PLANT EQUIPMENT - ENGINEERED & SELECT FILLS - CONTRACT QUARRYING

Epic MininP Pty Limited
~ Luddenham Clay/Shale Quarry
Modification 4 of Development Consent DA315-7-2003
Response to Submissions — January 2017

1 INTRODUCTION

This Response to Submissions Report (RTS) has been prepared by National Integrated
Creative Solutions on behalf of Epic Mining Pty Limited (the applicant).

It is noted that whilst some aspects of the submissions warrant a response which is included
in this document, other aspects have been considered to be either misunderstanding or out of
context comments that do not require a formal response. In addition to the above, some
aspects should be dealt with outside the Development Consent modification process where
other processes are considered to be more appropriate to resolve these aspects. We believe
that the Department of Planning and Environment (Department) should take into consideration
our submission and the fact that this modification is a very simple modification of already
approved activities and does not warrant the so many comprehensive assessments requested
by certain Departments especially when comprehensive assessments were previously
undertaken for these previously approved activities.

1.1 BACKGROUND

On 23 May 2004, the NSW Department of Infrastructure and Planning (now Department of
Planning and Environment) granted a Development Consent for a Major Project No 513-7-
2003 (Consent) for a clay and shale quarry at 275 Adams Road, Luddenham in the State of

New South Wales.

The Consent was modified three times in accordance with the provisions included in the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act).

1.2 APPROVED DEVELOPMENT

The original development consent for works at the subject site was issued on 23 May 2004 to
undertake the following activities:

“The development and operation of a clay/shale quarry on Lot 3, DP 623 799 and the
construction and use of an access road and service facilities on Lot 1, DP 838 361.”

Subsequent Modifications included stockpiling activities and small scale composting activities.



1.3 SiTe DETAILS

The approved site is legally identified as Lot 3 in DP 623799 and part of Lot 1 in DP 838361,
and its street address is No 275 Adams Road, Luddenham. The subject site is battle-axe in
shape and benefits from approved truck access off Elizabeth Drive via a Right Of Way
(ROW) over the adjoining Commonwealth Government land.

Given the authorised access from Elizabeth Drive, the subject site is known by clients and
Government Authorities as No 2420 Elizabeth Drive, Badgerys Creek NSW 2555.

A summary of site details are provided in Table 1-1.

Table 1-1 - Summary of Site Details

Location

Lot 1 DP 838361 and Lot 3 DP 623799, 275 Adams Road, Luddenham

Total Area

Approximately 71 hectares

Topographic Maps

1:25000-scale Penrith 9030-3N & Warragamba 9030-3S

Grid Reference
(GDA94 - MGA
Zone 56)

289000E 6249400N (Penrith topographic map) (approximate)

Local Government
Area

Liverpool City Council

Existing Land Use

The environment of the site and surrounding properties is modified
rural, consisting of grazing, poultry farms, crops in hot house
environments and some dwellings (Douglas Nicolaisen & associates
2003)

Current Zoning

RU1 — Primary Production

Approved
Development

Clay/Shale Quarry

The site is also known to use its access from Elizabeth Drive as its physical address to
facilitate finding the site by clients.

1.4 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATIONS

The proposed modifications as part of this Consent Modification No 4 are listed below.
¢ to relocate the approved stockpiling of clay and shale in combination with the approved
work at the adjacent land known as 285 Adams Road, Luddenham which is also
known as 2470 Elizabeth Drive, Luddenham (Lot 281 in DP 571171),
e to relocate the approved composting activities to the northern portion of the applicant’s

approved site,

e to review the locations of all environmental monitoring and discharge points due to the
construction and future operation of the proposed Western Sydney Airport on the
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1.5

Commonwealth land located east and south of the applicant’s site where most
monitoring and discharge points are currently located,

to review current monitoring and reporting requirements in accordance with previous
consultation with both the Department and the NSW Environment Protection Authority
(EPA),

modify the parameters of Air Quality Assessment to reflect current NSW parameters
due to changes in the Air Assessment parameters,

to modify relevant Consent Conditions associated with the Luddenham Quarry
Community Consultative Committee to reflect the alternative method approved by the
Department, and

to review the current noise criteria specified in the Consent due to the many ongoing
changes in the local environment surrounding the applicant’'s site including the
construction and operation of Western Sydney Airport, the increase of industrial
activities in the adjacent suburbs and the significant increase in traffic on Elizabeth
Drive.

PROPOSED SITE

The proposed stockpiling site is located at 285 Adams Road which as mentioned before is
also known to be 2470 Elizabeth Drive in the suburb of Luddenham and the Local
Government area of Liverpool City Council in the State of New South Wales. Full details of the
proposed stockpiling site location are provided in Table 1-2.

Table 1-2 - Summary of Proposed New Site Details

Location 285 Adams Road or 2470 Elizabeth Drive, Luddenham - Lot 281 DP
571171

Total Area Approximately 11 hectares or 110,000 m?

Grid Reference | Middle of site = Easting: 288979 Northing: 6249826 Elevation: 65

(GDA94 — MGA56)

Local Government
Area

Liverpool City Council

Existing Land Use

The environment of the site and surrounding properties is modified
rural, consisting of grazing, poultry farms, crops in hot house
environments and some dwellings

Current Zoning

RU1 — Primary Production

Proposed
Development

Relocation of stockpiling activities




1.6 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT EXHIBITION

The Department of Planning and Environment (Department) placed the proposal on public
exhibition from 15 September until 14 October 2016. The Department encourages the
community to participate in the public consultation and exhibition process.

1.7 IMPACT OF PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS

The proposed modifications will have positive rather than negative impacts on human health
and the environment due to the fact that there are no changes to the existing approved
activities and no expansion of activities. On the contrary, there will be reduction in stockpiling
activities and there will be more comprehensive mitigation measures installed at the proposed
sites to assist in minimising the potential of impacts from noise, air and water perspective.

The proposed modifications will provide certainty for Epic Mining Pty Limited (the applicant) as
to the continuation of the quarrying activities within the approved site since there is a pressure
with potential uncertainties due to the construction and operation of Western Sydney Airport in
the adjacent land.

1.8 SUBMISSIONS

As a result of the exhibition of the modification application and the notification undertaken by
the Department, a total of nine (9) submissions were received from Government agencies
whilst no public submissions were received. The list of Government agencies which provided
a submission in addition to the Department is included below. It should be noted that there
were no objections to the proposed modification application by any stakeholder.

Department of Infrastructure and Regional Development
NSW Department of Planning and Environment

NSW Department of Industry

NSW Environment Protection Authority

NSW Department of Primary Industries

Heritage Council of NSW

Liverpool City Council

NSW Office of Environment and Heritage

NSW Transport — Roads & Maritime Services

10 Water NSW

O© 0O ~NO O WNPE

Copies of all submissions received by the Department, including its own are included in
Attachment A of this document.

1.9 STRUCTURE OF RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS

The response to submissions is outlined below in a very clear manner to ensure that every
issue raised by every Government agency is addressed.



2 SUBMISSIONS & RESPONSES

As previously stated, in addition to the Department’s submission, nine (9) other submissions
were received from other Government Departments and none received from the public. This
Section provides Epic’s Response to these submissions.

It should be noted that the Department requested that Epic arranges meetings with the
Department of Primary Industries — Water, the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) and
Liverpool City Council (LCC) to discuss further their submissions in an attempt to resolve most
of their comments on the Environmental Assessment Report.

We have managed to meet with LCC in a reasonable time (10 November 2016) but not so
with the EPA (17 November 2016) or with DPI-Water (did not meet) for a variety of reasons. It
was agreed that Epic will provide responses to DPI-Water’s submissions in the formal process
and as part of the Response to submissions.

2.1 Department of Infrastructure and Regional Development

Submission
The Department of Infrastructure and Regional Development (the Department) provides the
following comments in relation to DA 315-7-2003 Mod 4 by Epic Mining Pty Limited.

The Western Sydney Airport development is an important one for the Western Sydney region
both in terms of economic benefits in investment through business growth and the creation of
jobs for the people of Western Sydney.

The Western Sydney Airport Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has now been finalised.
The assessment outlines a number of mitigation and management measures to protect the
environmental value of the airport site and surrounding Western Sydney region. There is,
however, no specific reference to quarry mine activity or stockpiling of shale.

Epic Mining is a former tenant on the Western Sydney Airport site. As the shale quarry is
located on the boundary of the airport site and access to the quarry is required from the airport
site, the Department has provided Epic Mining with a short term access licence arrangement
until such time as other suitable access arrangements can be made by Epic Mining.

The Department supports this modified development application and accompanying
Environmental Assessment as it will assist Epic Mining in putting in place access
arrangements to the quarry from quarry-owned land and the removal of existing clay and
shale stockpiles from the airport site.

The request for consideration of an appropriate transitional period for movement of the shale
in the submission is noted. The Australian Government is committed to providing a tenant-free
site and, where feasible, obstacle-free for the proposed Western Sydney Airport site.
Therefore, removal of the shale from airport land in a timely manner is important in relation to
moving forward with the airport development.



Response

Noted. We confirm that there is a new lease between the Commonwealth and Epic for the use
of the access road, administration facilities and utilities only. The lease is ongoing but
conditional on the commencement of construction of Western Sydney Airport.

The Commonwealth has requested that stockpiling activities must cease on Commonwealth
land and transferred to other land such as the proposed site at 285 Adams Road.

2.2 NSW Department of Planning and Environment

Submission

1. Water

In addition to the Department of Primary Industries and Liverpool City Council’'s comments on

water, the Department requests further information or clarification with respect to the following

water-related matters:
a. Section 6.2 of the EA describes Epic Mining’s ‘Nil Water Discharge Policy’. The
Department understands that this internal policy should be considered as a target or
initiative as water discharges may be required during adverse weather conditions.
Appendix H of the EA further states that excess water would be treated and released
into the existing watercourse if the storage ponds reach full capacity. Considering that
water discharges may be required, please provide additional information on the
licensed water discharge point.

b. With regards to the proposed surface water management system, please provide:

e a revised schematic flowchart (Figure 6-4) to reflect the potential water
discharges into Oaky Creek and provide a revised map (Figure 6-6) showing
the licensed discharge point;

e additional information regarding the “pump out” of surface water from the
composting area (as shown in Figure 6-4); and

e additional information on the proposed management of clean vs non-clean
surface water on site.

Response

In relation to the “licensed water discharge point” as mentioned above, Epic cannot provide
such description since any discharge point is not licensed until it is included on the Epic’s EPL
by the EPA. We confirm that Epic’s target is to prevent any non-clean water from being
discharged into Oaky Creek. This will be easily achieved if waters are being used on site and
being pumped between sediment ponds and sump pit. As stated in the EA report, the capacity
of the Sump pit itself can hold more than 30 times the annual runoff from the whole approved
and proposed sites. Notwithstanding the above the discharge point from the stockpiling area
will be the pond’s spillway, if water is required to be discharged. For all the ponds 1, 2 and 3,
discharge points will be flexible hose from the pond itself to the creek, if it is ever required.

In relation to existing “licensed water discharge point”, there is one which is downstream of the
quarry site as shown in Section 18 of the EA report (Figure 18-1 and Figure 18-2). There is
also a water monitoring (not discharge) point located upstream of the quarry site as shown in
Section 18 of the EA report (Figure 18-1 and Figure 18-2). Appendix G of the EA includes
larger maps showing both existing discharge and monitoring points.



For the composting area, the proposed sediment pond would not collect water sufficient for
watering that area due to the nature of the dry mulch received on site and the requirement for
that mulch to be kept at a high moisture contents. In addition, the water will evaporate at a
very high rate based on the last data obtained from the closest weather monitoring station at
Badgerys Creek.

Figures 6-4 and 6-6 of the EA have been amended to reflect the possibility of water being
discharged to Oaky Creek from sediment ponds. Refer to new figures in Attachment B of this
document.

Due to the fact that we need to ensure that we have covered all possible scenarios including
both extreme scenarios for the composting area; one extreme scenario is when the sediment
pond/leachate collection pond is approaching 80-85% capacity and we can no longer use the
water on that area due to soil saturation as a result of very heavy rainfalls, we will have to
arrange for that water to be collected by a licensed liquid waste transporter so the liquid can
be transported to a lawfully licensed liquid waste facility for treatment.

Basically, all active working areas for stockpiling and composting activities are considered to
have non-clean water even if the contaminant is only sediment. These areas are defined in
the site layout by their footprints. All other areas outside these footprints are considered clean
surface water areas since they will have only clean rainwater runoff. All clean water and non-
clean water areas are separated by earth mounds, diversion drains or natural topography to
ensure that non-clean water is diverted to existing and proposed water collection/treatment
systems whilst clean water is diverted away from the no-clean water areas. Refer to the
drawings in the EA as well as Attachment B of this document.

Refer to Attachment B of this document for new figures, maps, plans, etc.... as requested
above.

2. Biodiversity

The Department requests additional information or clarification with respect to the following

biodiversity-related matters:
a. With reference to the proposed mitigation and management measures in Section
7.3.3 of the EA, please provide additional information on how the vegetated riparian
zone would not be adversely impacted.
b. The Lesryk Flora & Fauna Report in Appendix | mentions that there will be a buffer
of tree plantings along the northern and western boundaries of the site to minimise
visual and noise impacts. This statement conflicts with the recommendations in
Section 7.2.4 of the EA. Please clarify whether this tree planting is or is not proposed.

Response

In relation to the vegetated riparian zone, as part of visual, water management, air pollution
minimisation and noise management, a landscaped earth mound of 5-5.5m high with 13-14 m
wide base and 3 m wide top ridge will be constructed along the eastern side (Oaky Creek
side), northern side (Elizabeth Drive side) and western side (Adams Road side). On the
eastern side and due to the presence of trees and the requirements of buffer zone for the
vegetated riparian zone, the earth mound will be constructed at between 20-40 m away from
Oaky Creek. This very strong and high earth mound will also serve a 5" purpose which is to
prevent any employees with or without vehicles from being able to get closer to the vegetated
riparian zone. As a 6™ purpose, this earth mound will serve as a safety barrier just in case any
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problems occur with vehicles used within that area. An additional fence will be installed
between the riparian zone and the eastern earth mound to assist further in preventing access
to the riparian zone.

In relation to the landscaping, we have stated in several Sections of the EA that a narrow strip
(approximately 2 m wide) along the northern and western boundary of the site will be planted
with trees and shrubs as an initiative of Epic in its attempt to soften the visual streetscape
view. This landscaped strip will also mimic the existing streetscape in the neighbouring
properties.

3. Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

Section 8 of the EA notes that there is an identified area of Aboriginal cultural significance
within the riparian zone of the existing approved site. This site is fenced and protected as part
of an Aboriginal cultural heritage exclusion area. As the riparian zone continues north, along
Oaky Creek, into Lot 281 DP 571171, the Department considers that, in absence of a due
diligence archaeological assessment, there is potential for unidentified artefacts to occur
within this zone. Whilst the proposed stockpile area has been positioned on cleared land >20
metres away from the vegetated riparian zone, the Department requests that additional
avoidance measures be considered.

Response

Based on the above information, we do not consider it necessary to build other structures on
that side of the site since a landscaped earth mound of 5-5.5 m high with 13-14 m wide base
and 3 m wide top ridge will be constructed along that side (Oaky Creek side) and no
unauthorised access to that area would be required by employees or contractors.
Furthermore, the whole site is fenced off and has an employee who resides on site
permanently and is on duty 24/7. This means that unauthorised access to any area of the site
is near impossible which is much better than what it has been the case for over 60 years.
However, we are willing to install a fence between the riparian zone and the eastern earth
mound to assist further in preventing access to the riparian zone, if it is considered necessary,
reasonable and justified.

4. Noise

The Department shares a number of concerns raised by the Environment Protection Authority
(EPA) regarding the noise impact assessment in Section 9 of the EA. The Department
requests further information or clarification with respect to the following noise-related matters:

a. The EPA’s submission notes that the noise impact assessment did not meet
appropriate guidelines and standards and insufficiently assessed potential noise
impacts. The Department agrees with the EPA’s comments and considers that the
methodology used and the assumptions made are unclear and insufficient.

The Department notes that it previously advised Epic Mining that a simplified noise
assessment would be appropriate considering the minimal impacts and associated
risk. This advice remains; however the Department wishes to clarify that any noise
modelling, if undertaken, must generally follow industry guidelines and standards, such
as the NSW Industrial Noise Policy (INP). Any alternate methodologies used must be
thoroughly justified.



b. Epic Mining has requested that the noise criteria in the consent be reviewed to
reflect the likely increased background noise limits from changes to surrounding land
uses and the proposed construction and operation of the adjacent Western Sydney
Airport.

The Department appreciates that background noise levels may have increased,
however it is not in a position to consider the proposed project specific noise levels
(PSNLs) in Table H2 of Appendix H of the EA unless the levels are supported by
adequate noise modelling. Please provide additional information to support the
proposed noise criteria.

c. Please provide further justification for not considering Hubertus Country Club as a
sensitive receiver in the noise impact assessment.

Response

In relation to noise assessment and following the meeting with the EPA, the EPA has not
rejected the methodology used and is willing to accept any justified methodology. The EPA’s
view was simply that they could not replicate the calculations presented despite the fact that
the formulas used in the assessment are the same formulas used in all noise computer
models (Environmental Noise Model, SoundPlan, etc.) and within the EPA’s guidelines such
as the “NSW Industrial Noise Policy — January 2000”, “NSW Road Noise Policy — March 2011”
and the “Interim Construction Noise Guideline — July 2009”. Refer to our response to the
EPA’s noise comments. We have included detailed information to simply justify that most
noise computer models do not take into consideration the double noise diffraction factors
(thick continuous noise barriers (earth mounds)) that have been proven on an international
scale to give an additional noise reduction of 4-5 dB.

The 2015 meteorological weather data were also obtained and compared with the 2013 data.
There was no great difference in the prevailing weather conditions to warrant any major
changes. More scenarios have been included in Attachment D of this document to
demonstrate compliance with the existing noise criterion.

In relation to the project specific noise levels (PSNL), the data submitted is sufficient to
determine the PSNL in accordance with the NSW INP 2000. Computer modelling is not and
has never been required to determine PSNL.

Hubertus Country Club was no longer considered to be a sensitive receiver following advice
from the EPA several years ago. The EPA officers reviewed noise and air monitoring data for
approximately 10 rounds and determined that the data collected from the dust gauge does not
reflect the quarrying activities but rather the club’s activities since it was situated in its car
park. Similarly, the noise results were mostly reflective of the club’s activities including cars
and patrons. At that time, it was determined to place an additional dust deposition gauge near
a resident within the now proposed stockpiling site. Epic complied with that request.
Furthermore, during the last modification, Epic and the Department agreed that the Hubertus
Country Club was no longer considered to be a sensitive receiver as far as the Luddenham
quarry is concerned since its activities may have greater impact on the environment than the
quarry’s activities. This was the main reason for the removal of this receiver from the
Development Consent conditions as part of Modification No 3.



5. Visual Amenity

The EA includes a visual impact assessment in Section 15 and a Visual Analysis in Appendix
J. The photo montages show the current landscape; however they do not show the predicted
visual impacts of proposed activities. Please provide additional photo montages that
demonstrate how the proposed landscape earth berms would reduce the visual impacts of the
stockpile and composting areas.

Response

A new photo montage which includes an illustration of the proposed landscaping and
landscaped earth mounds is presented in Attachment C of this document. The methodology
used to draw the earth mounds on the photos used for the visual assessment is outlined
below.

Some physical features (i.e. tree, power pole, dwelling, sign) seen in each photo were
manually measured on site to obtain the number of pixels that represent that physical feature
dimensions in that specific photo. The earth mound specific for that photo is then drawn based
on the pixels calculated from the ratio of pixels to the existing features and the existing feature
to the earth mound. Example is that if the tree is 11 m high and in that particular photo
represented 220 pixels, the 5 m earth mound will be equivalent to 100 pixels. We considered
that this method will provide the most accurate representation of the proposed earth mounds
with a very good accuracy

6. Agency submissions
The Department requests the RTS consider and respond to all agency submissions received,
including advice presented and recommendations made therein.

Response

The applicant has considered all submissions and provided responses to all submissions. The
responses are included in this document. All amended and additional maps, drawings, site
layouts, etc.... are included in Attachment B of this document.

2.3 NSW DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRY

Submission

| refer to your email of 14 September 2016 requesting comments from the Division of
Resources & Energy (the Division) relating to an application for modification to the
Luddenham Clay/shale Quarry (the Project) from Epic Mining Pty Limited (the Proponent).

As clay/shale is a prescribed mineral under the Mining Act 1992, the proponent is required to
hold appropriate mining titles from the Division in order to mine this mineral. The Proponent
has lodged Mining Lease (Mineral Owner) Application No.3 (pending approval) with the
Division for the proposed mining activities.

The Division has reviewed the document Environmental Assessment Report Luddenham Clay
& Shale Quarry Epic Mining Pty Limited 275 Adams Road Luddenham NSW dated August
2016 and understands the proponent proposes to modify its existing consent DA No 315-7-
2003 to relocate a clay and shale stockpile to an adjacent site.
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As the proposed stockpiling area is not within the boundaries of the Proponent’s proposed
mining lease and is outside the area of the original resource and given the temporary nature
of both the proposed stockpiling and composting activities, the Division has assessed minimal
of potential resource sterilisation.

It is recommended that a final land use plan be provided to the Division prior to this
Modification being determined or, alternatively that a condition of approval be “that a final land
use plan that addresses the site (Lot 281 DP 571171 - Northern Stockpile Area) be submitted
and approved to the satisfaction of the Division’.

The Division does not object to the approval of the Project provided the above
recommendations are taken into account and implemented.

Response
The proposed stockpiling site is located within the land use zone RU1 — Primary Production
under Liverpool Local Environmental Plan 2008.

Any proposed land uses must be consistent with the objectives of that zone within Liverpool
City Council area. Furthermore, due to the fact that the proposed stockpiling site is located at
the boundary of Western Sydney Airport footprint, the final land use may need approval from
the Commonwealth to ensure compatibility with the Airport activities. The applicant and/or the
landlord may not have much say in relation to the preferred final land use.

2.4 NSW ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY

Following several communications with the EPA’s representative to arrange a meeting in
accordance with the Department’s instructions, a meeting was held on 17 November 2016.
During the meeting, the EPA’s representatives raised other aspects and sought clarifications
on other matters that were not included in the EPA’s official submission as part of the statutory
public notification and exhibition process. The applicant will attempt to address some of these
matters as part of this process and others outside this process as we believe some matters
should be dealt with under the provisions of the POEO Act 1997 not the EP&A Act 1979.
Furthermore, due to the numerous changes within the EPA’s Section responsible for
administering the quarry activities, several aspects have previously been dealt with and
addressed on more than one occasion. We consider it unreasonable that the applicant should
not have to address these matters several times in a period of less than three (3) years due to
reasons that are beyond the applicant’'s control. These matters should be left outside this
modification application process.

Submission

The EPA has reviewed the documentation entitled “Environment Assessment Report —
Luddenham Clay and Shale Quarry” prepared by National Integrated Creative Solutions dated
25 August 2016.

The comments provided detail where analysis is limited and where additional information is
requested.
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Water Quality

It is suggested that NSW Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) update condition 24
to include an additional section “Leachate Storage System Management” within the Site Water
Management Plan.

Response
Agreed. The leachate management is already included in the proposed Site Water
Management System.

Submission
Noise Impact

Although noise sources within the boundary are expected to be similar to previous acoustic
studies, the impact assessment did not meet appropriate standards. The proponent must
ensure that all noise monitoring is undertaken in accordance with Australian Standard AS
2659.1-1998: Guide to the use of sound-measuring equipment — Portable sound level metres,
or any revision of that standard which may be made by Standards Australia, and the
compliance monitoring guidance provided within the NSW Industrial Noise Policy.

It is suggested that any potential noise impacts are predicted through the use of computer
noise modelling. Noise models take into account noise attenuation due to distance,
atmospheric absorption, barriers, effects of intervening ground types and weather conditions.

Response

All noise monitoring undertaken in last 5 years of operations has always and continues to be
undertaken by highly experienced and suitably qualified consultants in accordance with the
NSW EPA Industrial Noise Policy (INP) and all other relevant Australian Standards. These
consultants were approved by the Department as well. This matter has never been questioned
by the EPA despite the fact that we have so far provided the EPA with over 20 quarterly
reports.

Similarly, the noise measurements undertaken as part of this assessment were undertaken in
accordance with the INP and relevant Australian Standards. The meteorological conditions
are correct except the wind speed which was presented in km/h rather than being converted
to m/s as to be consistent with the unit of measurements. In this instance, the wind speed
should have been 3.055 m/s or 11 km/h. Simply this was a typo and would not have any
impact on human health or the environment.

The approach for this assessment was used in the previous modification in accordance with
advice from both the NSW Environment Protection Authority and Department of Planning and
Environment (Department). A full noise impact assessment including comprehensive noise
modelling was undertaken at the time of the introduction of stockpiling and composting
activities. The predicted noise levels did comply with the specified noise criterion at all
approved monitoring locations. Furthermore, noise monitoring was undertaken for more than
20 rounds/quarters and all results demonstrated compliance with the specified noise criterion
at all locations without the need to install any additional noise mitigation measures. The
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Department’s recent advice was to undertake similar approach to demonstrate compliance
with the specified noise criterion at the potentially sensitive residential receivers. We have
added very high, thick and long noise barriers along most of the perimeter of the site and used
the same approach as it is stated in the INP. Section 6.2 (page 36) of the INP states: “For
small or simple projects, the predicted noise level from the source to the receiver may be
calculated manually, taking into account the distance from the source to receiver and any
shielding between the source and receiver.”

We consider this proposal to be a small and simple project on noise grounds for the following
reasons:

» There are only two (2) potentially sensitive receivers who have never expressed any
concerns on Epic’s activities. These receivers are located at 265 Adams Road,
Luddenham and 2111 Elizabeth Drive, Luddenham,

» The levels of noise emenating from both the stockpiling and composting activities are
very well known and confirmed on more than 20 occasions in addition to the initial
computer modelling undertaken when the two (2) activities were introduced,

» The locations of the two (2) potentially sensitive receivers as shown in the noise
assessment of the EA, in relation to the proposed locations of both the stockpiling and
composting activities do provide additional advantage in noise mitigation due to
existing topography and structures,

» The activities have been complying with the noise criterion for more than 5 years at all
specified environmental monitoring locations with similar topography and distances
without the need for noise barriers higher than 2 m,

» There will be decrease rather than increase in stockpiling activities which should
reduce the overall noise levels by a small value (1-2 dBA).

We have also used the same formulas currently used in the Acoustics industry including
computer models and are also used in the EPA’s “Interim Construction Noise Guideline — July
2009” (worked example on page 17 and other worked examples) in combination with the most
up-to-date attenuation models for noise barriers. We have used also the most reliable and
comprehensive noise barrier formulas (and drawings) currently available in the literature to
ensure that the results are as accurate as possible. We believe that by easily complying with
the specified noise criterion, no further assessment is required since both the stockpiling and
composting activities have been subjected to comprehensive computer modelling and
numerous rounds of monitoring at different locations and the fact that the same activities will
be undertaken without any change.

Based on our extensive experience with similar assessments and noise computer modelling
using the Environmental Noise Model and SoundPlan, the insertion loss for an unbroken earth
mound could provide up to 25 dB(A) of noise attenuation depending of several factors
including the locations of noise source and receivers, dimensions and materials of the earth
mounds as well as meteorological conditions. We have undertaken several scenarios by
modifying all parameters to demonstrate that the proposed noise mitigation measures will
provide sufficient attenuation for the activities to proceed with full compliance with the
specified criterion at any residential received. Refer to Attachment D of this document for
more details of the additional works undertaken considering that the double diffraction
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mentioned below was not factored in the results due to the limitations of the formulas used.
We have managed to obtain a copy of the meteorological data for the 2015 and believe that
there will be no noticeable changes to the predicted levels based on the prevailing wind of
either 2013 or 2015.

Following the review of all presented scenarios, it is clearly evident that by changing the
temperature between 0-40 °C and the relative humidity between 20-100%, the highest change
in calculated noise levels is a reduction of 0.6 dB(A) which is considered to be positive rather
than negative change.

By changing the ground from hard (factor of 0) to soft (factor of 1), the change in calculated
noise levels is a reduction of only 0.7 dB(A) which is considered to be positive rather than
negative change since most of the areas between the noise source and receivers are soft
rather than hard except the roadway.

Furthermore, when reconsidering the dimensions of the earth mounds, the northern residence
will be at least 113 m to the closest noise source (stockpiling); 92 + 2 + 13 + 5 considering the
noise source is located 5 m from the earth mound.

When reconsidering the dimensions of the earth mounds, the western residence will be at
least 169 m to the closest noise source (composting); 153 + 11 + 5 considering the noise
source is located 5 m from the earth mound.

Notwithstanding the above and to provide even more confidence to all stakeholders, the
applicant has decided to increase the dimensions of all earth mounds as follow:
% For the stockpiling area, the western, northern and eastern earth mounds will be at
least 5-5.5 m high, at least 13-14 m wide base and 3 m wide top ridge. The southern
earth mound will be at least 4 m high, 11m wide base and 3 m wide top ridge.

X3

%

For the composting area, there is already a landscaped earth mound (approved noise
barrier) at the southern side of that area. This earth mound is 5 — 5.5 m high with 13-
15 m wide base and 3 m wide top ridge. The northern and western sides will have an
earth mound with at least 4 m high, 11m wide base and 3 m wide top ridge. The
eastern side will be facing the Western Sydney Airport site but it will still have an earth
mound of at least 2 m high, 5-6 m wide base and 1-2 m wide top ridge.

% This earth mound design will assist greatly in the double diffraction of sound which will
help attenuating the noise even further by at least another 4-5 dB (Hans van Leeuwen
and Renez Nota — 19" International Congress on Acoustic — at Madrid 2-7 September
2007) and (4.7 dB reduction from the experimental data of Maekawa). The height of
the earth mounds will vary depending of the uneven grounds at the specific locations.
However, the height will never be less than the minimum height provided above but
rather more. Refer to Attachment B of this document for illustrations and schematic
diagrams of the proposed earth mounds. For all scenarios, we have considered a very
conservative sound power level Lw of 108 dB as the total noise generated by the
stockpiling activities and 104 dB for the composting activities (only a medium size truck
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and a small Front End Loader (or a small excavator) would be required), These values
are much higher than the values previously obtained from calculations by NICS and
modelling by the EPA.

When considering all above, we are confident that the proposed stockpiling and composting
activities will easily comply with the specified criterion with a margin of at least 3-5 dB. This
could be demonstrated during the regular noise monitoring required in the Consent and EPL.

Furthermore, the Department requested that the activities must comply with the specified
noise criterion (Laeq,1sminutes = 41 dB(A)) until a new different noise criterion is agreed to.

As you are aware, all noise-related computer models use the same mathematical formulas
used in the approach presented here, and due to the short distances to the potentially
sensitive receivers, which are only two (2) (very small number compared with other sites), it
can be easily demonstrated compliance with the criterion.

Due to the fact that the quarry operates only during the day time period as defined in the INP,
only day time assessment was required.

Submission
Composting

It is suggested that DPE include the following condition:

the applicant shall prepare and implement a Composting Risk Management Protocol in
consultation with the NSW EPA that meets the requirements outlined within Guidance on the
Resource Recovery Order and Exemption for Mulch (NSW EPA, 2016); Environmental
Guidelines: Composting and Related Organics Processing Facilities (DEC, 2003) AS 4454-
2003 Composts, soil conditioners and mulches alongside relevant legislation and guidelines.

To assist in the assessment of this application, the proponent must provide further detail on
the composition of the compost in order for the EPA to adequately assess and characterise
any potential odour. The proponent must nominate which of the current Resource Recovery
Orders and Exemptions are applicable under clauses 91 and 92 of the Protection of the
Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014.

The proponent must conduct a screening level odour assessment which identifies all
potentially affected zones and details:
o all phases of processing (i.e.: pre-treatment, decomposition, aeration and maturation),
o all associated impacts during receipt, stockpiling and storage.

The proponent must ensure that the receipt and movement of raw organics and organic
products is documented. At a minimum, the quantity of each category of organics received at

the premises must be recorded together with its source.

Response
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This matter has been the subject of numerous discussions and communications with the EPA
and the Department. Some of the facts are outlined below.

The EPA approved these activities in 2011 provided that the quantity of dry mulch processing
does not exceed 5,000 tonnes per year.

The Department approved officially this activity as part of the previous modification No 3. The
EPA was consulted at that time as part of the formal notification/advertising process. The EPA
did not express any concerns during that process.

Despite our request to the EPA to include the activity in the EPL, there was always a reason
why not.

Despite the formal approval by the Department, in 2015 the EPA requested additional
information and further assessments which Epic undertook and supplied the EPA with
relevant reports. Furthermore, we understand that upon our request (and the EPA’s request
as well) the Department has sent the EPA a correspondence advising the EPA that this
activity is approved as long as the composting activity does not exceed 5,000 tonnes per year.

Despite obtaining relevant approvals as instructed by the EPA and undertaken all relevant
assessments as requested by the EPA, Epic was forced to suspend the receiving of dry mulch
on site in approximately August 2015.

The EPA should have consulted the Department as Epic advised the EPA verbally and in
writing on several occasions. The EPA could also have reviewed the Department’s
Assessment Report associated with Modification No 3. This report included all the approved
moadifications including the composting activities.

No odours have ever been generated from the materials since the materials are simply dry
mulch and no putrescible waste or wastes from unknown sources are received on site. In
addition, no odour related complaints have ever been received from any stakeholder for any
Epic related activities including composting. Simply, the site is not open to the public for any
aspect of its activities. The dry mulch/garden organics were received from Soilco which is a
reputable company that has been in the composting business for many years. Soailco is also
lawfully licensed by the EPA to produce a variety of approved products. We understand that
most of Soilco’s products are covered by Resource Recovery Orders and have been tested in
accordance with these orders prior to being sent to clients such as Epic. The materials are not
mixed or blended with any materials except when they are ready to be used on site and for
workability purposes, some of the existing site soil may be added depending of many
parameters such as location of use and weather conditions.

Notwithstanding the above, we have confirmed several times before that the materials
received on site have already been subjected to all necessary treatments in accordance with
the EPA’s guidelines and tested in accordance with the EPA’s policies. These materials are
received from an EPA lawfully licensed facility that complies with all EPA’s licensing and
environmental requirements. So far, these materials have not had any contaminants above
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the EPA’s criteria and they are not expected to contain any such contaminants in future since
we will continue to import these materials from the same generator/processor. These
materials have been classified and are compliant with the Garden Organics Resource
Recovery Order now but previously they were classified in accordance with the Dry Mulch
Resource Recovery Exemption.

Most of the materials are used as they are received on site without any further processing is
undertaken other than placing the materials in a systemic approach to ensure that the
materials received first are used first. The best approach was considered to be the use of
windrows which provide a clear and definite delineation between stockpiles.

Since all materials received on site comply with the EPA’s policies and guidelines, no rejected
materials will be generated.

The requirement for compliance with recently published guidelines is unreasonable since the
activities were approved before publishing these guidelines. This should not be part of this
modification but rather it should be dealt with under the POEO Act.

In addition, we undertook a comprehensive assessment of the relevant aspects and submitted
the report as part of a Pollution Study (a copy of the report can be provided upon request).
The EPA did not express any concerns about this assessment or the report in addition to the
fact we are yet to receive a formal response from the EPA on that matter. We do not believe
that new assessments are required for already approved activities that were approved by and
in consultation with the EPA on more than one occasion.

Furthermore, these activities have been the subject of many inspections by authorised and
highly experienced officer of the EPA as well as very highly qualified and experienced
environmental consultants. All inspections confirmed that due to the non-putrescible dry
nature of the mulch which has been received as a near finished product which was processed
elsewhere, there were no odours emitted from the stockpiled dry mulch. A mild earthy odour
can be detected within 1-1.5 m from the stockpiles. This odour is not considered as offensive
odour as defined in the POEO Act and hence no further odour assessment is required for
such a mild odour. The materials are simply screened and stockpiled in a systemic manner to
ensure that the materials are used in a systematic manner starting from the oldest to the
latest.

The EPA’s officers involved in the qualitative odour assessment on site were:
Chris Kelly-compliance, Rod Fox, Steve Durrington, Alex Bowlay, Mark Hanneman.

The environmental Consultants involved in the qualitative odour assessment on site were:
Kieran Horkan and Nicolas Israel.

Further quantitative odour assessments will only be required if the qualitative odour
assessments identify any offensive odour emitted from the activities. None of the residential
receptors is within 1-1.5 m from the composting activities let alone the fact that the
landscaped high and thick earth mounds proposed to be constructed between the composting
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activities and the most potentially sensitive receptors act as wind breaks to prevent any
odours, if any, from reaching these receptors.

Submission

Environment Protection Licence and Appropriate Requlatory Authority role

On review of the activities outlined within the assessment, the premises will require a variation
to the existing Environmental Protection Licence issued under s48 Protection of the
Environment Operations Act (“POEO Act’).

Response
This will be subject to negotiations between Epic and the EPA as to what should be included
in the EPL. This will be dealt with directly with the EPA outside this modification process.

2.5 NSW DEPARTMENT OF PRIMARY INDUSTRIES

Submission

| refer to your email of 14 September 2016 to the Department of Primary Industries (DPI) in
respect to the above matter. Comment has been sought from relevant divisions of DPI.

Views were also sought from NSW Department of Industry - Lands that are now a division of
the broader Department and no longer within NSW DPI.

Any further referrals to DPI can be sent by email to landuse.enquiries@dpi.nsw.gov.au.

DPI has reviewed the application and accompanying environmental assessment and provides
the following recommendations:

Submission
e The proponent should distinguish between any earth dams and sediment ponds that
are collecting surface water runoff from the disturbed areas within the site and any
sediment ponds or dams that are collecting clean water runoff from undisturbed areas.

Response

Figure 6-6 (Page 94) of the EA report shows clearly the footprints of existing and proposed
disturbed areas with surface water runoff flows. It also shows where that water runoff is
drained and collected and that none of the undisturbed areas is connected to this non-clean
surface water management system but rather they are excluded. The same information is
included in Appendix F of the EA report with a larger size map/drawing. All undisturbed areas
will continue to drain naturally as before the proposed development except where they are
likely to enter the disturbed areas. In this case the proposed diversion drains and earth
mounds will prevent the water runoff from entering these areas and direct the clean water
eventually to Oaky Creek or existing clean water dams.

Submission
e The proponent should clarify if any clean water is being collected in dams or sediment
ponds for use as a water supply. If clean water is being collected, the proponent
should consult with DPI Water to ensure appropriate licences are held.
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Response

As previously stated and shown in the drawings and figures, clean water from undisturbed
areas is collected in clean water dams and is not included in the proposed management
system for use in any part of the proposed development. Refer to previous response.

Submission
o Clean water runoff from undisturbed areas should be permitted under the site’s 'nil
water discharge policy’. Clean water runoff should be diverted away from the
development to the downstream catchments unless it is in accordance with an
appropriate water access licence.

Response
Yes, see response to the previous 2 points.

Submission
e The proponent should clarify whether the term “existing earth dams” refers only to
sediment ponds or also to dams. The proponent should provide further details to clarify
if the clean water dams include the existing dams in the north-west corner of Lot 1
DP838361 and east of Sediment Pond 2 on Lot 1 DP838361.

Response

The statement “existing earth dams” should have been “existing and proposed sediment
ponds” to ensure that it is clear that water for use on site as part of dust suppression,
rehabilitation, landscaping purposes, etc... will only be sourced from the sediment ponds
collecting water from the active working areas. This was clearly stated in the Water Section of
the EA as well as shown in the surface water schematic flow chart.

Clean water dams include the dams within Oaky Creek and these two existing earth dams.
They are not included in the existing or proposed surface water management plans. Epic has
not used any water from these dams. Epic will not need to use such a water source unless
there is a very long drought, in which case, appropriate licensing arrangements will be made
with DPI-Water, if required.

Submission
e The proponent should clarify if a water supply is proposed to be sourced from the three
existing small dams which are located on the stockpile site.

Response

No. As stated in the report and shown in Table 6-3 (page 94) of the EA, the water to be used
on site for dust suppression, landscaping and other similar purposes, is not drawn from any of
these three small dams. Furthermore, the two larger of the three dams are outside the
stockpiling footprint and will not be affected by the proposed development.

In addition to the above, the total capacity of sediment ponds and pit sump were included in
Table 6-2 (Page 91) of the EA report, the capacity of these three small dams was not included
in the calculation. The proposed sediment pond No4 was also not included in the calculation
since the water from that pond will only be used within the composting area.
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Submission
e The proponent should provide further detail on the proposed location of the 4.5 m high
earth mounds along Oaky Creek riparian corridor and whether the mounds will disturb
or impact any part of the vegetated riparian corridor.

Response

The proposed eastern earth mound is at least 20-40 m further away from the vegetated
riparian zone. These details are included in several drawings within the EA report as well as
Appendix F of the EA report. Refer also to Figure 6-11 (page 107) of the EA report.

Submission
e Any approval for the project should consider a condition of consent requiring that at the
close of operations land is rehabilitated to a level that provides future agricultural
investment opportunities.

Response

Based on previous discussions with Liverpool City Council’s planners, the site is currently
located within RU1 — Primary Production and any development within the site must be
consistent with the objectives of that land zone. Following the completion of the development
and rehabilitation of the land, future developments of the land will need to be approved by the
Consent Authority for that proposed development at that time. The future development will
need to be permitted under the Consent Authority’s requirements but generally consistent with
Liverpool LEP- permitted use of that land use zone. Since the Western Sydney Airport will be
adjacent to this land, the final decision on the future use of the land may depend greatly on
decisions made by the Commonwealth rather than any other party including the landlord.

We understand that Liverpool City Council is considering rezoning certain areas within its
jurisdiction including this area. Hence any decisions on the future use of the land may depend
on the new land use zoning.

2.6 HERITAGE COUNCIL OF NSW

Submission
| refer to your email dated 14 September, 2016 seeking the Heritage Council of NSW input
into the abovementioned modification application.

The development is located in the Liverpool local government area. The proposal includes:
¢ Relocation of stockpiling and composting activities from leased land to quarry-owned
land;
¢ Review of environmental monitoring requirements in light of the revised development
layout and the proposed construction of the Western Sydney Airport; and
e Minor revisions to the community consultation requirements.

It is noted that the Heritage Division did not previously comment on the original Concept Plan
(DA 315-7-2003) for the Luddenham Clay/Shale Quarry. The subject site is not listed on the
State Heritage Register, is not a potential State Heritage Item and is not in the vicinity of any
State Heritage Listed sites. Therefore, consultation with the Heritage Council is not required.
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Response

As stated in the EAR, the site is not listed on the State Heritage Register, is not a potential
State Heritage Item and is not in the vicinity of any State Heritage Listed sites; hence no
further heritage-related assessment is required. Based on the above comments from the
Heritage Council of NSW, no response is required.

2.7 LIVERPOOL CITY COUNCIL

Following several communications with relevant staff at Liverpool City Council, (Council) a
meeting was held between representatives of the applicant and the Council on 10 November
2016. The meeting was extremely productive and resulted in agreement on almost all aspects
raised in Council’s submission. It was also agreed that the final decision to conditionally
approve the modification is with the Department.

Submission

| write in response to your email dated 12 September 2016 in relation to the exhibition of the

proposed modification to the consent for the Luddenham Clay/Shale Quarry described above.

Council has considered the application and accompanying Environmental Assessment (EA)

and supporting documentation and makes comments as follows in relation to the proposed

development:

1. Potential site contamination

Clause 7 of State Environmental Panning Policy (SEPP) 55 — Remediation of Land
stipulates that a consent authority must not consent to the carrying out of any
development on land unless it has considered whether the land is contaminated.
Furthermore, Clause 7(2) of SEPP 55 requires the consent authority to consider a
report specifying the findings of a preliminary investigation of land if the proposed
development involves a change of use on any land specified in subclause 4. This
includes land on which a development for a purpose referred to in Table 1 of the
contaminated land planning guidelines is being, or is known to have been carried out.
The Environmental Assessment Report prepared by National Integrated Creative
Solutions dated 25 August 2016 indicated that the land was previously used for
agricultural purposes including cropping and grazing. Table 1 of the contaminated land
planning guidelines specifies that agricultural/horticultural activities are potentially
contaminating activities. Therefore, the Council recommends that the applicant be
required to engage the services of a suitably qualified and experienced contaminated
land consultant to prepare a Stage 1-Preliminary Site Investigation of the land.
The Preliminary Site investigation should comply with applicable guidelines made or
approved by the NSW EPA under the Contaminated Land Management Act 1997 and
identify all past and present potentially contaminating activities; identify potential
contamination types; discuss the site condition; provide a preliminary assessment of
site contamination; and assess the need for further investigations.
If contaminating activities are suspected or known to have occurred, or if site history is
incomplete, it may be necessary to prepare a Stage 2 — Detailed Site investigation.
This investigation would give regard to the potential effects of any contaminants on
public health, the environment and building structures and shall meet the sampling
density outlined in the NSW EPA Contaminated Sites Sampling Design Guidelines
(1995);
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Should a Stage 2 — Detailed Site Investigation indicate that the site poses
unacceptable risks to human health or the environment, a Remedial Action Plan (RAP)
should be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced Contaminated Land
Consultant in accordance with applicable guidelines made or approved by the NSW
EPA under the Contaminated Land Management Act 1997. In these circumstances, it
is recommended that the RAP would be referred to Liverpool City Council for review.

Response

In addition to the information provided in the EA and based on the guidelines titled :
“Managing Land Contamination — Planning Guidelines — SEPP 55 — Remediation of Land —
1998 Department of Urban Affairs and Planning — Environment Protection Authority” (MLC
Guidelines), we believe that the land is suitable for the proposed use as above ground
stockpiling of extracted materials. It will be even made more suitable by capping the whole
proposed active working area by a 300 — 700 mm of materials made of crushed concrete,
sandstone and clay to ensure that the stockpiling activities are undertaken in an
environmentally response manner and in a very safe working environment without
compromising the safety of employees/contractors or the potential of harm to the environment.
This approach was previously used on the previously leased Commonwealth land for both
composting and stockpiling and is considered an essential part of establishing the proposed
site. Despite the fact that we are very confident that there is no contamination on that land, by
capping the whole active working area we comply with the guidelines and EPA’s requirements
as well. The MLC Guidelines state: “....... development applications (DAs) are backed up by
information demonstrating that the land is suitable for the proposed use or can be made
suitable, either by remediation or by the way the land is used”. Furthermore, the requirement
for Phase 1: Preliminary Site Investigation is only required for a proposed development only in
the case that “the new use may increase the risk from contamination”. In our case, this is
totally the opposite since if we do nothing with the land and there is existing contamination,
any maintenance work is likely to have greater impact than our proposed use with capping the
site where any potential contamination, if any, is capped with suitable materials to prevent
exposure to human or the environment.

We have undertaken a comprehensive desktop and site assessment of the historic and
current status of site and believe that no contamination is present on site.

In addition, Council recently (March 2016) approved a Development Application (No
DA1035/2015) for the same site and no such requirement was considered necessary.

The matter was discussed at length with relevant staff from both Liverpool City Council and
the Department by providing further information in relation to the site current status and the
work undertaken so far by very experienced environmental consultants who have in total over
60 years of experience in such matters. Based on inspections by several EPA officers in
recent times including inspections of the proposed site, no potential contamination issues
were raised by the EPA in its submission or directly to Epic.
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The cropping and grazing has ceased at least 13 years ago and the site has since undergone
normal maintenance work by the landlord and the two (2) families (with children) who lived
there for many years.

We believe that due to the fact that the whole active working area will be covered with a 300-
700 mm layer made of sandstone, crushed concrete and clay to provide a very strong semi-
impervious foundation for the stockpiling activities and that no excavation works will be
undertaken, there is minimal potential for any contaminants, if any, to have the potential to
cause any harm to human health or the environment. Furthermore, if the cropping and grazing
activities have ceased for more than 13 years now any potential contaminants associated with
these activities will have either migrated downstream, dissolved or broke down due to the
short life span for these fertilisers that may have been used during cropping.

Since water runoff from the proposed site drains into Oaky Creek as it has been for thousands
of years, any contamination from the previous use of the site would have had a negative
impact on the water quality in Oaky Creek. Water testing in the last 6 years, downstream and
upstream of the quarry site off which it covers the proposed site, have demonstrated that the
water quality downstream is much better than the water quality upstream of the site. This is
again a confirmation that the site is free from any contamination as a result of the previous
cropping and grazing activities.

The Stage 1 — Preliminary Site Investigation’s requirements have mostly been covered in the
EA, have been confirmed by the Office of Environment & Heritage, the Heritage Council, the
searches of existing databases with Local and State Government Departments and the
inspections undertaken by highly qualified and experienced environmental consultants.

Based on the EPA’s guidelines: “Guidelines for Consultants Reporting on Contaminated Sites
— Office of Environment & Heritage — 2011”, the requirements for “Stage 1 — Preliminary
site investigation report should:

identify all past and present potentially contaminating activities,

identify potential contamination types,

discuss the site condition,

provide a preliminary assessment of site contamination,

assess the need for further investigations.

An appraisal of the site history is fundamental to the preliminary assessment and may be used
to assess potential site contamination. It is important to review and assess all relevant
information about the site, including information obtained during a site inspection.

Where a complete site history clearly demonstrates that site activities have been non-
contaminating, there may be no need for further investigation or site sampling.”

When reviewing the requirements of both EPA and the Department guidelines in combination,
we believe that we have undertaken more assessments than what is required in both
guidelines let alone the fact that the site is suitable for the proposed use and will be made
even more suitable by capping the whole active working area with suitable materials to ensure
that if for any reason any residual contaminants (fertilisers) were still present, these will not be
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disturbed but rather stabilised by capping which is the best approach recommended by the
EPA in most of its relevant guidelines.

2. Referral of the modification to the environment Protection Authority (EPA) and Office
of Water
The NSW Environment Protection Authority is the appropriate regulatory authority for
extractive activities including stockpiling and composting at the subject premises. Epic
Mining Pty Limited is currently required to comply with conditions imposed by
Environment Protection Licence (EPL) Licence Number 12863.
Council recommends that pursuant to Section 91A(2) of the Environmental Planning
and Assessment Act 1979 and Regulations, that the proposed modification application
be referred to the NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) for comment. It is
requested that the NSW EPA reviews the proposed changes to determine that the
operation will be undertaken in an environmentally satisfactory manner consistent with
conditions imposed by EPL Licence Number 12863.
Council does not raise any objections to the proposed mitigation measures,
environmental monitoring and community consultation requirements provided that the
modifications are made to the satisfaction of the Department and NSW EPA. It is
recommended, however, that in addition to PM;,, THE Department and NSW EPA
should also consider air quality impacts associated with the emission of fine particulate
matter from the site to determine whether PM, s monitoring is required.
Council also recommends that the Office of Water is consulted with regard to any
potential impacts on the riparian corridor traversing the site, and that any
recommendations it makes are adopted.

Response

The modification application and supporting documents were referred to several Government
Departments and placed on exhibition between 15 September and 14 October 2016. As
previously stated, in addition to the Department’'s submission, nine (9) submissions were
received from Government departments and none from the public/community. These
departments included both the EPA and DPI-Water (formally Office of Water).

The proposed modifications were previously discussed with the EPA on at least two (2) formal
occasions. The EPA did not express any concerns about the modifications

The Consent specifies TSS and PM, as the two parameters of concern and that any dust
monitoring undertaken should include these two (2) parameters. During the EIS process,
these were the parameters recommended and approved by most Government departments
for many reasons including the fact that clay and shale particles are not fine such as sand but
rather are large and heavy particles which make monitoring for TSS and PMj, more relevant.
In any case, the EPA itself has ceased several years ago to monitor for TSS in its own air
guality monitoring stations.

3. Onsite Sewage Management System
Council’s records indicate that the landholder of 2470 Elizabeth Drive, Luddenham

NSW has not been issued an approval to install or construct a waste treatment device
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or operate a system of sewage management at the subject premises. Consequently,
the applicant is required to legitimise the installation and operation of the existing
onsite sewage management system in accordance with the Local Government Act
1993.

The applicant is encouraged to contact Council’s Environmental Health Section to
discuss the application process in further detail. Additionally, the location of the onsite
sewage management system and any associated surface/sub-surface irrigation areas,
if present, must be carefully considered to ensure that stockpiling and composting
activities do not interfere unreasonably with the operation of these systems.

Response

This is incorrect. As part of the recent Development Application No DA1035/2015 (for the
proposed site), which was determined favourably on 23 March 2016, specific requirements
were requested by Council including comprehensive on-site water management system.
Council requested that a hydraulic engineer be engaged to prepare the on-site water
management system and required scaled drawings prior to approving the above DA. Epic
engaged the services of a qualified hydraulic engineer and all required additional works were
completed and submitted to Council. Council was satisfied with the additional information
provided and approved the DA. In any case, the stockpiling activities do not require any
additional on-site sewage management since there is an occupied dwelling within the site that
has been used for residential purposes for more than 60 years without any concerns.

No further work is required.

4. Flood Risk

The proposed additional site is located adjacent to the Oaky Creek. The applicant has
indicated that 4.5m high earth mounds will be constructed along the 40m wide riparian
zone and the site will be protected from potential flooding from the creek. The
applicant has also indicated that site has not flooded in the last 5-6 years and the site
is unlikely to be affected by flooding due to its topographical position.

In view of the fact that no flood study has been undertaken for the creek to assess
flooding affectation of the property, Council recommends that the applicant should
undertake a detailed flood study of Oaky Creek for all design events including the 1 in
100 year ARI events and up to the probable maximum flood (PMF) in accordance with
the guidelines of the NSW Floodplain Development Manual. It is further requested that
a revised flood impact assessment based on the flood study report be provided for
Council’s review and approval.

Response

Oaky Creek was subjected to comprehensive water studies and assessments as part of the
preparation of the EIS prior to approving the quarrying activities. We understand that many
Government Departments were involved in the assessment process including Liverpool
Council. At that time, it was determined that Oaky Creek and premises in its vicinity is unlikely
to be flood affected even in 1 in 100 ARI event.

Furthermore, despite the fact that we have stated in several sections of EA that Oaky Creek is

an ephemeral waterway that flows only after heavy rainfall events in its upper catchment and
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that the site is not included in any of Council’s potentially flood prone zones, we have
managed to find the latest flood study that was undertaken to confirm our findings. The study
is included in the most recent EIS for Western Sydney Airport as Appendix L1 — “Surface
water hydrology and geomorphology” dated August 2016. Extracts of the study are included in
Attachment D of this document to demonstrate that the site will not be affected by any flood
including the 1 in 100 year ARI event.

As stated in the EA report, based on Liverpool City Council’s own flood maps, this area is not
included in these flood prone maps.

5. Water Quality

A. Groundwater contamination:

The applicant has proposed to implement an on-site groundwater management
strategy adopted for the previously approved site at 275 Adams Road
Luddenham. Council recommends that a site specific groundwater impact
assessment should be undertaken for the proposed site and that appropriate
mitigation measures are implemented to ensure groundwater is not adversely
impacted by the proposed development activities.

B. Surface water contamination:

The applicant has proposed to implement a “Nil Water Discharge” Policy on
site through several mitigation measures including the installation of diversion
drains, de-silting of existing sediment ponds and the use of a void to capture
most of the water as per existing practice. The applicant has demonstrated that
no surface water will be discharged into the adjoining Oaky Creek and will be
used onsite.

Council considers that prolonged rainfall could potentially exceed the capacity
of the sediment ponds and stormwater runoff may discharge in to the creek.
Council recommends that the applicant should undertake appropriate water
quality modelling and provide appropriate water quality treatment facilities in
accordance with the guidelines of Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD)
satisfying water quality control requirements of Liverpool Development Control
Plan 2008.

Response

As stated in relevant sections of the EA report, the potential of groundwater impact is
associated with quarrying activities only not stockpiling above ground. We re-iterate that no
changes to any of the approved activities will eventuate as a result of re-locating the
stockpiling and composting activities. The proposed stockpiling site will be covered with at
least 300-700 mm of sandstone, crushed concrete and clay to provide very strong compacted
and semi-impervious base for the stockpiling. This is extremely important to avoid
contaminating the selectively extracted materials of shale and clay with normal soil as this will
have detrimental impact on the quality of bricks during their manufacturing. Only Virgin
Excavated Natural Materials (VENM) that are extracted from the quarry (or VENM materials to
be used on site) will be stockpiled on that site. These materials are not contaminated and
hence, it is not possible to cause any water contamination from clean virgin materials.
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Furthermore, any water runoff that may have been in contact with the stockpiled materials will
be diverted to the proposed sediment pond. Further details are provided in the Water Section
of the EA.

6. Traffic and access
The proposed relocation includes construction of a new driveway off Adams Road to a
new carpark. However, heavy vehicle access to and from Elizabeth Drive is proposed
to be maintained along an existing right of way or lease through the Badgerys Creek
Airport site.
It is also noted that the modification application does not include a traffic impact
assessment report. Information regarding access arrangements and traffic impact
outlined in the EA is limited and does not provide details of the potential traffic impact
of the proposed driveway and additional traffic that will be using Adams Road.
Impact on Adams Road — Adams Road is a local road and arrangements should be
made to minimise the traffic impact of the proposal. Maintaining heavy vehicle access
to and from Elizabeth Drive along an existing right of way or lease through the
Badgerys Creek Airport site is supported. However, Council recommends that the
applicant be requested to confirm that a lease arrangement has been agreed to by the
Commonwealth Government, to ensure that heavy vehicles do not use Adams Road.
Maintaining the existing heavy-vehicle access off Elizabeth Drive requires advisory
comments from RMS. It is recommended that the Department seeks RMS advisory
comments prior to determination of the application.
The proposed driveway off Adams Road, requires Council approval under Section 138
of the Roads Act 1993. Hence, a detailed design of the driveway is to be submitted to
Council for approval prior to the issue of a construction certificate for the new
driveway. The proposed driveway is to include appropriate kerb and guttering.
Localised road widening will also be required to ensure that northbound through traffic
can bypass a stationary vehicle waiting to turn right into the development site.
It is further requested that the impact of additional traffic through the Elizabeth
Drive/Adams Road intersection is assessed. This is to be carried out by a road safety
audit. It is recommended that the applicant should engage an independent road safety
auditor to prepare and submit a Road Safety Audit, with information on how to
implement identified corrective actions as part of the proposed modification.

The following conditions of consent are recommended, should the proposal receive

consent:

1) A Construction Management Plan is to be submitted for Council’s endorsement.
During construction the endorsed plan is to be implemented.

2) The proposed driveway off Adams Road is to be designed and constructed in
accordance with Austroads Guidelines. The driveway is to include appropriate kerb
and guttering and localised road widening to ensure that northbound through traffic
can bypass a stationary vehicle waiting to turn right into the development site.

3) Detailed design of the driveway is to be submitted to Council for approval prior to
the issue of a construction certificate for the new driveway
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4) Specified road works and access provisions are to be completed prior to
occupation of the development.

5) The developer is to submit a Road Safety Audit, prepared by an independent road
safety auditor, with information on how identified road treatments will be
implemented as part of the proposed modification. Specified corrective actions are
to be implemented prior to occupation of the development.

6) The proposed carpark is to be designed and constructed in accordance with
AS2890. Prior to the issue of a construction certificate, a detailed design of the car
park and the proposed driveway off Adams Road is to be submitted to Council for
review and approval.

Response

Following discussions with Liverpool Council, it was agreed that this is all misunderstanding of
the proposed site since the proposed stockpiling site has an existing driveway that has been
used by the previous landlord and families, who lived on site, for over 60 years. The car park
was recently approved by Liverpool Council as part of the DA1035/2015 for the proposed
stockpiling site. The car park will include six (6) car spaces whilst only four (4) employees are
likely to use it. No access to the general public and all visitors will continue to use the main
access road and the existing site office car park.

These 4 vehicles travelling from and to the site daily will have near 0 additional impact on
Adams Road.

All heavy vehicles will continue to use the existing road network as they have been for six (6)
years now. Simply, a small extension of the haul road will be constructed between the
approved existing land and the proposed land.

2.8 NSW OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE

Submission
Thank you for forwarding the above proposal to the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH)
for consideration.

After reviewing the relevant documents, OEH’s Greater Sydney Planning Team has
concluded that the matter does not contain biodiversity, natural hazards or Aboriginal cultural
heritage issues that require a formal OEH response. We have no further need to be involved
in the assessment of this project.

Response

Based on OEH’s submission, it appears that OEH is satisfied with the assessments of
biodiversity, natural hazards and Aboriginal cultural heritage aspects. No further response is
required.
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2.9 NSW TRANSPORT - ROADS & MARITIME SERVICES

Submission

Reference is made to Council’s correspondence dated 14 September 2016, regarding the
abovementioned Development Application which was referred to Roads and Maritime
Services (Roads and Maritime) for comments.

Roads and Maritime has reviewed the development application and provides the following
comments to Department for its consideration in the determination of the development:

1. Roads and Maritime has previously acquired land for road along Elizabeth Drive
frontage of the subject property, as shown by blue colour on the attached Aerial — “X”.
All buildings and structures, together with any improvements integral to the future use
of the site are to be wholly within the freehold property (unlimited in height or depth),
along the Elizabeth Drive boundary.

The subject property is also within an area in which Roads and Maritime is currently
investigating the proposed Western Sydney Infrastructure Plan. The investigations
have not yet advanced to the stage where options have been defined and accordingly
it is not possible at this date to identify if any part of the subject property would be
required to accommodate this proposal. The applicant should be advised of the above
and to contact (Ph 1800 703 457 toll free or Email: wsp@rms.nsw.gov.au) if further
information required.

Response

Based on the Roads & Maritime Services submission, a response is not required since there
were no specific requirements associated with the proposed modifications.

In relation to Western Sydney Infrastructure Plan, the applicant will monitor the progress of
this plan and will make the necessary inquiries in due course.

2.10 WATER NSW

Submission

WaterNSW has reviewed the information provided and notes that the development site is
located outside of Sydney’s declared catchment and not in close proximity to any WaterNSW
infrastructure. As such, WaterNSW has no specific comments to make on this modification.

Response

Based on WaterNSW’s submission, a response is not required since no additional specific
requirements are required under their jurisdiction.
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3

STATEMENT OF COMMITMENTS

Epic has always had open and frank communication and consultation approaches with all
stakeholders at all levels. These stakeholders included the Commonwealth, State and Local
Government and non-Government Agencies, and the community at large.

Epic has been operating the Luddenham quarry for 6 years now and have had one (1) single
unsubstantiated/unfounded complaint in 2011. This demonstrates Epic’s management and
staff commitments to the protection of the environment and human health.

Epic will continue to excel in all aspects of quarrying activities and the supply of top quality
products to the construction industry including the brick manufacturing industry.

As a result of the proposed modifications Epic is committed to the following:

1
2
3

10

11

12

13

14

15

Continue to comply with all Development Consent conditions,

Continue to comply with the Environment Protection Licence,

Continue to comply with the provisions of the Environmental Planning & Assessment
Act and its subordinate Regulations,

Continue to comply with the provisions of the Protection of the Environment
Operations Act and its subordinate regulations,

Continue to comply with the requirements of Work Health & Safety Act and its
subordinate Regulations,

Continue to comply with all other statutory requirements, where relevant,

Construct a 2 m wide landscaping strip along the northern and western sides of the
proposed stockpiling site,

Construct a 5-5.5 m high with 13-14 m wide base and 3 m wide top ridge landscaped
earth mound at the western, northern and eastern side of the proposed stockpiling site,
Construct a 4-4.5 m high with 11-12 m wide base and 3 m wide top ridge landscaped
earth mound at most of the southern side of the proposed stockpiling site (it is also the
northern side of the proposed composting site),

Construct a 4 m high with 11 wide base and 3 m wide top ridge landscaped earth
mound at the most western side of the proposed composting site,

Construct a sediment pond at the most south eastern corner of the proposed
stockpiling activities to capture all excess water runoff from the stockpiling active
working area. Refer to the proposed site layout for accurate location of the pond,
Construct a sediment pond/leachate collection pond at the most eastern side of the
proposed composting site. Refer to the proposed site layout for accurate location of
the pond,

Undertake servicing of the haul roads network within the approved site and between
the approved and proposed sites to ensure that they are suitable for the heavy
vehicles travelling between the sites,

Provide training sessions to all its employees and contractors on all obligations
associated with the proposed sites including speed limits, water pollution & usage,
vegetated riparian zones, landscaping and vegetation activities, minimisation of noise
& dust generation, driving behaviours within and outside the boundaries of the site and
obeying to all work health & safety requirements at all times,

Update any relevant plans and programs as may be considered necessary to ensure
that they reflect the proposed modifications.
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4 CONCLUSIONS

Based on the meetings held and discussions undertaken between the applicant and relevant
Government Departments as instructed by the Department, we believe that all matters raised
have been addressed in this report as far as it is feasible and reasonable without
compromising the safety of employees and financial viability of the facility.

It was also evident that information in some of the submissions was based on
misinterpretation and misunderstanding of certain aspects due to the focus of each
Government Department on its main role and responsibility without reviewing all other
aspects/sections of the EA. These matters have also been clarified as far as it is possible.

In our response, we have attempted to explain the intention of some unclear statements,
maps, drawings and assessments in accordance with the agreed positions despite the fact
that we may disagree with some of the technical and scientific aspects since we have
provided evidence to support our previously submitted assessments.

Notwithstanding the above, the proposed modifications do not bring in any
additional activities or non-approved activities but rather reduce some of the
activities to below those previously approved.

It is of utmost importance to note that during the last six (6) years of operations, there was
only one (1) unsubstantiated complaint from the community. This complaint was investigated
by both the EPA and the applicant, and rejected as being associated with the applicant’s
activities. Furthermore, all water testing conducted in the last six (6) years upstream and
downstream of the applicant’'s site has demonstrated that the water is much cleaner
downstream than upstream of the site. All air and noise testing results have always been in
compliance with the criteria specified in the Consent and EPL unless there was a contribution
from an external factor that was beyond the control of the applicant.

We believe that during the normal operations of the activities and as a result of the regular
compliance monitoring of noise, air and water aspects, the applicant will easily comply with
the specified criteria with a greater margin than it is predicted and surely with a greater margin
than before the modifications due to the additional proposed environmental mitigation
measures.

We believe that rather than delaying the modification approval, the Department may consider
varying some existing conditions to ensure that any unresolved matters, if any, can be
resolved within a certain timeframe. Such requirements could include verification assessment
reports to verify compliance with the specified criteria during normal operations. Alternatively,
the conditions may require resolving these matters directly with relevant Government
Departments within specified timeframes outside this modification process.
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5 LIMITATIONS

Our services for this project are carried out in accordance with our current professional
standards for undertaken environmental assessments, and the preparation of Environmental
Assessment (EA) and Response to Submission (RTS) Reports. No guarantees are either
expressed or implied.

This RTS has been prepared solely for the use of Epic Mining Pty Limited (Epic), as per our
agreement for providing environmental services. Only Epic is entitled to rely upon the
information provided in this RTS within the scope of work described in this RTS. Otherwise,
no responsibility is accepted for the use of any part of the RTS by another in any other context
or for any other purpose.

Although all due care has been taken in the preparation of this RTS, no warranty is given, nor
liability accepted (except what is 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 Epic for the purposes of preparing this RTS.

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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H Phone: 9274 6391
GOVERNMENT E nVI ro n m ent Emoal?l(:a megan.dawson@planning.nsw.gov.au

Mr Samuel Tarabori
Operations Manager

Epic Mining Pty Ltd

PO Box 177

KEMPS CREEK NSW 2178

Dear Mr Tarabori

Luddenham Clay/Shale Quarry — Modification 4 (DA 315-7-2003 MOD 4)
Request for Response to Submissions

The public exhibition of the Environmental Assessment (EA) for Modification 4 concluded on
Friday 14 October 2016. The Department received nine submissions from government agencies.
No public submissions were received.

The Department has also identified several areas where further assessment or additional
information is required (see Attachment A).

The Secretary requests that you prepare and submit a report detailing your responses to the
issues raised in submissions, at your earliest convenience. The submissions can be viewed on
the Department’s website www.majorprojects.planning.nsw.gov.au.

If you wish to discuss this matter, please contact Megan Dawson on 9274 6391.

Yours sincerely,

los o Lk

Howard Reed (A-19-((,
Director
Resource Assessments

Department of Planning and Environment
Level 22, 320 Pitt Street Sydney NSW 2000 | GPO Box 39 Sydney NSW 2001 | www.planning.nsw.gov.au



Attachment A
Water

In addition to the Department of Primary Industries and Liverpool City Council’'s comments on water, the
Department requests further information or clarification with respect to the following water-related matters:
a. Section 6.2 of the EA describes Epic Mining’s ‘Nil Water Discharge Policy’. The Department
understands that this internal policy should be considered as a target or initiative as water
discharges may be required during adverse weather conditions. Appendix H of the EA further states
that excess water would be treated and released into the existing watercourse if the storage ponds
reach full capacity. Considering that water discharges may be required, please provide additional
information on the licensed water discharge point.
b. With regards to the proposed surface water management system, please provide:
e a revised schematic flowchart (Figure 6-4) to reflect the potential water discharges into Oaky
Creek and provide a revised map (Figure 6-6) showing the licensed discharge point;
¢ additional information regarding the “pump out” of surface water from the composting area (as
shown in Figure 6-4); and
¢ additional information on the proposed management of clean vs non-clean surface water on
site.

2. Biodiversity

The Department requests additional information or clarification with respect to the following biodiversity-

related matters:

a. With reference to the proposed mitigation and management measures in Section 7.3.3 of the EA,
please provide additional information on how the vegetated riparian zone would not be adversely
impacted.

b. The Lesryk Flora & Fauna Report in Appendix | mentions that there will be a buffer of tree plantings
along the northern and western boundaries of the site to minimise visual and noise impacts. This
statement conflicts with the recommendations in Section 7.2.4 of the EA. Please clarify whether this
tree planting is or is not proposed.

3. Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

Section 8 of the EA notes that there is an identified area of Aboriginal cultural significance within the
riparian zone of the existing approved site. This site is fenced and protected as part of an Aboriginal
cultural heritage exclusion area. As the riparian zone continues north, along Oaky Creek, into Lot 281 DP
571171, the Department considers that, in absence of a due diligence archaeological assessment, there is
potential for unidentified artefacts to occur within this zone. Whilst the proposed stockpile area has been
positioned on cleared land >20 metres away from the vegetated riparian zone, the Department requests
that additional avoidance measures be considered.

4. Noise

The Department shares a number of concerns raised by the Environment Protection Authority (EPA)
regarding the noise impact assessment in Section 9 of the EA. The Department requests further
information or clarification with respect to the following noise-related matters:

a. The EPA’s submission notes that the noise impact assessment did not meet appropriate
guidelines and standards and insufficiently assessed potential noise impacts. The Department
agrees with the EPA’s comments and considers that the methodology used and the assumptions
made are unclear and insufficient.

The Department notes that it previously advised Epic Mining that a simplified noise assessment
would be appropriate considering the minimal impacts and associated risk. This advice remains;
however the Department wishes to clarify that any noise modelling, if undertaken, must generally
follow industry guidelines and standards, such as the NSW Industrial Noise Policy (INP). Any
alternate methodologies used must be thoroughly justified.



b. Epic Mining has requested that the noise criteria in the consent be reviewed to reflect the likely
increased background noise limits from changes to surrounding land uses and the proposed
construction and operation of the adjacent Western Sydney Airport.

The Department appreciates that background noise levels may have increased, however it is not
in a position to consider the proposed project specific noise levels (PSNLs) in Table H2 of
Appendix H of the EA unless the levels are supported by adequate noise modelling. Please
provide additional information to support the proposed noise criteria.

c. Please provide further justification for not considering Hubertus Country Club as a sensitive
receiver in the noise impact assessment.

5. Visual Amenity

The EA includes a visual impact assessment in Section 15 and a Visual Analysis in Appendix J. The photo
montages show the current landscape; however they do not show the predicted visual impacts of
proposed activities. Please provide additional photo montages that demonstrate how the proposed
landscape earth berms would reduce the visual impacts of the stockpile and composting areas.

6. Agency submissions

The Department requests the RTS consider and respond to all agency submissions received, including
advice presented and recommendations made therein.
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Ms Megan Dawson

Planning Officer

Resource Assessments

NSW Department of Planning & Environment
GPO BOX 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001

Megan.dawson@planning.nsw.gov.au

Dear Ms Dawson

Luddenham Clay/shale Quarry Modification 4 (DA 315-7-2002) Environmental
Assessment Exhibition

| refer to your email of 14 September 2016 requesting comments from the Division of
Resources & Energy (the Division) relating to an application for modification to the
Luddenham Clay/shale Quarry (the Project) from Epic Mining Pty Limited (the
Proponent).

As clay/shale is a prescribed mineral under the Mining Act 1992, the proponent is
required to hold appropriate mining titles from the Division in order to mine this
mineral. The Proponent has lodged Mining Lease (Mineral Owner) Application No.3
(pending approval) with the Division for the proposed mining activities.

The Division has reviewed the document Environmental Assessment Report
Luddenham Clay & Shale Quarry Epic Mining Pty Limited 275 Adams Road
Luddenham NSW dated August 2016 and understands the proponent proposes to
modify its existing consent DA No 315-7-2003 to relocate a clay and shale stockpile
to an adjacent site.

As the proposed stockpiling area is not within the boundaries of the Proponent’s
proposed mining lease and is outside the area of the original resource and given the
temporary nature of both the proposed stockpiling and composting activities, the
Division has assessed minimal of potential resource sterilisation.

It is recommended that a final land use plan be provided to the Division prior to this
Modification being determined or, alternatively that a condition of approval be “that a
final land use plan that addresses the site (Lot 281 DP 571171 - Northern Stockpile
Area) be submitted and approved to the satisfaction of the Division”.

The Division does not object to the approval of the Project provided the above
recommendations are taken into account and implemented.

Should you have any enquires regarding this matter please contact Steve Cozens,
Senior Project Officer, Royalty & Advisory Services on 9842 8573.

Division of Resources and Energy
PO Box 344 Hunter Region Mail Centre NSW 2310
516 High St Maitland NSW 2323
Tel: 02 4931 6666 Fax: 02 4931 6776 www.industry.nsw.gov.au
ABN 72 189 919 072
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Our Ref: DOC16/462924

Department of Planning and the Environment
Resource Assessments

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Ms Dawson

Luddenham Clay/Shale Quarry
Epic Mining Pty Ltd 275 Adams Road, Luddenham
DA 315-7-2003 MOD 4

| refer to your email received by the NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) on 14 September
2016 in regards to the abovementioned modification application.

The EPA has reviewed the documentation entitled “Environment Assessment Report — Luddenham
Clay and Shale Quarry” prepared by National Integrated Creative Solutions dated 25 August 2016.

The comments provided detail where analysis is limited and where additional information
is requested.

Water Quality

It is suggested that NSW Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) update condition 24 to
include an additional section “Leachate Storage System Management” within the Site Water
Management Plan.

Noise Impact

Although noise sources within the boundary are expected to be similar to previous acoustic studies,
the impact assessment did not meet appropriate standards. The proponent must ensure that all
noise monitoring is undertaken in accordance with Australian Standard AS 2659.1-1998: Guide to
the use of sound-measuring equipment — Portable sound level metres, or any revision of that
standard which may be made by Standards Australia, and the compliance monitoring guidance
provided within the NSW Industrial Noise Policy.

It is suggested that any potential noise impacts are predicted through the use of computer
noise modelling. Noise models take into account noise attenuation due to distance,
atmospheric absorption, barriers, effects of intervening ground types and weather conditions.

PO Box 668 Parramatta NSW 2124
Level 13, 10 Valentine Avenue Parramatta NSW 2150
Tel: (02) 9995 5000 Fax: (02) 9995 6900
ABN 43 692 285 758
Wwww.epa.nsw.gov.au
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Page 2
Composting

It is suggested that DPE include the following condition:

the applicant shall prepare and implement a Composting Risk Management Protocol in
consultation with the NSW EPA that meets the requirements outlined within Guidance on
the Resource Recovery Order and Exemption for Mulch (NSW EPA, 2016);
Environmental Guidelines: Composting and Related Organics Processing Facilities
(DEC, 2003) AS 4454- 2003 Composts, soil conditioners and mulches alongside
relevant legislation and guidelines.

To assist in the assessment of this application, the proponent must provide further detail on
the composition of the compost in order for the EPA to adequately assess and characterise
any potential odour. The proponent must nominate which of the current Resource Recovery
Orders and Exemptions are applicable under clauses 91 and 92 of the Protection of the
Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014.

The proponent must conduct a screening level odour assessment which identifies all
potentially affected zones and details:
all phases of processing (i:e: pre-treatment, decomposition, aeration and
maturation), all associated impacts during receipt, stockpiling and storage.

The proponent must ensure that the receipt and movement of raw organics and organic
products is documented. At a minimum, the quantity of each category of organics received
at the premises must be recorded together with its source.

Environment Protection Licence and Appropriate Requlatory Authority role

On review of the activities outlined within the assessment, the premises will require a
variation to the existing Environmental Protection Licence issued under s48 Protection of
the Environment Operations Act (“POEO Act”).

Should you have any further questions please contact Tenille Lawrence 9995 6107 for
assistance.

Yours sincerely

STUART CLARK
Acting Unit Head - Sydney Industry
Environment Protection Authority

Enclosure
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Ms Megan Dawson

Resource Assessments

NSW Department of Planning and Environment
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Megan.dawson@planning.nsw.gov.au

Dear Ms Dawson

DPI response to request for comment on proposed Modification to
Luddenham Quarry (DA 315-7-2003 MOD 4)

| refer to your email of 14 September 2016 to the Department of Primary Industries (DPI)
in respect to the above matter. Comment has been sought from relevant divisions of
DPI. Views were also sought from NSW Department of Industry - Lands that are now a
division of the broader Department and no longer within NSW DPI.

Any further referrals to DPI can be sent by email to landuse.enquiries@dpi.nsw.gov.au.

DPI has reviewed the application and accompanying environmental assessment
and provides the following recommendations:

The proponent should distinguish between any earth dams and sediment ponds
that are collecting surface water runoff from the disturbed areas within the site
and any sediment ponds or dams that are collecting clean water runoff from
undisturbed areas.

The proponent should clarify if any clean water is being collected in dams or
sediment ponds for use as a water supply. If clean water is being collected, the
proponent should consult with DPI Water to ensure appropriate licences are
held.

Clean water runoff from undisturbed areas should be permitted under the site’s
‘nil water discharge policy’. Clean water runoff should be diverted away from the
development to the downstream catchments unless it is in accordance with an
appropriate water access licence.

The proponent should clarify whether the term “existing earth dams” refers only to
sediment ponds or also to dams. The proponent should provide further details to
clarify if the clean water dams include the existing dams in the north-west corner of
Lot 1 DP838361 and east of Sediment Pond 2 on Lot 1 DP838361.

The proponent should clarify if a water supply is proposed to be sourced from
the three existing small dams which are located on the stockpile site.

The proponent should provide further detail on the proposed location of the 4.5
m high earth mounds along Oaky Creek riparian corridor and whether the
mounds will disturb or impact any part of the vegetated riparian corridor.

NSW Department of Primary Industries
Level 11, 323 Castlereagh Street Sydney NSW 2000
Tel: 02 9934 0805 landuse.enquiries@dpi.nsw.gov.au ABN: 72 189 919 072
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e Any approval for the project should consider a condition of consent requiring that at
the close of operations land is rehabilitated to a level that provides future agricultural
investment opportunities.

Yours sincerely

M

Mitchell Isaacs
Director, Planning Policy & Assessment Advice
14 October 2016
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“‘.‘“‘,). Heritage Council Level 6, 10 Valentine Avenue | Telephone: 61 2 9873 8500

1 lF ﬂm Parramatta NSW 2150 Facsimile: 61 2 9873 8599
‘-g ‘ Locked Bag 5020 heritagemailbox@
GOVERNMENT of New South Wales Parramatta NSW 2124 environment.nsw.gov.au
DX 8225 PARRAMATTA www.heritage.nsw.gov.au

Ref No: DOC16/462232

Megan Dawson

Planning Officer — Resource Assessments/Planning Services
Department of Planning & Environment

GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

Sent via email to; megan.dawson@planning.nsw.gov.au

Dear Ms Dawson

RE: Luddenham Clay/Shale Quarry - Modification 4 (DA 315-7-2003 MOD 4)

| refer to your email dated 14 September, 2016 seeking the Heritage Council of NSW input
into the abovementioned modification application.

The development is located in the Liverpool local government area. The proposal includes:
- Relocation of stockpiling and composting activities from leased land to quarry-
owned land;
- Review of environmental monitoring requirements in light of the revised development
layout and the proposed construction of the Western Sydney Airport; and
- Minor revisions to the community consultation requirements.

It is noted that the Heritage Division did not previously comment on the original Concept Plan
(DA 315-7-2003) for the Luddenham Clay/Shale Quarry. The subject site is not listed on the
State Heritage Register, is not a potential State Heritage Item and is not in the vicinity of any
State Heritage Listed sites. Therefore, consultation with the Heritage Council is not required.

If you have any questions regarding the above matter please contact Anna London Heritage
Assets Officer, at the Heritage Division, Office of Environment and Heritage on 9873 8608 or
at anna.london@environment.nsw.gov.au

Yours sincerely

.......

Rajeev Maini

Acting Manager, Conservation

Heritage Division

Office of Environment & Heritage

As Delegate of the NSW Heritage Council
14 October 2016

Helping the community conserve our heritage
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Contact Grabam Matitaws BE21 0158

CwNCIL. 14 October 2016

LIVERPOOL oo ot 020
CITY

Megan Dawson

Resource Assessments/Planning Services
Depariment of Flanning and Environmeant
GPO Box 38

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Ms Dawson
Re: Luddenham Clay/Shale Quarry — Modification 4 (DA 315.7-2003 MOD4)

| wrile in response to your @mal dated 12 September 2018 in relstion 1o tha exhibition of the
proposad modification to the consant for the Luddenham Clay'Shale Quarry described above.
Council has cansiderad the application and accompanying Emdronmantal Assessment (EA) and
supporting documentaton and makes comments as follows n relation fo the proposed
covelopment:

1.

Polenlial e contaminaben
Clause 7 of State Emvironmantal Planning Policy (SEFP) 55 - Remadiation of Land
stpulates that a consert suthorily must not consent %o the carmying out of any
et on land urndess It has consdered whather the land is comtaminaled.
Furthamore, Clause 7(2) of SEPP 55 requires the consent autherily to consider 8 repon
specilying the findngs of a preiminary investigaton of land if the proposed development
imvohves a change of use on any land spedfied in subclause 4, This includes land on
which a development for & purpose referred 10 in Table 1 of the comtaminated larnd
planning guidelnas is being. of & known t have been camed out.

The Environmental Assessmaent Report prepared by Natioral Integrated Creative
Solutons dated 25 August 20168 indicsted that the land was previously used for
agricultural purposes including cropping and grazing, Tabie 1 of the comaminaled land
planning gudeines spacfes that agnouturalinorticultural activities are polenialy
contaminating sctiviies. Therefore, the Councd recommends that the applicant ba
required 12 engage tha services of a suitably qualfied and experenced contaminated
land cansultant to prapare a Stage 1- Predminary Sile Investigation of the land.

The Praliminary Site tnvestigation shoukd comply with spplcable guidelines made or
appraved by e NSW EFPA undar the Contaminated Land Management Act 1987 and
identity &l past and prasent polentialy conlaminating sctivities; ldentify potential
contamunatian types; discuss the ste condition: provde 8 preliminary assessment of site
comamnation; and assass the nead for further Invastigations,

I conlaminating activities are suspedcted or known % have occurred, or if site history &
incomplata, it may ba necessary lo prepare a Slags 2 — Detaiad Site Invesigation, Ths
Investgation woud give regard fo the polential efects of any contaminants on public
haealth, ?ie amironment and buikding structures and shall mast the sampling densty
outlined i the NSW EPA Contaminated Sites Sampling Design Guidelines (1895),

Customer Service Camtre Cround Toay 33 Mocne Straat, Liverpoal NSW 2170 DX 50X Uverpool
Al correspondence to Locked Bag N6 Liverpocd HC REW 1370 Call Cantrw 1500 34 7100

Face %671 9333 Email loc@bwwrpoc] ramgoes

Web s virpool rewgoes NRS 133577 ABN 22151 "2 4N
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Ehauld & Slage 2 — Detaled Sie Inestipation ndicaie that the sie poses unacceplabla
fishs I himan Raalth or tha anvionment, a Aemedal Action Plan (RAP) should ba
prepared by & sullably gualfied and experdenced Conlamninabed Land Conaullar? in
acoondance with applicable guideinas made ar approved by e NSW EPA under tha
Conlamiraiad Land Fh'l.lp'rlﬂ-rﬂ fuct 1997, 0 hase Groumslansss, il i recommanded
fhat the FAP wauld be referred o Livarposl City Councl for revias

. [Befairal af fhe modification to the Envimnmeant Protectian Autharity (EFA) and Office of
Wales

Tra MSW Environment Probecion Authority is the appropriaie regulabany sulhecity o
axiracive aclhilios including stockpiing and composling & the subject premises, Epic
Mining Pty Limibsd & curently required B0 Somply wilh condions imposed by
Envirormen| Prolsciion Licance (EFL) Licensa Mumbar 12863,

Councd recommends thad, pursuant o Section 91A{2) of the Environmenial Flarming
and Assessment Aol 15879 and Regulaiians, fhal the prapedsd modfcadion application
be refered fo the MESW Ermnmant Proteclon Authority {EPA) for commsent, I s
requestad kal e WSW EPA reviews the propossd changes to detommina that the
aperalion will be underisken N an emeronmaentally sabsfechory manner consisient wilh
pandibiors imposed by EPL Licence Mumber 12883

Councll dons mnot raisa any objecliors o e proposed miligation messures,
ervironmantal monitaing &nd communily conaullelicn requirements provicad thal the
modifcafione are made 1o fhe satistaction of the Dapariment and HEW EPAL |t i
recommancad, howayar, that in addtion to P, the Deparment and REW EPA should
Algn consider air gualty impacts assocaied with the emission of fre parliculate matiar
fram the sie fo determine whetbar PR; ;.mnﬁl:n-rirl-g-ammd

Councl sl recommends that the Office of Waler & consuliec with regand % any
pateniial Enpects on the npanan comdor fmeersing tha  sile, and thal ary
mecommendatons it makes ara adapbsd.

g TS IE K H e N P E

Caurils recorts indicats hat e landhoidar of 2470 Elzabath Orive, Luddenham HEW
has mot basn issuad an approval jo nstall or construct & wasle reaiment device oF
pparaie & system of sewage maragement at e subpsd pramisas. Congaquanidy, the
applcard is required lo legitmiss the irstalaton and oparation of he axising onsba
sewags managamenl systam in aceordsnce with e Local Gowernment Act 1952

Thia applicant s encouraged fo contact Coundl's Ersinonmenial Heakh Sacton
dipcuies the application process. in further detail Addilionally, e location of the aneia
sowage managamenl sysiem and any sfsatEted sufacamub-surtaca impalian anass, i
prasent, mus be camduly coneidared o ensure thal stockpling and compasting
activilied db nol interfans unreasenably with the operation of these sysiems.

Flood Risk

The proposed addtions| sile is beabsd afacent 10 tha Qaky Creek, Tha applcant has
indicatad hal 4.5 high earth mownds will ba construcied along the 2im wida riparian
Fona and the sBa will ba protaciad from pobantial Aooding from the creek. The applicanl
has alsn indicated fhat site has nal fooded in the sl 5-8 years and the aile is urlibaly 10
ba affecied by flooding due to its sapographical pesition

In wiew of Me fact hal ro Aood sfudy Mas been undermken for the crock o assess
floading afectalion of e proparty, Coundl mecommends thal she applicant shauld
undatais a detaied fioed shudy of Oaky Creek for all design events induding the 1 in
100 year AR avants and up to Bhe probable manimum flocd (PRF] in scogrdance wilh
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the guidelines of the HEW Floadplain Develspenent Manual. 12 i furfher requasted that a
ravised food impas! assessment based on the Acod study raport  be provided for
Councils raview and soproval,

5. Wigler Chia iy
A, Grauncheatar contaminalian
The applcan! has proposed o mplement an orrsite groundwatar marsgemsant
siralegy adopted for the presiously spproved sile al 275 Ademe Road
Ludderfiam. Coundl recommends that & site speciic grouncwaber impact
assesamenl should ba undarigoan Tor the proposed sba and thal approprale
miligaton messurss B implemanted 10 ensum groundeater is nal adwsrsaly
impacied by the proposed development activites.

B, Surface wabar canl@minalicr:
The applicant kas propeaed o implamen a "Nl Waber Discharge® Policy on site
theisgh sevaral mitigafion maasures including tha instalialion of dwersion drairs,
ie-5iling of axisting sediment ponds and the usa of a void io caplure mas! of 1he
waler as per exisling pradice. Tha apphcani has damorsiabed thal no surlacs
waler will be dischanged info (he adjsining Caky Creck and will be used onsia,

Cauncil considang that prolonged rainfall could polenially eaoeed the capacity of
the sadiment ponds and stommaaier runaff may discharge i b e dresk
Courcil recommands thad the applicant should undediake approprisie wakar
guality modaling ard provide appropriale waber quality Treatment faciBes in
accordance with e guideines of Waler Sensiive Urban Dasgn (WS
salighing walar qualty conbol mouiemants of Livarpool Development Comiral
Flan 2004,

&. Traffic and acoass
The preposed relocalion incudes consinuction of 8 new criveway off Adams. Rioad to a
roere Ptk Hicwessd, higsny vahicle aceass to and from Elizabeth Drive is propossd B9
ks mainfained aiong an axistng nghl of way or lease Srough e Badgerys Craak
Alrport sie.

Mois o noted (hal e modfcation spplcstion doss not include a traffic impact
asaeaamant repar, Infarmation regarding access arrangements and raffe impact
aullinad in the EA B Imted and does not provide detais of the polential traffic impact of
thia propasad driveway and additional traffic that will be using Adams FRaad.

Impact on Adars Raagd - Adams Fead & 8 boal mad and arargaments should ba
made Lo minimiss e tratlc impact of the proposal. Masntaining haavy vehicle aocess fo
anid from Bllzabath Drive along an existing right of way or lwase krough ke Badgars
Crenk Aipor sile is supported.  Howsaver, Coundl recomeends thal the applicant Da
requested o corfem kel & lesss arrangamenl has bean agread to by the
Commorraeallh Gowermmant, 12 ansura thal heavy wahickes do nat use Adames Road.

Mpainkaining the awxsing heavysehicle accass off Eizabe® Diive reguines advisary
oommanis from RMS. B is recommendsd kel the Daparimen] seaks RME advisary
commants priar io dabermiralion of the applicalion

Thi proposed drivessay off Adams Foad, reguires Councl aparoval undes Seclion 133 of
the Roads Act 1993 Hence, & detaled dasign af the driveway is o ba submitied o
Counei for approval prior io 1he issus of & construchion cadilicale for the new driveway,
The propossd drivessay is b include approprigba karb and gutianng, Locallsed road
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widening will als0 be required o ereune that northibound through afic can bypass a
siationary wahiche waiting te fum rght imo e cavalopment sio.

B i furiher requesied at fhe impact of addiéonal iraffic throogh the Elesbath
Drivedadams Road imarsaction is assessed. This & o be caried ol by & ned dalaly
il HI;mMﬂMtMﬂﬁlMWMMMHMW
audilor o prepars and submil & Rosd Safaly Audit, with informadion on hoe Bo
implamenl idertfied cormeclive soTone a8 pam af the propoeed moditicaton,

The Ealiraing conditiers of corsen! arg recommended, should the proposal recaive consent:

11
2]

3
)

%)

&)

& Consiruction Managament Plan & 1o ba submilied for Courtils endorssmant. During
construstion tha endarsad plan @ % ba mplamsanted,

The propossd diveway off Adsms Road 5 %0 ba dasigned and construcied in
atcondance wilh Ausiosds Guidalnes. The driveway is to include apprapriaie kerh and
guttering and Incalised road widening o ensuee hal mordfbbound ibecugh traflic can
bypass a statianary vehick wakng b fum aghl inkd the devaloprmant sita

Detaied design al tha driveway is o b submilied o0 Coundl for approval priar 1o tha
isswe all & conslruslion cerlificata far e reaey driveway

Specilied road works gnd accass provisians are io be completed price o sccupalion of
tha devalapmant

Tha cervalapar is 1o submit a Road Safaly Audil, prepansd by an indepandent road sataly
auditor, with informalion an kow idantilied foad reatrents will b iImplemanted as part of
the proposed medficaton, Specifed comecfve a0ions are o be impemenied Fi'hr‘l'ﬂ'
acéupaton of the davalopmand

The proposed carpark is 1o be designed and construcied in accondance with AS2880.
Prigr I &a issun of a consiruction carfficate, a dedailsd design ol the car par and fha
proposed driveway off Adams Foad @ Io be submilied 1o Councl Bor neviesw and

ApEETEl

Conclusion ) )
Theank you for your consideration of thess Bswes. Councl wauld ba plagsed 1o dscuss hess

mattars further f requirsd. Should you requine any Turther informaton on this maltar, plaase
contact Graham Matthews, Sericd Siralegic Plannar, on $827 J156,

YOUrs sinpanaky

.

fing and Grown
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From: Dana Alderson

Sent: Wednesday, 21 September 2016 11:05 AM

To: Megan Dawson <Megan.Dawson@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Subject: RE: Exhibition Notice - Luddenham Quarry Modification 4 (DA 315-7-2003 MOD 4)

Hi Megan,

Thank you for forwarding the above proposal to the Office of Environment and Heritage
(OEH) for consideration.

After reviewing the relevant documents, OEH’s Greater Sydney Planning Team has
concluded that the matter does not contain biodiversity, natural hazards or Aboriginal cultural
heritage issues that require a formal OEH response. We have no further need to be involved
in the assessment of this project.

Kind regards,
Dana

Dana Alderson

Planning Team

Regional Operations Group

Office of Environment and Heritage
T: 02 8837 6304

F: 02 9995 6900

W: www.environment.nsw.gov.au

Please note my work days are Mon-Thurs

% Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail


http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/
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{g& Transport

Roads & Maritime
Qensuﬂ Services

14 October 2016

Our Ref: SYD09/00807/03
Department Ref: DA 315-7-2003 MOD 4

Planning Officer

Resource Assessments

Department of Planning and Environment
GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

Attention: Megan Dawson

LUDDENHAM CLAY/SHALE QUARRY - MODIFICATION
275 ADAMS ROAD, LUDDENHAM

Dear Sir/Madam,

Reference is made to Council's correspondence dated 14 September 2016, regarding the
abovementioned Development Application which was referred to Roads and Maritime Services (Roads
and Maritime) for comments.

Roads and Maritime has reviewed the development application and provides the following comments to
Department for its consideration in the determination of the development application:

1. Roads and Maritime has previously acquired land for road along the Elizabeth Drive frontage of the
subject property, as shown by blue colour on the attached Aerial — “X". All buildings and structures,
together with any improvements integral to the future use of the site are to be wholly within the
freehold property (unlimited in height or depth), along the Elizabeth Drive boundary.

The subject property is also within an area in which Roads and Maritime is currently investigating
the proposed Western Sydney Infrastructure Plan. The investigations have not yet

advanced to the stage where options have been defined and accordingly it is not possible at this
date to identify if any part of the subject property would be required to accommodate this proposal.
The applicant should be advised of the above and to contact (Ph 1800 703 457 toll free or Email:
wsip@rms.nsw.gov.au) if further information required.

Further enquiries on this matter can be directed to the nominated Land Use Planner Ravi Ravendra on
phone 8849 2540 or by email at Development.Sydney@rms.nsw.gov.au.

Yours sinierely,
-~

Pahee Rathan
Senior Land Use Planner
Network and Safety

Roads and Maritime Services

27-31 Argyle Street, Parramatta NSW 2150 |
PO Box 973 Parramatta CBD NSW 2124 | www.rms.nsw.gov.au | 1322 13




Development Application 03-0315 DOP
SYD09-00807-3

Subject : Proposed development at 275 Adams Road Luddenham
Obj. Ref.: A14595362

DATE FORWARDED TO RMS 14" September, 2016
DATE RECEIVED IN L&DU 19" September, 2016
DATE COMPLETED BY L&DU 26™ September, 2016

See previous Property Memo (copy herewith) in regard to Lot 1 DP 838361,

The subject property for this modification comprises Lot 281 DP 571171, Lot 3 DP
623799 and part of Lot 1 DP 838361.

RMS has previously acquired land for road along the Elizabeth Drive frontage of the
subject property, as shown by blue colour on the attached Aerial — “X”.

The Roads & Maritime Services has no other approved proposal that requires any
part of the subject property for road purposes.

Therefore there are no objections to the development proposal on property grounds
provided all buildings and structures, together with any improvements integral to the
future use of the site are wholly within the freehold property (unlimited in height or
depth), along the Elizabeth Drive boundary.

The subject property is also within an area in which RMS is currently investigating
the proposed Western Sydney Infrastructure Plan. The investigations have not yet
advanced to the stage where options have been defined and accordingly it is not
possible at this date to identify if any part of the subject property would be required
to accommodate this proposal. The applicant should be advised of the above and to
contact (Ph 1800 703 457 toll free or E mail: wsip@rms.nsw.gov.au) if further
information is required.

This application should be referred to Emma Davies for info/comment.

o Aoee O

Peter Naumovski
A/Land & Development Unit Manager O? .
ol afle
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| Development Application 03-0315 DOP|
SYD09-00807
Subject : Proposed development at 275 Adams Road Luddenham

DATE FORWARDED TO RMS 28" November, 2014
DATE RECEIVED IN L&DU 4" December, 2014
DATE COMPLETED BY L&DU 9" December, 2014

RMS has previously acquired land for road widening along the Elizabeth
Drive frontage of the subject property, as shown by blue colour on the
attached Aenals “A” - “D”,

Land has also previously been dedicated as Public Road (road widening)
by private subdivision along the Elizabeth Drive frontage of the subject
property, as shown by yellow colour on the attached Aerials “A” - “D”.

RMS has previously dedicated or vested land as road widening along the
Elizabeth Drive frontage of the subject property, as shown by grey colour
on the attached Aerials “A” — “D”

The subject property is affected by a road proposal for continuity of the
road widening, as shown by pink colour on the attached Aerial -~ “D”

However the Roads & Maritime Services would raise no objections on
Property grounds to the submitted application provided any new building
or structures, together with any improvements integral to the future use
of the site, are erected clear of the above road widening land (unlimited
in height or depth).

It should also be noted that the subject property is also within an area that
RMS is currently investigating in regard to the proposed Western Sydney
Infrastructure Plan (see attached Project Plan). The investigations have
not yet advanced to the stage where options have been defined and
accordingly it is not possible at this date to identify if any part of the
subject property would be required to accommedate this proposal. The
proponent should be advised to contact (Ph 1300 660 275 or E mail
wsip@rms.nsw.gov.au), if further information is required.

Subject to commment by Kate Lunney, Planning should be advised in the
above terms.

P /

John Hudson / /i
Land & Development Unit Manager 4 3
\
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western Sydney Infrastructure Plan

] .\ \
= = o
The Northern Road :\ J_.m" = '\
+ Upgrades to The Northern Road between Nareilan and the M4 - N
Motorway, including realignment of the Badgerys Creek site Blacktown - "
« Upgrade $1.6 bilkon (Austealian Government contnbution $1.3 biltion) ¢
+ Construction lo be undertaken in stages stading in the south in -
2015/16. All stages completed by 2019/20 m
| . . ; ; Parramatta
Upgradas will also include interchanges with the Western Sydney =
Airport Motorway (Eizabeth Drive) and Bringelly Road PR - 4
2 i Wostern Sydnoy Alrport Motorway
bt 3 riewood (Ellzaboth. Drive) )
«.{ ) « Consteuction of a new aifpor motorway
q from the M7 Motorway lo The Northern |
Road, route lo be delermined
+ Cost $1.25 billion (Australian
Government contribution $1 billlon) “trathfleld
« Gonstruction will be completed prior lo Burwood
’ o . .
s s storn Sydnoy . oo il et ol rarps
s Alrport, Badgory's from the M7 Molorway
- Groek sito
" Bringelly Road
—_—— $500 million Work on the -
1 . first stage 1o startin 2014115 Bankslown >
7 an : <y
Possible diversion for - 3 td
The Northern Road S— N - y Q
e . East Hiy X
. i Under way $28G million upgrade %_
nder w. on u v
Local roads package _"—' W Furstvitia B
(8200m over 10 years) :1:.( J Canwlen Valleyw:! (NSW funded) &
"\, . FBE L A
Bringelly Road
« Upgrade to Bringelly Road
belween The Norlhern Read and Camden
Valley Way
+ Upgrade $500 million (Australian Governmen
cotiibulion 8400 million) "
Harstar ' \, + Work on firsl slage 1o start 2014/15
lel:n Road upgradc Campbelliown
_ $114 iMhikon Healh¢.ols
Camden

This document contains

impaortant information

about road projects in
vour area |f you require the services of an

interpreter, please contact the Transiating
and Interpreting Service on 131 450 and
ask them to call the project team cn 1300
GBO 275 The interpreter will then assist
you with translation

J
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DARKE Tracie M

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Attachments:

Dear All,

AMIN Ahsanul

Monday, 19 September 2016 11:37 AM

SYDNEY PROPERTY - DA; LANCE David C

RFC for SYD09/Q0807/03 - Modification for Luddenham Clay/Shale Quarry - 275
Adams Road - Luddenham - DA-315-7-2003 MOD 4

SYD0S_00807_03 - Modification for Luddenham Clay_Shale Quarry - 275 Adams
Road - Luddenham - DA-315-7-2003 MOD 4.obr

Please find the attached proposed development proposal for you to review & comments.

Regards,

Ahsanul,
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1200 722 4t
WA WRNTIW COM O
AT WA T

PO Dax 3230, Perrth NIV 2750
a Loved ¢, 2.6 Stlon Steet
b Porrth N5V 20

v

Raf: D2016/110664
Ms Megan Dawson

Resource Assessments
Department of Flanming and Ernvironmeant

GPO Box 39
Sydnay NSW 2001

Oear Ms Dawson

Re: WaterNSW Response to exhibition of Modification 4 (DA 315-7.2003 MOD &),
Luddenham Clay/Shale Quarry

Thank you for your email on 14 Saptember 2016 inviting WaterNSW 10 submit comments 1o thea
above madification application at the Luddenam Ciay'Shale Quarmry

WalerNSW has reviewad the information provided and notes that the developmant site is located
outside of Sydney's declared catchment and not in cose praxmity ta any WaterNSW
infrastructure. As such, WaterNSW has no specéic comments fo make on this modificaton,

If you have any quenas ragarding the abave pléasa contact Alsen Kniha, Enviconmentsl Policy
and Planning Manager on 4724 2451 or at glison knshaiPwaleenaw com ay.

Yours sincaraly,

Ml

MALCOLM HUGH
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Attachment B — Revised Drawings, Maps, Figures



Bl Revised Schematic Flowchart of Water Management System — 21 December 2016

EPCMINING

SCHEMATIC FLOWCHART OF SURFACE
WATER MANAGEMENT S5YSTEM 2016
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Epic Mining Pty Ltd — 275 Adams Road, Luddenham | Revised Surface Water Management | Ref:NICS162001 FIG025 Rev01l | Nicolas Israel — 21 December 2016
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Epic Mining Pty Ltd — 275 Adams Road, Luddenham Non-Clean Water Areas shown as Ref:NICS162001_FIG026 RevOl  Nicolas Israel — 21 December 2016
yellow shading




B4 Schematic Drawings of Proposed Earth Mounds — Dimensions are Shown
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Attachment C

Revised Visual Photo Montages & Locations
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PHOTO 6 - SOUTH WEST OF SITE

Epic Mining Pty Ltd — 275 Adams Road, Luddenham

A
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HOTO 4
13

Visual Assessment

Ref:NICS162001_FIG003 Rev01

Nicolas Israel — 15 March 2016
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PHOTO 7 - WEST

EARTH MOUND

PHOTO 6 - SOUTH WEST OF SITE

EARTH MOUND
EARTH MOUND

Epic Mining Pty Ltd — 275 Adams Road, Luddenham Visual Assessment with Earth | Ref:NICS162001_FIG023 Rev01 | Nicolas Israel — 21 December 2016

Mounds
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DP. 846962

;/
DP. 57,1171
DP. 623799 ¢ 2
N

PHOTQ 6

PHOTO 2
sy

4\P20T0 3

Epic Mining Pty Ltd - 275 Adams Road,
Luddenham

Proposed Site Layout and
Assessment Photo Locations

Visual

Ref:NICS162001_FIG024 Rev01

Nicolas Israel — 21 December 2016
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Attachment D — Additional Supporting Documents



D1 Noise Calculation Scenarios

Scenario 1: Stockpiling — Ground factor=1 (soft) - T=25C - RH=60% - Lw=108.1 dB

Interactive Sound Level Calculator 25 °CTemperature 60 % Humidity
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w 63 125 250 500 1k 2k 4k 8 Hz @ 63 125 250 500 1k 2k 4k 8k Hz
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@ Sound Power Level 108.1 dB & Resulting Sound Pressure Level 39.9 dB

Note: Scenario 2 could not be retrieved due to a corrupt file

Scenario 3: Stockpiling — Ground factor=1 (soft) — T=40°C - RH=60% - Lw=108.1 dB

Interactive Sound Level Calculator 40 °C Temperature 60 % Humidity
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Scenario 4: Stockpiling — Ground factor=1 (soft) — T=25"C - RH=20% - Lw=108.1 dB

Link to this ¢

ilation? Interactive Sound Level Calculator 25 °CTemperature 20 % Humidity
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Resulting Sound Pressure Level 39.8 dB

Scenario 5: Stockpiling — Ground factor=1 (soft) — T=25°C - RH=100% - Lw=108.1 dB

Link to this calculation? Interactive Sound Level Calculator 25 °C Temperature 100 % Humidity
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Scenario 6: Stockpiling — Ground factor=1 (soft) — T=0°C - RH=100% - Lw=108.1 dB

Link to this calculation? Interactive Sound Level Calculator g °CTemperature | 100 % Humidity
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Scenario 7: Stockpiling — Ground factor=1 (soft) — T=40°C - RH=100% - Lw=108.1 dB

Interactive Sound Level Calculator 40 °C Temperature

100 % Humidity
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84




Scenario 8: Stockpiling — Ground factor=1 (soft) — T=40°C - RH=20% - Lw=108.1 dB

Link to this calculation? Interactive Sound Level Calculator 40 °C Temperature 20 % Humidity
Copy results to clipboard e MAS § I tal 2 ‘ 1 Ground Factor (G) | Soft
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Scenario 9: Stockpiling — Ground factor=1 (soft) - T=0°C - RH=20% - Lw=108.1 dB

Link to this calculation? Interactive Sound Level Calculator Q °CTemperature 20 % Humidity
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Scenario 10: Stockpiling — Ground factor=0 (hard) — T=25C - RH=60% - Lw=108.1 dB

Link to this calculation? Interactive Sound Level Calculator 25 °CTemperature | 60 % Humidity
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Scenario 11: Stockpiling — Ground factor=1 (soft) - T=25°C - RH=60% - Lw=108.1 dB

Link to this calculation? Interactive Sound Level Calculator 25 °C Temperature 60 % Humidity
Copy results to clipboard I | } 1  Ground Factor (G) | Soft
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Scenario 12: Composting — Ground factor=1 (soft) — T=25°C - RH=60% - Lw=104 dB

Link to this calc Interactive Sound Level Calculator 25 °CTemperature 60 % Humidity
Copy results to clipboarc 1 Ground Factor (G) I Soft
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Scenario 13: Composting — Ground factor=0 (hard) - T=25"C - RH=60% - Lw=104 dB
Link to this calculation? °C Temperature 60 % Humidity

Interactive Sound Level Calculator 25
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Scenario 14: Composting — Ground factor=0 (hard) — T=40°C - RH=100% - Lw=104 dB

Link to this calculation? Interactive Sound Level Calculator 40 °C Temperature 100 % Humidity
Copy results to clipboard , 0 Ground Factor (G) Hard /
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Scenario 15: Composting — Ground factor=0 (hard) - T=0°C - RH=100% - Lw=104 dB

Li alculation? Interactive Sound Level Calculator 0 °C Temperature 100 % Humidity
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Scenario 16: Compostlng Ground factor=0 (hard) — T=0°C - RH=100% - Lw=104 dB

Interactive Sound Level Calculator 0 °CTemperature 100 % Humidity
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Scenario 17: Compostmg Ground factor=1 (soft) — T=25°C - RH=60% - Lw=104 dB

Interactive Sound Level Calculator 25 °CTemperature 60 % Humidity
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D2 Flood Related information — Response to Liverpool City Council
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Western Sydney Airport EIS
Surface Water Hydrology and Geomorphology

Auguit 2016
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