, Penrith 

EIS Submission Response - Traffic 
 
This letter refers to the letter dated 22 July 2013 from Penrith City Council to the NSW 
Department of Planning and Infrastructure.  Its purpose is to address the comments on page 4 
of that letter regarding traffic management at the proposed Glass Benefication Plant at 126 
Andrews Road, Penrith. 
 

1. Car Parking and Manoeuvring to meet AS2890.1 and AS2890.6 
 
The proposal includes a large car park adjacent to the site entrance on the northern boundary, 
with parking for up to 106 cars.  This area is ideally suited to a car park and can easily 
accommodate all the requirements of current Australian Standards for off street parking 
including manoeuvring and access.  It is agreed that detail design of car parking should meet 
the requirements of AS2890.1 and AS2890.6 and there is no objection with this being 
required as a condition of approval. 
 

2. Sight lines around driveways 
 
It is agreed that the detail design of the access driveway should ensure that fences and 
landscaping will not restrict sight distances.  There is no objection with this being required as 
a condition of approval. 
 

3. Heavy vehicle layover and access 
 
The planned operation of the site does not involve layover parking of heavy vehicles.  See 
attached advice from Glass Recovery Services Plant Manager, Adam Davies, regarding 
management of trucks entering the site, which confirms that there is no risk of trucks queuing 
on street. 
 
There will be no difficulty providing adequate on site space for trucks entering the site, using 
the weighbridges and loading/unloading.  Future detailed design will identify appropriate 
operation and areas for trucks servicing the site.  There is no objection to a condition of 
approval that requires all truck parking to be accommodated on site. 
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Regarding truck turning and manoeuvring at the access driveway, it is acknowledged that 
improvements are required on Andrews Road to facilitate the planned use of trucks up to the 
size of B-doubles.  This is addressed further in response to the following point. 
 

4. Driveway Intersection Upgrade 
 
Council’s suggestion for the intersection treatment on Andrews Road at the driveway to the 
site to be a type CHR-Protected Turn with a deceleration lane and taper for left turns into the 
property is acknowledged and agreed.  The design of this intersection will take into account 
the potential for use by B-double trucks.  There is no objection with this being required as a 
condition of approval. 
 
I trust this information will be of assistance.  
 
Yours faithfully 

 
Geoff Morris 
Senior Traffic Consultant 
Transport and Urban Planning Pty Ltd  
 
 



From: Adam Davies [mailto:Adam.Davies@glassrecovery.com.au]  

Sent: Wednesday, 7 August 2013 4:34 PM 
To:  

Subject: Traffic Management 

 
Hi Brent, 
 
As discussed all trucks are weighed in as they enter the site. The trucks once on the weighbridge 
would be processed within 2 minutes before entering site to tip-off or load. The truck movements 
will be spread out throughout the day such that there is generally only one truck using the 
weighbridge at one time. In the unlikely event that there are a number of trucks wanting to enter 
the site the outgoing weighbridge can be used to accommodate a second truck to be processed 
simultaneously. Further to this if there is ever more then 2 trucks using the weighbridges the site has 
enough roadway internal to the site and before the weighbridges  to allow up to a further 5 trucks to 
wait. There would never be an instance where trucks would obstruct the public road before being 
able to enter the site. 
 
If you require any further information please contact me. 
 

Regards, 
 
Adam Davies 
 
Plant Manager 
Glass Recovery Services 
Penrith Plant 
T:|  02 4730 6748 
M:| 0418 675 283 
www.glassrecovery.com.au 

 
 
 

mailto:Adam.Davies@glassrecovery.com.au
http://www.glassrecovery.com.au/


 

 

Attachment 6:  Letter Report – Brown Smart Consulting (August 2013)   

 
 



 

Level 2, Burbank Place, Norwest Business Park, Baulkham Hills NSW 2153 Brown Consulting (NSW) Pty Ltd 
PO Box 8300, Baulkham Hills NSW 2153 Australia ABN 30 109 434 513 
Telephone +61 2 8808 5000 Facsimile +61 2 8808 5099 brownconsulting.com.au 

 

  

 
Brent Winning 
Principal Consultant  
Claron Consulting 
PO Box 115 
Castle Hill, NSW 1765 

20 August 2013 
Attention: Brent Winning  
 
Dear Brent, 
 
RE: Response to Submission for Penrith Glass Beneficiation Project EIS – 126 Andrews Road 
Penrith 

 
I refer to the email from Linda Zanotto dated 31/07/13 requesting a response for the submission 
received for the EIS for the Penrith Glass Beneficiation Plant. Please find below our response to Penrith 
Council’s and the NSW Office of Water’s submissions. 
 
Penrith City Council: 
 
Waterway/Floodway Management Considerations 
 

 There is an unnamed waterway adjacent to the western boundary of the site. The EIS states that this waterway 
is a second order stream. Should any works occur within waterfront land (within 40m of this water) a controlled 
activity approval is required from the NSW Office of Water, prior to the commencement of any works. The 
integrity of the riparian corridor is to be preserved and maintained in line with the Office of Water’s guidelines 
and objectives for the riparian corridor management. 

o Noted, a controlled activity will be applied for. 
 

 The development includes a substantial increase to the hard surface are as part of the proposal (including 
hardstand, driveways, parking areas, loading bays, covered storage areas, etc.). A water management plan should 
be submitted to include an investigation into the feasibility of installing rainwater tanks, and/or stormwater 
detention systems on the site. Maintaining the natural water balance through such measures, especially for flows 
to the significant wetland, should be promoted. If any such measures were unable to be implemented the reasons 
why should be explained and justified. The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) outlines that potable water 
(22,300.3ML) will be used for dust suppression on site through water foggers and water sprays. Harvested 
rainwater from the site could potentially be used to satisfy this purpose. 

o The areas of the site where the proposed new hardstand areas are to be located are 
currently within the existing operating zone of the site. These areas currently are of 
compacted, hard packed earth and not a suitable all weather surface. Replacing these 
areas with concrete would result in a minimal impact as the existing surface currently 
behaves in an impervious manner. Any rainwater tank would need to collect runoff 
from roof areas of the existing building. The size of rainwater tanks would also be 
restricted by finding a suitable location that isn’t restricted by heavy vehicle movements. 
A smaller tank could be provided to capture some of the flows to provide a portion of 
mains reduction. 

 

 It is noted that all water quality modelling performed assumes that the glass cullet material was sufficiently 
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cleaned prior to storage in the outdoor bunkers. This assumption does not appear to be suitably justified within 
the EIS, and will affect the MUSIC modelling results informing the size of the wetland and GPT’s proposed 
to be installed to treat the stormwater runoff from the site. In order to be completely satisfied that the pollution 
reduction targets will be achieved, the MUSIC model needs to include a report clearly identifying catchment 
breakup, splitting of surface types and all other assumptions that have been made in the model. Modelling 
parameters for the determination of the size and configuration of WSUD elements must be in accordance with 
MUSIC Modelling Guidelines for New South Wales. Electronic copies of the model should be submitted to the 
department for interrogation and review. 

o A MUSIC model and report can be submitted conforming to the above. A MUSIC 
model has been prepared as part of Construction Certificate documentation. It should 
be noted that the glass cullet CANNOT be directly modelled in MUSIC, so whether it 
is clean or not is academic. The only consideration is that the cullet will behave firstly 
as a gross pollutant for the larger size component and the as a suspended solid for the 
further portion. 

 

 As the development could result in water quality impacts in the nearby regionally significant wetland, the water 
quality at that wetland should be monitored for pollutants prior to the commencement of works, and at regular 
intervals during construction and/or operation. Section 5.3.9 of the EIS states that a water monitoring program 
will be implemented, to ensure that the treatment of stormwater from the site will achieve the desired results in 
terms of water quality leaving the site, however no details on this program have been provided. A detailed water 
monitoring program, including procedures and implementation responsibilities, is to be established for the site 
prior to the commencement of works. All monitoring is to be undertaken in accordance with any relevant 
guidelines of the Office of Environment and Heritage (or any other applicable guidelines).  

o Noted 
 

 No details have been provided on the design parameters of the constructed wetland, such as depth or where 
macrophyte zones are located. BioDesign’s landscape planting plan shows generic detail only. Best practice 
wetland design incorporates benching or bands of shallow and deep water macrophytes perpendicular to the 
direction of flow to guarantee contact time with the vegetation. The wetland layout needs to demonstrate that it 
is fit for purpose and results in biological treatment as well as physical treatment. A comprehensive monitoring 
regime must also be developed and implemented for the commissioning and ongoing functioning of the wetland to 
ensure water quality objectives are achieved. 

o Further details on wetland depths were intended to be presented in Construction 
Certificate documentation, planting details are proposed by the landscape architect. 

 

 Specification and installation details of the GPTs and a comprehensive operation and maintenance manual / 
schedule for all proposed devices and treatment measures are to be submitted prior to the commencement of 
construction works. This should include the operational capacity criteria that will trigger clean out, location and 
access details, and inspection and cleaning responsibilities, frequency schedules and checklists. For example, the 
fabric filters proposed on the stormwater pits will fill quickly with sediment and require a regular monitoring 
and cleaning regime. 

o Noted, this is will be provided, such detail was intended to be provided with 
Construction Certificate documentation once a detailed assessment of stormwater 
flows was carried out as the size of GPT’s is largely dependent on the size of stormwater 
pipes. 

 

 Further details on the swales must be provided with regards to their design parameters. The design parameters 
should be based on the numeric modelling to demonstrate water quality treatment functionality. The swales 
should incorporate filter media that meets the current specifications of the Bioretention Filter Media Guidelines 
produced by the Facility for Advancing Water Filtration or demonstrated equivalent and verified by a soil 
laboratory registered by the National Association of Testing Authorities. The swale design must also consider 
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access for cleaning and maintenance. Access requirements should include hard access to base; ease of access to 
inlet area and adequate access to reach flush points. 

o Swales proposed were intended to form part of the wetland and as such are included 
as part of the wetland detail. 

 

 Outlets from the GPTs, treatment wetland and swales shall be treated with appropriate measures to dissipate 
stormwater velocity and prevent erosion. 

o Inlet pools to the wetland are to be provided at the GPT outlet locations to dissipate 
velocities, the outlet for the wetland is also to be provided with scour protection. This 
is a detailed design consideration not for DA. 

 

 The level of ecological assessment for the proposal does not appear to have adequately considered the function of 
the regionally significant wetland, given the likely impacts of the development on the wetland habitat, hydrological 
regime, water quality regime, and substratum, organic matter cycling or other characteristics. The Director 
General’s Requirements specify the need to describe the state of the receiving waters in relation to relevant water 
quality and flow objectives. This has not been adequately achieved. 

o Noted, the development proposes no modification to the existing wetland. The 
development proposes to meet water quality reduction targets through a proposed 
wetland. 

 

 The flood assessment undertaken has not addressed the flood runner associated with mainstream flooding in the 
Nepean River where it backs up Boundary Creek, overtops the bank heading northwards toward this site and 
beyond. The impact of the proposed development on the flood runner needs to be considered for all events up to 
the PMF. In this regard the consultants assertion that the property is not ‘floodway’ has not been sufficiently 
demonstrated. 

o Brown Consulting have used the existing 100 year flood level given issued by Council 
of RL 25.4 which we believe should account for any local flow which contribute to this 
level. A flood assessment has only been performed in areas where works are proposed 
which would alter flood storage volumes. No PMF information was supplied by 
Council when flood level information was requested. Why is this an issue now? 

 

 The flood assessment has discussed local flooding being directed along the western boundary to the south to 
Boundary Creek. Information available to Council indicates that part of the local flooding regime will be directed 
to Farrell’s Creek to the North along the drainage channel in Andrews Road. The flood assessment will need 
to be revised accordingly to consider this aspect. 

o See above, the current development proposes no work to the western boundary hence 
now assessment has been performed in this area as no changes to flood storage volumes 
are to occur. 

 

 The Brown Smart Consulting Report has discussed the need to upgrade culverts beneath the driveway to the 
proposed development to provide flood free access and prevent future flooding of the property. Council agrees with 
this assessment and notes that as this work is in Council’s drainage reserve owners consent and a Section 68 
Local Government Act approval will be required before the commencement of any works. It should also be noted 
that Council holds an outstanding works bond for similar work on the previous owner as a result of the original 
development of the site. 

o Noted, however the current development application does not propose any upgrade to 
these culverts as part of the internal works. A separate construction approval will be 
sort for these works at a future date. 

 

 The building should be flood proofed up to the flood planning level in accordance with Council’s DCP. 
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o The building is existing and currently sits 40mm above the existing flood level of RL 
25.4 under existing approvals. No works is proposed on the buildings structure. 

 

 As the storage bunkers are below the 100 year flood level measures must be proposed to ensure that stored glass 
products or other stored materials are not transported away from the site during the relevant flood events. 

o Walls are proposed around the perimeter of the concrete hardstand/storage bunker 
areas to a level 100mm above the 100 year ARI flood level, as such these areas are 
bounded and the direction of stormwater flow in areas bounded by the walls are 
directed to GPT’s which are capture any glass material before flows exit the site. 

 
NSW Office of Water: 
 
The NSW office of water comments are largely directed towards landscaping issues, however they do 
comments that all surface drainage be directed to GPT’s prior to discharge which our response has been 
previously documented. 
 
 
Should you require any further information on this, please do not hesitate to contact either Brendan Hill 
or myself on 8808 5000. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely  
Brown Consulting (NSW) Pty Ltd 
 

 
 
Robert Peterson 
Manager - Water and Environment 
 



 

Level 2, Burbank Place, Norwest Business Park, Baulkham Hills NSW 2153 Brown Consulting (NSW) Pty Ltd 
PO Box 8300, Baulkham Hills NSW 2153 Australia ABN 30 109 434 513 
Telephone +61 2 8808 5000 Facsimile +61 2 8808 5099 brownconsulting.com.au 
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Our Ref: X11354 EPA Letter_Rev01.docx 
 
 
 
 
 
Brent Winning 
Principal Consultant  
Claron Consulting 
PO Box 115 
Castle Hill, NSW 1765 

17 May 2013 
Attention: Mr Brent Winning  
 
Dear Brent, 
 
RE: 126 Andrews Road Penrith, EPA Clarification 

 
Introduction 
 
I refer you to the letter from EPA dated 25/03/13 from Jacqueline Ingham titled Revised Adequacy 
Assessment – Penrith Glass Beneficiation Project SSd-5267 and also to further conversations with yourself 
regarding EPA’s concern with flood inundation and mobilisation of the recycled glass material in the 
100 year ARI storm event. 
 
The letter from EPA requested clarification with certain elements of the design with respect to drainage 
and water quality. Clarification to the dot points noted in the letter is given below: 
 

 Clarify whether the bunkers will be constructed so that these will not be inundated or 
discharge waste and/or leachate during a 1 in 20 year ARI flood event and during the 1 in 
100 year ARI flood event. 

- The 1 in 20 year ARI flood level was not provided to Brown Consulting from 
Penrith City Council therefore an assessment on inundation cannot be made 
without further information. In the 1 in 100 year ARI flood event the bunkers 
will be inundated however the site is to drain in such a manner that flows are 
directed to G.P.T’s as further explained below. 

 Clarify the drainage of this area is to include; 

 Whether the bunker will be designed to drain to the wetlands. 
- The bunkers are designed to drain to the wetlands but not before draining to the 

proposed G.P.T’s as shown in Figure 1 below. 

X11354%20EPA%20Letter_Rev01.docx
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    Denotes direction of flow 
 

Figure 1: Drainage Concept 
 

 Whether the GPT’s constructed at the two low points will collect runoff from the 
bunkers and will be able to remove entrained glass cullet. 
- The GPT’s proposed are CDS type units or equivalent and will be capable to 

capture any glass cullet carried by runoff before outflowing into the proposed 
wetland. 

 Clarify the design parameters of the constructed wetland, to include polishing of runoff from 
the bunkers. 

- The wetland was sized in MUSIC. The wetland and GPTs were sized in order to 
meet the pollution reduction targets of 85% reduction of Total Suspended Solid, 
45% reduction of Total Phosphorus, and 45% of Total Nitrogen generated from 
the area of new works on site. Modelled rainfall data used in the MUSIC model 
was modified to suit local Penrith conditions and the catchment pollutant 
concentration parameters based on those specified in Draft NSW MUSIC 

Q100 RL 
25.4 

G.P.T. 

G.P.T. Wetland 

Wetland 
Overflow 
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Modelling Guidelines (Sydney Metro CMA, August 2010). The pollutant concentration 
parameters used are given below in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: MUSIC Concentration Parameters 

 

Base Flow Concentration Parameters 

 
Storm Flow Concentration Parameters 

 
 

 
 
All water quality modelling was performed on the basis that the glass cullet material was sufficiently 
cleaned prior to storage in the outdoor bunkers therefore no specific modelling parameters were 
introduced. All surface drainage on proposed concrete hardstand areas and bunker locations are 
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designed to be directed to GPT’s prior to discharge into the proposed wetland for further treatment.  
 
With regards to EPA’s concerns regarding mobilisation of the recycled glass material during the 100 
year ARI storm event and possible pollution of the downstream watercourses with the recycled 
material, it is proposed to contain the material with raised walls around the perimeter of the bunker and 
hardstand areas. The 100 year ARI flood level provided to Brown Consulting by Penrith City Council 
at the site location is RL 25.4, the proposed bunker/hardstand area low point is located at RL 24.94 
which correlates to a worse case inundation of 460mm, it is understood that EPA is concerned with the 
mobilisation of the material and possible spillage over proposed kerbing and wall edges and therefore 
bypassing gross pollutant traps. It is proposed to extend the perimeter walls and kerbing of the bunker 
and hardstand areas to RL 25.5, 100mm above the 100 year ARI. This will contain any mobilisation of 
the recycled materials within the hardstand/bunker areas and enforce the original drainage concept as 
explained previously. Flood waters will still be capable of extending into the hardstand/bunker areas 
through backwater effects via the proposed gross pollutant traps, all receding flooding will drain back 
out through the gross pollutant traps. The wall extents can be viewed in the Sketch Plan presented in 
Attachment A. 
 
If any further clarification is require in response to EPA comments then please contact Brendan Hill on 
8808 500. 
  
 
Yours sincerely  
Brown Consulting (NSW) Pty Ltd 
 

 
 
Brendan Hill 
Engineer - Water and Environment 
 
Encl. 
Attachment A – X11354.W_WE_EPA_SK001 
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Attachment 8: Ecological Statement, Biodesign & Associates (May 2012)    

 



  

 

 
 

 

Brent Winning 
Project Manager  
Claron Consulting  
PO Box 115 
Castle Hill NSW 1765 
 
11 May, 2012 
 
Dear Brent, 

Subject: Landscape impacts of proposed pavement extensions at 126 Andrews Road 
Penrith 

A visual survey of the portion of the site where works are proposed identified that is has been 
previously cleared of almost all indigenous vegetation with the exception of a single, large 
Eucalyptus tereticornis specimen. The southern portion of the site where no works are 
proposed contains some small trees and shrubs that were not surveyed due to their distance 
from the works but it was noted that they included Melaleuca spp. likely indigenous to the 
area. The whole landscape surrounding the existing development consists mainly of Kikuyu 
grass that is heavily weed infested with tree plantings along the boundaries. The trees are a 
mixture of locally indigenous species and species that are indigenous to Sydney. They 
include a mature Eucalyptus tereticornis specimen that appears to be regrowth. 

Due to the highly disturbed site conditions and the lack of vegetation layers, a flora survey 
was not carried out. The proposed works include a landscape plan that will: 

1. Control weeds 

2. Establish locally indigenous plant species on the site 

3. Create layers of vegetation that are consistent with the natural ecological 
communities in the immediate vicinity of the site (including the wetland area) 

4. Retain the large logs of felled trees for habitat 

5. Work with the drainage on the site to ensure wetland flows are maintained. 

The landscape plan was prepared in close consultation with the hydrological engineer. On the 
basis that the proposed Flood Storage measures developed by Brown Smart Consulting and 
detailed in their report of 26 April 2012 will not adversely impact on wetland flows, it can be 
expected that the ecological values of this site will be greatly enhanced and improved under 
the proposed landscape and that adverse impacts on the local catchment associated with 
weeds will be reduced. Over time it can be expected that the habitat values of the site for 
local fauna species will improve significantly. 

   

Yours sincerely, 

 

Sue Hobley 

BSc (Environmental Horticulture), Grad. Dip. Sc. 



 

 

Attachment 9: Revised A4 Landscape Plan (Sheet 1/3), BioDesign & Associates    

 





 

 

Attachment 10: Flow Plan (Brown Smart Consulting)    

 
 




