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Referral of a Proposal to the Environmental Protection Authority
under Section 38 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986.
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PURPOSE OF THIS FORM

Section 38 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) makes provision for the referral to
the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) of a proposal (significant proposals, strategic
proposals and proposals under an assessed scheme) by a proponent, a decision making authority
(DMA), or any other person.

The purpose of this form is to ensure that EPA has sufficient information about a proposal to make
a decision about the nature of the proposal and whether or not the proposal should be assessed
under Part IV of the EP Act. Information provided in the referral form must be brief (no more than
30 pages), sharp and succinct to achieve the purposes of this form.

This form does not prevent the referrer from providing a supplementary referral report. Should a
referrer choose to submit a supplementary referral report please ensure the following.

i. Information is short, sharp and succinct.

ii. Attachments are below eight megabytes (8 MB) as they will be published on the EPA’s
website (exemptions apply) for public comment. To minimise file size, “flatten” maps and
optimise pdf files.

iii. Cross-references are provided in the referral form to the appropriate section/s in the
supplementary referral report.

This form is to be used for all proposals® which can be referred to the EPA under section 38 of the
EP Act; i.e. referrals from: proponents of proposals (significant proposals, strategic proposals,
derived proposals, proposals under an assessed scheme); DMAs (significant proposals); and third
parties (significant proposals).

This form is divided into several sections, including; Referral requirements and Declaration; Part A
- Information of the proposal and proponent; and Part B Environmental Factors. Guidance on
successfully completing this form is provided throughout the form and is also available in the EPA’s
Environmental Assessment Guideline for Referral of a Proposal under s38 of the EP Act (EAG 16).

Send completed forms to Enquiries
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority Office of the Environmental Protection Authority
Locked Bag 10, East Perth WA 6892 Locked Bag 10, East Perth WA 6892

Telephone: 6145 0800

Fax: 6145 0895

Email: Registrar@epa.wa.gov.au Email: info@epa.wa.gov.au
Website: www.epa.wa.gov.au

or



mailto:Registrar@epa.wa.gov.au�
mailto:info@epa.wa.gov.au�
http://www.epa.wa.gov.au/�

Referral requirements and Declaration

The following section outlines the referral information required from a proponent, decision making
authority and third party.

(a) Proponents

Proponents are expected to complete all sections of the form and provide GIS spatial data to
enable the EPA to consider the referral. Spatial GIS data is necessary to inform the EPA’s
decision.

The EPA expects that a proponent will address Part B of the form as thoroughly as possible to
demonstrate whether or not the EPA’s objectives for environmental factors can be met.

If insufficient information is provided the EPA will request more information and processing of the
referral will commence once the information is provided or the EPA decides to make a
precautionary determination on the available information.

Proponent to complete before submitting form

Completed all the questions in Part A (essential) [lYes [INo
Completed all the questions in Part B [lYes [No
Completed all other applicable questions [lYes [No

Included Attachment 1 — any additional document(s) the [JYes []No
proponent wishes to provide

Included Attachment 2 — confidential information (if
applicable) [lves LINo

Enclosed an electronic copy of all referral information,
including spatial data and contextual mapping but clearly | []Yes [ ]No
separating any confidential information

Completed the Declaration [ JYes []No
What is the type of proposal being referred? L S|gn|f|c§1nt
[] strategic
* a referred proposal seeking to be declared a derived [ ] derived*
proposal [ ] under an assessed scheme
Do you consider the proposal requires formal [JYes []No
environmental impact assessment?
If yes, what level of assessment? ] API Category A
API = Assessment of Proponent Information [] API Category B
PER = Public Environmental Review [ ] PER




NB: The EPA may apply an Assessment on Proponent Information (API) level of assessment
when the proponent has provided sufficient information about:
¢ the proposal,;
e the proposed environmental impacts;
¢ the proposed management of the environmental impacts; and
e when the proposal is consistent with API criteria outlined in the Environmental Impact
Assessment (Part IV Division 1 and 2) Administrative Procedures 2012.

If an API A formal level of assessment is considered appropriate, please refer to Environmental
Assessment Guideline No. 14 Preparation for an Assessment on Proponent Information (Category
A) Environmental Review Document EAG 14 (EAG14).

Declaration

L, o , (full name) declare that | am authorised on behalf
Of e (being the person responsible for the proposal) to submit
this form and further declare that the information contained in this form is true and not misleading.

Signature Name (print)
Position Organisation
Email

Address

Date
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(b) Decision-making authority

The EPA expects decision-making authorities to complete applicable sections of Part A of the
form and provide the proponent an opportunity to provide additional information in Part B of

the form where appropriate.

Wherever possible the DMA should obtain relevant spatial information from the proponent and

provide this to the EPA with the referral.

DMA to complete before submitting form

environmental impact assessment?

Completed all the questions in Part A (essential) [lYes [No
Provided Part B to the proponent for completion [lYes [1No
Completed all other applicable questions [lYes [No
Included Attachment 1 — any supporting information [lYes [No
Enclosed an electronic copy of all referral information, [lYes [No
including spatial data and contextual mapping

Completed the below Declaration [ JYes []No
Do you consider the proposal requires formal [JYes []No

What is the type of proposal being referred?

[] significant proposal

[] significant proposal under
an assessed scheme

Declaration

L, e , (full name) submit this referral to the EPA for

consideration of the environmental significance of its impacts.

Signature Name (print)
Position Organisation
Email

Address

Date




(c) Third Party

Third parties are asked to have consideration for the Significance Test outlined in Part A
Section 1.5 of this form before referring a significant proposal to the EPA. The EPA will only
consider proposals that are likely, if implemented, to have a significant effect on the
environment.

Third parties are to provide sufficient information to clearly identify the significant proposal, the
proponent, and their reasons for referring the proposal. This can be done by completing as
much of Part A of the form as possible, taking into consideration the information available.
Third parties may wish to fill in Part B of the form to advance their own views of the
significance of the environmental impacts and the need for EPA assessment.

In most cases the EPA will seek additional information from the proponent. This will be to
confirm or amend the identity of the proponent, the proposal, and to allow the proponent
opportunity to provide its views on the significance of the environmental impacts and the need
for EPA assessment.

Third Party to complete before submitting form
Complete all applicable questions in Part A and B IYes [No
Completed the Declaration [vIYes []No
Do you consider the proposal requires formal environmental impact ™ Yes [INo
assessment?

Declaration

[, ... Phillip Owen Bayley ....... , (full name) submit this referral to the EPA for consideration

of the environmental significance of its impacts.

Signature PM&J’%/ Name (print) Phillip Bayley

Email bayley@iinet.net.au
Position Consultant Organisation Bayley Environmental Services
Address 30 Thomas Street
South Fremantle WA 6162
Date 4 February 2015




PART A: Information on the proposal and the proponent

All fields of Part A must be completed by the proponent and/or decision-making authority for this
document to be processed as a referral. Third party referrers are only expected to fill in the
fields they have information for.

1 PROPONENT AND PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION

1.1 The proponent of the proposal

Proponent and/or DMA to complete

Name of the proponent Goldmark Leather Pty Ltd

Joint Venture parties (if applicable)

Australian Company Number(s) (if applicable) | 110 234 225

Postal Address

(Where the proponent is a corporation or an
association of persons, whether incorporated or
not, the postal address is that of the principal place
of business or of the principal office in the State)

PO Box 711
Joondalup WA 6919

Key proponent contact for the proposal Paras Shah (Director)

Please include: name; physical address;

phone; and email. 0402 329 009

pbshah@goldmarktrading.com

Consultant for the proposal (if applicable)

Please include: name; physical address;
phone; and email.

1.2 Proposal

Proposal is defined under the EP Act to mean a “project, plan, programme policy, operation,
undertaking or development or change of land use, or amendment of any of the foregoing, but
does not include scheme”. Before completing this section please refer to Environmental Protection
Bulletin 17 — Strategic and derived proposals (EPB 17) and Environmental Assessment Guideline
for Defining the Key Characteristics of a proposal (EAG 1).

Proponent and/or DMA to complete

Title of the proposal North Dandalup Hides Facility
What project phase is the proposal at? [] Scoping
[ ] Feasibility

[ ] Detailed design
[v] Other - Development application

Proposal type [ ] Power/Energy Generation

More than one proposal type can be identified, [] Hydrocarbon Based — coal

however for filtering purposes it is recommended [] Hydrocarbon Based — gas
that only the primary proposal type is identified. [ ] Waste to energy
[ ] Renewable — wind

[ ] Renewable —wave
[ ] Renewable — solar
[ ] Renewable — geothermal
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Proponent and/or DMA to complete

[ ] Mineral / Resource Extraction
[ ] Exploration — seismic
[ ] Exploration — geotechnical
[ ] Development

[ ] Oil and Gas Development
Exploration

Onshore — seismic
Onshore — geotechnical
Onshore — development
Offshore — seismic
Offshore — geotechnical
Offshore — development

HinmInEE.

[ ] Industrial Development
[v] Processing

[ ] Manufacturing
[] Beneficiation

[ ] Land Use and Development

[ ] Residential — subdivision
[ ] Residential — development
[ ] Commercial — subdivision
[ ] Commercial — development
[ ] Industrial — subdivision
[ ] Industrial — development
[ ] Agricultural — subdivision
[ ] Agricultural — development
[ ] Tourism

[ ] Linear Infrastructure
[ ] Rall
[ ] Road

[ ] Power Transmission
[ ] Water Distribution
[ ] Gas Distribution

[ ] Pipelines

[ ] Water Resource Development
[ ] Desalination

[ ] Surface or Groundwater

[ ] Drainage

[ ] Pipelines

[ ] Managed Aquifer Recharge

[ ] Marine Developments

[ ] Port
[] Jetties

[ ] Marina

[ ] Canal

[ ] Aquaculture
[ ] Dredging

If other, please state below:




Proponent and/or DMA to complete

[ ] Other
Proponent and/or DMA to complete
Description of the proposal — describe the key
characteristics of the proposal in accordance with
EAG 1.

Timeframe in which the proposal is to occur
(including start and finish dates where applicable).

Details of any staging of the proposal.

What is the current land use on the property, and the
extent (area in hectares) of the property?

Have pre-referral discussions taken place with the
OEPA?

If yes, please provide the case number. If a case
number was not provided, please state the date of
the meeting and names of attendees.

DMA (Responsible Authority) to complete

For a proposal under an assessed scheme (as
defined in section 3 of the EP Act, applicable only to
the proponent and DMA) provide details (in an
attachment) as to whether:

e The environmental issues raised by the
proposal were assessed in any assessment of
the assessed scheme.

e The proposal complies with the assessed
scheme and any environmental conditions in the
assessed scheme.

1.3 Strategic / derived proposals

Complete this section if the proposal being referred is a strategic proposal or you are seeking the
proposal to be declared a derived proposal. Note: Only a proponent may refer a strategic proposal
and seek a proposal to be declared a derived proposal.

Proponent to complete

Is this referred proposal a strategic proposal? [ ]Yes []No
Are you seeking that this proposal be declared a derived [lYes [No
proposal?

If you are seeking that this proposal be declared a derived MS #:

proposal, what is the Ministerial Statement number (MS #)

of the associated strategic proposal?



http://edit.epa.wa.gov.au/EPADocLib/120509 EPA EAG 1 Defining a Proposal_May2012.pdf�
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1.4 Location

Proponents and DMAs must provide spatial data. Please refer to EAG 1 for more detalil.

Proponent, DMA and Third Party to complete

Name of the Local Government Authority in which the
proposal is located.

Murray

Location:

a) street address; lot number; suburb; and nearest
road intersection; or

b) if remote the nearest town; and distance and
direction from that town to the proposal site.

Lot 1675 on Plan 206160

South Western Highway,

North Dandalup

720m south of SW Hwy/Money Rd

5km south of ND townsite

Have maps and figures been included with the referral
(consistent with EAG 1 where appropriate)?
The types of maps and figures which need to be provided
(depending on the nature of the proposal) include:
e maps showing the regional location and context of
the proposal; and
e figures illustrating the proposal elements.

Yes [ ]No

Proponent and DMA to complete

Have electronic copies of spatial data been included with
the referral?

NB: Electronic spatial (GIS or CAD) data, geo-referenced
and conforming to the following parameters:
¢ GIS: polygons representing all activities and named,;

o CAD: simple closed polygons representing all
activities and named;

e datum: GDA94;

¢ projection: Geographic (latitude/longitude) or Map
Grid of Australia (MGA);

o format: ESRI geodatabase or shapefile, Mapinfo
Interchange Format, Microstation or AutoCAD..

[ ]Yes []No

1.5 Significance test and environmental factors

Proponent, DMA and Third Party to complete

What are the likely significant [] Benthic Communities and Habitat
environmental factors for this proposal? [] Coastal Processes

[ ] Marine Environmental Quality

[ ] Marine Fauna

[] Flora and Vegetation

[ ] Landforms

EI Subterranean Fauna

[ ] Terrestrial Environmental Quality

[ ] Terrestrial Fauna

[ ] Hydrological Processes

[ ] Inland Waters Environmental Quality
[v] Air Quality & Atmospheric Gases
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Proponent, DMA and Third Party to complete

Amenity

[ ] Heritage

[ ] Human Health

[ ] Offsets

[ ] Rehabilitation and Decommissioning

Having regard to the Significance Test
(refer to Section 7 of the EIA Administrative
Procedures 2012) in what ways do you
consider the proposal may have a
significant effect on the environment and
warrant referral to the EPA?

Please outline in two paragraphs or less.

Two neighbouring houses are located 430m
and 450m from proposed facility, within
the EPA’s recommended minimum 500m
buffer distance.

1.6 Confidential information

All information will be made publically available unless authorised for exemption under the EP Act

or subject to the Freedom of Information Act 1992.

Proponent to complete

Does the proponent request that the EPA treat
any part of the referral information as
confidential?

Ensure all confidential information is provided in
a separate attachment in hard copy.

[ JYes [ ]No

2 REGULATORY CONSIDERATIONS

This section applies to the Local, State and Commonwealth regulatory considerations for the

referred proposal.

2.1 Government approvals

211

State or Local Government approvals

DMA to complete

What approval(s) is (are) required from you as a
decision-making authority?

Is rezoning of any land required before the
proposal can be implemented?

If yes, please provide details.

[ JYes []No

10




2.1.2 Regulation of aspects of the proposal

Complete the following to the extent possible.

Proponent to complete

Do you have legal access required for the implementation
of all aspects of the proposal?

[ ]Yes []No

If yes, provide details of legal access authorisations /
agreements / tenure.

If no, what authorisations / agreements / tenure is required
and from whom?

Outline both the existing approvals and approvals that will be / are being sought as a part of this proposal.

Proponent to complete

Aspects* of the Type of approval Legislation Which State
proposal regulating this | agency /entity
activity regulate this
activity?

*e.g. mining, processing, dredging

2.1.3 Commonwealth Government Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 approvals

Refer to the assessment bilateral agreement between the Commonwealth of Australia and
the State of Western Australia for assistance on this section.

Proponent to complete

1. Does the proposal involve an action that may be or is a [lYes [No
controlled action under the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)? If no continue to Part A section
2.3.4.
2. What is the status of the decision on whether or not the [[1 Proposal not yet referred
decision

[ ] Assessed — controlled action

[ ] Assessed — not a controlled

action
3. If the action has been referred, when was it referred and Date:
what is the reference number (Ref #)?
Ref #:

11
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Proponent to complete

4. If the action has been assessed, provide the decision in [ ]Yes []No
an attachment. Has an attachment been provided?

5. Do you request this proposal to be assessed under the [lYes [No
bilateral agreement?

Complete the following to the extent possible for the Public Comment of EPBC Act referral
documentation.

Proponent to complete

6. Have you invited the public to comment on your referral [lYes [No
documentation?

7. How was the invitation published? [ ] newspaper []website

8. Did the invitation include all of the following?

(a) brief description of the action [lyes [1No
(b) the name of the action [lYes [INo
(c) the name of the proponent [lyes [1No
(d) the location of the action [lYes [1No
(e) the matters of national environmental significance that [lYes [No

will be or are likely to be significantly impacted

() how the relevant documents may be obtained [lYes [No
(g) the deadline for public comments [lYes [No
(h) available for public comment for 14 calendar days [lYes [INo
() the likely impacts on matters of national environmental [lYes [No
significance
() any feasible alternatives to the proposed action [lYes [No
(k) possible mitigation measures [lYes [INo
9. Were any submissions received during the public [lYes [No
comment period?
10. Have public submissions been addressed? If yes provide [lYes [No
attachment.

12



214

Other Commonwealth Government Approvals

Proponent, DMA and Third Party to complete

part of the proposal?

Is approval required from other
Commonwealth Government/s for any

[ ]Yes []No

If yes, please complete the table below.

Agency / Approval required Application Agency / Local Authority contact(s)
Authority lodged? for proposal

[ ]Yes []No

[ ]Yes []No

3. SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Please attach copies of any relevant information on the proposal, supporting evidence and / or
existing environmental surveys, studies or monitoring information undertaken and list the

documents below.

Proponent, DMA and Third Party to complete

Q) Development Bowman & Development Application and
Application — Associates Pty Ltd Environmental Summary Report
North Dandalup
Hides Facility
(2) North Dandalup Environmental Odour modelling report
Hides Facility — Alliances Pty Ltd
Prediction of
Odour Impacts
3) Odour Environ Australia Expert review of odour modelling report
Assessment Pty Ltd
Review
(4) Proposed Animal Bayley Submission to Shire of Murray on
Hide Processing Environmental behalf of neighbouring land owner, Mrs
Facility — Services Joan Money.
Submission to
Shire of Murray

13




PART B: ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

The purpose of Part B is to assist the EPA to determine the significance of the likely environmental
impacts of the proposal in accordance with the EPA’'s Environmental Assessment Guideline for
Environmental factors and objectives (EAG 8) and Environmental Assessment Guideline for
Application of a significant framework in the EIA process (EAG 9). Referrers completing Part B
should refer closely to EAG 8 and EAG 9.

The EPA has prepared Referral of a Proposal under s38 of the EP_Act EAG No0.16 - Appendix A
(Appendix A) to assist in identifying factors and completing the below table. Further guidance can
be found in the guidance and policy documents cited in Appendix A under each factor.

How to complete Part B

For each environmental factor, that is likely to be significantly impacted by the implementation of
the proposal, make a copy of the table below and insert a summary of the relevant information
relating to the proposal. The table can be broken down into more than one table per factor, if the
need arises. For example the hydrological processes factor can be presented in two separate
tables, one for surface water and one for groundwater, or similarly one for construction and one for
operations.

For complex proposals a supplementary referral report can be provided in addition to the referral
form. If this option is chosen the table must still be completed (summaries are acceptable) to assist
the Office of the EPA with statistical reporting and filtering proposals for processing.

Proponents expecting an API level of assessment must provide information in accordance with the
EPA’s Environmental Assessment Guideline for Preparation of an API-A environmental review
document (EAG 14).

For each of the significant environmental factors, complete the following table (Questions 1 — 10).

Proponent to complete. DMA and Third Party to complete to the best of their knowledge.

1 Factor, as defined in EAG 8 Air quality
Amenity
2 To maintain air quality for the

protection of the environment and
human health and amenity

To ensure that impacts to amenity
are reduced as low as reasonably
practicable.

(all other answers below are
common to both factors)

EPA Objective, as defined in EAG 8

3 Guidance - what established policies, guidelines, and | EPA Guidance 3 — Recommended
standards apply to this factor in relation to the minimum separation of 500m from
proposal? fellmongeries to residences.

4 Consultation - outline the need for consultation and

the outcomes of any consultation in relation to the
potential environmental impacts, including:

¢ anticipated level of public interest in the impact;

e consultation with regulatory agencies; and

e consultation with community.

14
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Proponent to complete. DMA and Third Party to complete to the best of their knowledge.

5 Baseline information - describe the relevant Neighbouring houses are located
characteristics of the receiving environment. 430m and 450m north of the
. . . proposed facility.
This may include: regional context; known
environmental values, current quality, sensitivity to
impact, and current level of cumulative impacts.
6 Impact assessment - describe the potential impact/s | Odour of hides during unloading,
that may occur to the environmental factor as a result | 0ading and processing.
of implementing the proposal.
7 Mitigation measures - what measures are proposed
to mitigate the potential environmental impacts? The | Operational measures are
following should be addressed: proposed (including closure of
¢ Avoidance - avoiding the adverse environmental doors and ventilation of shed) that
impact altogether- 9 are unlikely to be consistently
P 9 ' implemented or to significantly
e Minimisation - limiting the degree or magnitude of | reduce odour emissions.
the adverse impact;
e Rehabilitate — restoring the maximum
environmental value that is reasonably
practicable; and
o Offsets — actions that provide environmental
benefits to counterbalance significant residual
environmental impacts or risks of a project or
activity.
8 Residual impacts — review the residual impacts
against the EPA objectives. Significant odour impacts are likely
It is understood that the extent of any significant to be e.xpenenced by neighbours.
residual impacts may be hard to quantify at the Modelling presented by proponent
referral stage. Referrers are asked to provide, as far | IS flawed.
as practicable, a discussion on the likely residual Even assuming modelling is
impacts and form a conclusion on whether the EPA’s | accurate, some impact is expected
objective for this factor would be met if residual to occur.
impacts remain. This will require:
¢ quantifying the predicted impacts (extent,
duration, etc.) acknowledging any uncertainty in
predictions;
e putting the impacts into a regional or local
context, incorporating knowable cumulative
impacts; and
e comparison against any established
environmental policies, guidelines, and
standards.
9 EPA'’s Objective — from your perspective and based [] meets the EPA'’s objective
on your review, which option applies to the proposal , I
in relation to this factor? Refer to EAG 9 L] may meet the EPA's objective
is unlikely to meet the EPA’s
objective
10 Describe any assumptions critical to your conclusion

(in Question 9). e.g. particular mitigation measures or
regulatory conditions.

15
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In circumstances where there was some uncertainty on the level of significance of a particular
factor it is recommended that a brief summary (no longer than 1 - 2 paragraphs) is provided on the
steps taken to determine why a factor was not considered to be significant.
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This document is issued to Bayley Environmental on behalf of J.I. Money & Co for the purposes of
reviewing the odour report prepared by Environmental Alliance Pty Ltd (Envall). It should not be used
for any other purpose.

The report must not be reproduced in whole or in part except with the prior consent of ENVIRON
Australia Pty Ltd and subject to inclusion of an acknowledgement of the source. No information as to
the contents or subject matter of this document or any part thereof may be communicated in any
manner to any third party without the prior consent of ENVIRON Australia Pty Ltd.

Whilst reasonable attempts have been made to ensure that the contents of this report are accurate
and complete at the time of writing, ENVIRON Australia Pty Ltd disclaims any responsibility for loss or
damage that may be occasioned directly or indirectly through the use of, or reliance on, the contents
of this report.
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Review of Envall Odour report for the proposed North Dandalup Hides Facility
27 January 2015 Page 1

1 Introduction

ENVIRON Australia Pty Ltd (ENVIRON) was commissioned by Bayley Environmental
Services on behalf of J.I. Money & Co. to review the Odour Assessment report prepared by
Environmental Alliances Pty Ltd (Envall) for a proposed Hides Facility (Fellmongery). The
Envall report was part of a larger development application report submitted to the Shire of
Murray. In this development application, Goldman Leather Pty Ltd (Proponent) proposed to
establish a hide curing facility in the Shire of Murray.

Based on the Envall report, it is proposed that the North Dandalup Hides Facility (NDHF) will
accept up to 5,000 cow hides a week. These hides will be acquired from various abattoirs
state-wide and be delivered as green hides (unsalted) direct from the abattoirs. Upon
receipt the hides will be salt cured in large drums (similar to concrete mixes) for up to twenty
four hours. They will then be trimmed and classified in various grades and weights before
being packed for export. Approximately 35 kL of process waste water will be generated
each week and stored in a sealed tank. Wastewater and hide offcuts will be removed from
site regularly and taken to existing external waste disposal sites.

Bayley Environmental Services has advised ENVIRON that it understands that the hides will
not be cleaned at the abattoir to remove traces of fat/flesh and blood prior to transport.
Odour is likely to be generated primarily via decomposition (European Commission, 2003)
and therefore the management of the proposed facility and wastes will be a key aspect of
the likely odour emissions.

The Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) Guidance for the Assessment of
Environmental Factors No. 3 is titled Separation Distances between Industrial and Sensitive
Land Uses (EPA, 2005). This guidance document specifies a buffer distance of 500 m for
Fellmongering (where animal skins or hides are dried, cured or stored). It also specifies a
buffer distance of 200 m to 300 m for small non-sulphide tanneries that treat and dry animal
skins, leather and artificial leather. The Envall report referenced the small non-sulphide
tannery buffer distance and concluded that the nearest residence, located approximately
430 m to the north-northwest of the proposed NDHF, was beyond the buffer distance
recommended by the EPA Guidance 3. However, both the Envall and Goldman Leather Pty
Ltd documents refer to the proposed project as a Fellmongery and it is therefore considered
that the 500 m buffer distance associated with Fellmongering should have been be used
rather than the smaller buffer distance associated with small non-sulphide tanneries. The
use of the Fellmongery buffer distance means that the nearest residence would be within the
buffer zone. The EPA Guidance 3, states:

“Where the separation distance is less than the generic distance, a scientific study
based on site- and industry-specific information must be presented to demonstrate
that a lesser distance will not result in unacceptable impacts.”

Such studies would typically include an air quality assessment such as that presented in the
Envall report.

In reviewing the air dispersion modelling documented in the Envall report, ENVIRON'’s
approach has been to determine if an alternative approach would have yielded a significantly
different conclusion which was: “that odours were unlikely to be of any significant concern”.
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Table 3 of the Envall report tabulates that at the nearest receptor the predicted odour
concentrations (99.5 percentile) could reach 72% of the one hour 2.5 ou criteria.

In order to evaluate the conclusions from the modelling, it is necessary to understand the
different components of and inputs to the model namely:

e Model choice;

e Meteorology;

e Source parameterisation; and
e Source strength.

Each of these factors is discussed in the following sections.
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2 Introduction

2.1 Model choice

The US-EPA uses a rough rule of thumb of a factor of two for the model accuracy (US EPA ,
2012) in determining if a model can be approved in place of a regulatory model. This means
that at any point in time and location, the concentrations from a model being tested should
match within a factor of two (i.e. between % and double) the results obtained from the
regulatory model. This factor is reflected in the report (Table 3) where two modelling
parameters have been compared (micrometeorology and PG coefficients) giving results of
0.73'vs 0.43 ou and 2.9 vs 1.8 ou (i.e., a factor of 1.7 and 1.6 respectively).

Calpuff is a regulatory model that is typically used for long distance dispersion modelling and
situations where there are light winds and complex meteorology. AERMOD is the USA
approved model that is generally applied to near field dispersion modelling studies. As such
ENVIRON would probably have used AERMOD for the study but as both models are US
EPA approved, it is not considered that the selection of model would have had a significant
impact on the results.

2.2 Meteorology

The Envall report identifies the BOM operated Karnet meteorological site approximately

20 km to the north as the closest meteorological station. However the Envall report does not
use these data for the modelling but instead uses meteorology generated by The Air
Dispersion Model (TAPM). TAPM generated meteorological data are compare to the BOM
site situated at Caversham much further away, citing potential matches as indicative of good
data.

ENVIRON believes that the use of the TAPM generated meteorology is not acceptable for
this type of modelling study and its use could result in a significant under-prediction of the
odour concentrations. TAPM has a demonstrated tendency to under-predict the frequency
of light winds. For non-buoyant emission sources, such as those from the proposed
development, the highest concentrations are associated with light winds. As such an under-
prediction of these light winds generally results in an under-prediction of the maximum
concentrations.

Figure 1 and Figure 2 show the morning and afternoon wind roses derived from the TAPM
data and the three nearest BOM sites (Karnet, 2014; Dwellingup, 2014; Mandurah, 2014).
Visibly apparent in the roses are:

e the lack of calms in the TAPM data;

e aslight reduction in percentile of low wind speeds; and

e absence of very high wind speeds and an increase in percentiles in the “average
wind speeds”.

There is generally a good correlation with the wind direction across the TAPM and BOM data
sets.

! Note Envall report appears to swap the row and column headers, ENVIRON assumed the subsequent text not
the table headers are accurate.
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To estimate the impact of calm winds on predicted concentrations the US EPA screening
model, Screen3, was run to compare the impact of changing stability classes. Dispersion
models use the concept of atmaospheric stability where the weather conditions are ascribed
to six stability conditions. These vary from F moderately stable (low wind speed, night) to
unstable (class f) (air rises vertically) and has an impact on the dispersion properties. Figure
3 shows the impact changing from slightly unstable conditions (class C) (typical daytime) to
moderately stable conditions (class F) which is predicted to increase the ground level
concentrations by about seven times (at 400 m downwind from source).

In its modelling guidance (DOE, 2006) it states that TAPM generated meteorology should
not be used to model emissions from non-buoyant low level emission sources. Therefore
the use of TAPM generated meteorology in the air dispersion modelling is likely to result in
an under-prediction of the maximum concentrations.

2.3 Source parameterisation

Envall modelled the odour emissions as a volume source with the doors open. In contrast
the operating conditions specify that the plant will vent from the ceiling ventilation outlets.
However, given that the dispersion of the emissions will be influenced by the building itself, it
is not considered likely that the different source characteristics would have any significant
impact. Screen3 was again used to estimate this impact and as depicted in Figure 4, there
are no significant differences expected in changing source types modelled as expected.

2.4 Source strength

Odour can be defined as the “perception of smell” (Govt of India, 2008; DEP, 2002). Unlike
conventional air pollutants, odours arise from potentially multiple overlapping compounds
that bring a non-linearity into the sense of smell. Odour is typically measured by a panel
which determine a threshold concentration where half the population recognises an odour
and the number of dilutions required to achieve that point represents the odour units. The
nature and strength of the odour may change with dilution or interaction with other
compounds. Typically odour measurements are set for target compounds such as ammonia
or hydrogen sulphide against odour panel measurements. If an unknown compound (odour)
is present in the field testing it may invalidate field measurements.

The Envall report uses odour measurements obtained from a wet-blue tannery and applied
these to the proposed NDHF. The wet-blue tannery uses a sulphur based process in the
operations which has the potential to emit strong sulphate odours (Pattle Delamore Partners
LTD, 2013). In contrast the NDHF proposal coats the hides with dry salt which draws
moisture out of the hide and helps preserve it. The preservative properties of salt should
prevent decomposition of the hide thereby reducing odour emissions.

Odour can be generation from this process including from:

e Acceptance of poorly cleaned hides (with residual fat/flesh);

e Long transportation distances in hot conditions;

e Poor operational procedures which neglecting or delay clean-up operations;

¢ Formation of organic breakdown products in grease traps and waste water; and
e Insufficient salt being added to pickle the hides.
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Most of these can be controlled by operational procedures such as using reputable abattoirs,
inspections prior to receiving the hides, short commutes and/or refrigerated trucks. The
wastewater and grease traps represent the largest potential odour source. The Envall report
does not describe potential odour sources in detail and simply states that using the wet-blue
odour measurements are a conservative assumption in comparison to the proposed project.
Consideration of the buffer distances for sulphide based tanneries (1,000 m to 2,000 m) and
fellmongeries (500 m) defined in EPA Guidance 3 supports the Envall position that the
odours from the wet-blue tannery are expected to be greater than those from the proposed
plant. However the odour concentrations that may occur from the proposed NDHF have not
been specifically quantified by the Envall report and these can be affected by a number of
factors as outlined above.

ENVIRON concurs with Envall that the emissions estimates used within its report are likely
to be conservative.
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3 Conclusions

The closest residence to the proposed NDHF is within the buffer zone specified within the
EPA Guidance 3 for fellmongeries and in this case the EPA Guidance 3 specifies that a
scientific study using more on-site and industry-specific information be undertaken. The
Envall report represents such a study.

In the absence of further information such as a detailed process description and the
condition of the hides that will be received at the proposed NDHF, it is difficult to fully assess
the potential odour emissions and therefore the potential impacts. No emissions information
specific to the type of process proposed is provided but ENVIRON agrees with the Envall
report that provided good housekeeping is implemented the odour emissions modelled are
likely to be conservative. However, the effect of the conservative nature of the emissions on
the modelling outcomes are likely to be offset to some extent by the possible non-
conservative outcome resulting from the use of TAPM generated meteorology within the air
dispersion model.

The likely extent of the conservative nature of the emissions and non-conservative outcome
due to using TAPM generated meteorological data and how these may offset each other
cannot be quantified based on the information provided. Therefore, it is difficult to conclude
if the proposed NDHF will result in odour concentrations above the guidelines at the closest
residence based on the data that are available.
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4 Limitations

ENVIRON Australia prepared this report in accordance with the scope of work as outlined in
our proposal to Bayley Environmental (on behalf of J.I. Money and Co) dated 9 December
2014, in accordance with our understanding and interpretation of current regulatory
standards, and based on information presented in the Envall report.

The conclusions presented in this report represent ENVIRON's professional judgment based
on information made available during the course of this assignment and are true and correct
to the best of ENVIRON'’s knowledge as at the date of the assessment.

ENVIRON did not independently verify all of the written or oral information provided to
ENVIRON during the course of this investigation. While ENVIRON has no reason to doubt
the accuracy of the information provided to it, the report is complete and accurate only to the
extent that the information provided to ENVIRON was itself complete and accurate.

This report does not purport to give legal advice. This advice can only be given by qualified
legal advisors.
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Figure 1 Wind Roses 9AM

Note: With the exception of the TAPM plot these wind roses are centred over the meteorological site
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Figure 2 Wind Roses 3PM
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Note: Predicted concentration has been scaled to match the reported odour concentration.
(Same scaling was used in all four graphs)
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30 Thomas Street
South Fremantle 6162
bayley@iinet.net.au

T 08 93359160

F 08 9335 9160

M 0427 808 633

Our Ref: J14036

27 January 2015

Chief Executive Officer
Shire of Murray

PO Box 21

PINJARRA WA 6208

Dear Sir

Proposed Animal Hide Processing Facility
South Western Highway, North Dandalup

Bayley Environmental Services was engaged by Mrs Joan Money of Money Rd, North
Dandalup in December 2014 to review and make a submission on the proposal by
Goldmark Leather Pty Ltd to establish an animal hide processing facility (fellmongery) at
Lot 1675 South Western Highway, North Dandalup. Mrs Money is the owner of the
adjacent property to the north, on which two houses are located 430m and 450m from
the proposed fellmongery. One of the houses is occupied by Mrs Money and her
partner, the other by an employee.

The focus of this submission is on the Development Application prepared by Bowman &
Associates Pty Ltd (2014) and, in particular, on Appendix B, an odour modelling report
prepared by Environmental Alliances Pty Ltd (Envall). As part of the review, Mr Brian
Bell of Environ Australia, an experienced air quality modeller, was engaged to review
the Envall report in terms of its methodology, assumptions and conclusions. The report
by Environ Australia is attached in Appendix A.

The Envall report employs numerical odour modelling based on assumptions regarding
the odour source, meteorological conditions and plant operations to conclude that the
facility will produce odours at the adjacent residences that are below the EPA criteria for
odour nuisance. The overall finding of this review is that the Envall report contains a
number of errors and inadequacies including the modelling methodology, the choice of
model, the odour source and the meteorological conditions, that make it unreliable as a
basis for concluding that the odour from the plant will be within acceptable limits. The
remainder of this submission examines these issues in detalil.

Sundowner Nominees Pty Ltd as trustee for the Bayley Cook Family Trust ABN 20 822 598 897
trading as Bayley Environmental Services
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EPA Guidelines and DER Advice

The Envall report misquotes (on p.1 and again on p.10) the EPA’s Guidance for the
Assessment of Environmental Factors No.3: Separation Distances Between Industrial
and Sensitive Land Uses as stating that the recommended buffer distance for
fellmongeries from residences is 200 to 300 metres. In fact, the minimum separation
recommended for fellmongeries in EPA Guidance No. 3 is 500 metres. Both houses on
Mrs Money’s property are less than the recommended minimum distance from the
proposed fellmongery.

The Envall report also states (p.4) that “The approach recommended by the Department
of Environmental Regulation (DER) to assess air quality impacts from industrial
proposals is modelling the dispersion of air emissions as described in "Air Quality
Modelling Guidance Notes" (DEP 2006)...". In fact, the DER recommends against using
dispersion modelling for determining odour separation distances due to the difficulties of
guantifying inputs and assessing impacts (P. Taylor, Manager, DER Air Quality Branch,
pers. comm.). Instead, the DER recommends that separation distances be determined
based on the EPA Guidance and industry best practice.

Choice of Air Dispersion Model

Envall used the CALPUFF numerical model to simulate the dispersion of odour from the
fellmongery. CALPUFF is best suited to long-range dispersion studies, as well as
certain near-field situations involving complex meteorology. In short-range situations
such as this, the USA model AERMOD is considered more suitable. However, the
choice of model is overshadowed by the above advice from the DER that numerical
modelling is not recommended at all as a means of assessing odour separation
distances.

Meteorological Input Data

Envall used an artificial meteorological data set derived from the CSIRO Air Pollution
Model (TAPM) as input to the model, rather than using actual meteorological data from
one of the nearby Bureau of Meteorology stations at Karnet, Dwellingup, Mandurah or
Caversham. Environ, in its review of the Envall report, stated that:

“Environ believes that the use of the TAPM-generated meteorology is not
acceptable for this type of modelling and its use could result in a significant
under-prediction of the odour concentrations. TAPM has a demonstrated
tendency to under-predict the frequency of light winds. For non-buoyant
emission sources, such as those from the proposed development, the highest
concentrations are associated with light winds. As such an under-prediction of
these light winds generally results in an under-prediction of the maximum
concentrations.”
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The Environ criticism is supported by the DER which, in its modelling guidelines (DoE,
2006), specifically states that TAPM-generated meteorology data should not be used to
model emissions from non-buoyant, low-level emission sources (such as this one).

Figures 1 and 2 of the Environ review (Appendix A) show morning and afternoon wind
roses derived from the TAPM data and the three nearest BoM sites (Karnet, Dwellingup
and Mandurah). The figures clearly show the significant under-representation in the
TAPM dataset of light southerly winds, which are the winds of main concern to the
houses directly to the north. Therefore the use of TAPM-generated meteorology data is
likely to result in a significant under-prediction of the impacts of odour from the proposed
fellmongery on Mrs Money’s houses.

Odour Source Characterisation

The Envall report does not present any data on odour generation from fellmongeries
such as the one proposed. Instead it uses a single odour sample from a tannery in New
Zealand: that of Wallace Corporation in Waitoa. Envall asserts that the NZ plant, being
a tannery rather than a fellmongery, will be much more odorous than the proposed
fellmongery and is therefore a highly conservative basis for the modelling.

There are several problems with this approach:

« The plants are not comparable. The NZ plant is purely a tannery and does not
incorporate any hide curing using salt or brine. Hides received at the tannery are
placed immediately into the tanning process.

« The tanning odours from the NZ plant are likely to consist mainly of hydrogen
sulphide from the tanning and de-hairing operations. The odours from the proposed
North Dandalup plant will be mostly volatile organic compounds (VOCs) such as
mercaptans, among the most odorous substances known, from decomposition of
hides before they are cured.

. The NZ plant is fitted with an air extraction system that captures all emissions from
the tanning baths and directs them through a biofiltration unit.

. The single sample was taken adjacent to (not above, as stated by Envall (2013)) the
tanning baths; however there is no indication whether this sample is representative
of typical emissions, what operational state the plant was in at the time and whether
the air extraction system was operating.

. The NZ data gives no indication of the composition of the sample. Different odours
behave differently at different concentrations. There is no certainty that VOCs at 2.5
times their odour threshold will be perceived the same as hydrogen sulphide at 2.5
times its odour threshold.
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In summary, there is almost no similarity between the NZ tannery and the proposed
North Dandalup fellmongery in either the processes used, the gases emitted or the
odours likely to arise. Despite this, the Envall report makes the assumption that the
data from the NZ plant will result in a conservative estimate of odour emissions from the
North Dandalup plant. There is no rational basis for this assumption.

Plant Operational Procedures

Envall cites several operational procedures that will, it is claimed, reduce the emission
of odours from the fellmongery. In practice, most if not all of these are likely to be either
non-applicable or irrelevant. These include:

. Envall models the fellmongery with the loading bay doors open but claims that the
doors will be closed at all times except during truck loading, thus leading to a
reduction (or an over-estimate) in odour emissions. It is difficult to imagine that staff
at the plant will tolerate working in a sealed metal shed on hot summer days
surrounded by animal hides. This suggests that the doors will be open for much of
the time, at least in summer.

« Regardless of whether the doors are normally open, the odorous gases will not
simply disappear — if the doors are closed, the gases will accumulate in the shed
until the doors are opened, leading to a pulse of high odour emissions. This could
arguably be worse than a constant low-level emission.

. The same applies to the Envall statement that odours “...will tend to "pool" in the
eastern end of the building rather than being completely exhausted.” They may pool
temporarily, but sooner or later they will escape.

. The Bowman & Associates report notes that rooftop ventilators will be installed to
“...aid the extraction and disbursement of odorous air from within the shed.” This
directly contradicts the earlier assertion that odours will be contained by keeping the
doors closed. The height of the ventilators (stated as 6m above ground) is unlikely
to be significant for a non-buoyant plume over the distances involved.

Odour Impacts

Odour is expressed in terms of odour units (OU). One OU is defined as the minimum
concentration of a gas at which half of the population can distinguish it from the
background. Criteria for acceptable odour are based on the strength, duration and
frequency of the odour. In this situation, the applicable DER criteria are that the one-
hour average odour concentration at sensitive premises should be less than:

- 8 OU for 99.9% of the time; and
- 2.5 OU for 99.5% of the time.
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Envall predicts, according to the model, that the one-hour average odour intensity at
Mrs Money’s houses will be less than 2.9 OU for 99.9% of the time and less than
1.8 OU for 99.5% of the time. Conversely, this implies that the odour intensity over one
hour will be more than 2.9 OU for 0.1% of the time and more than 1.8 OU for 0.5% of
the time. Therefore, it can be deduced that Mrs Money’s houses will be subjected to
odours from the fellmongery at 2.9 times the odour threshold for an hour or more for an
average of nearly nine hours per year, and at 1.8 times the threshold for an hour or
more for an average of 43 hours per year.

Mrs Money and her partner have lived on her property at North Dandalup for many
years. While they are accustomed to the sights, sounds and smells of the rural
landscape, the proposed fellmongery cannot be considered a typical part of the rural
landscape. As such, it could be argued that no odour of this type is acceptable.

Conclusion

The report by Envall in support of the proposed fellmongery is flawed to the extent that it
cannot be regarded as an adequate justification for the proposal. Specifically:

. It uses a methodology (air dispersion modelling) that is not supported by the DER for
assessing the adequacy of odour buffer distances.

. It uses a model that is regarded as unsuitable by the DER for short-range dispersion
studies.

. It uses a meteorological data set that is regarded as unsuitable by the DER for non-
buoyant, low-level emission sources, and which demonstrably under-estimates the
occurrence of light winds in the direction of Mrs Money’s houses.

. It bases its emissions data on a single odour reading from a New Zealand plant that
contains none of the process proposed in the North Dandalup Plant, with no
evidence that it is in any way representative of the proposed plant.

. It quotes proposed operational measures that are unlikely either to be implemented
or to have a significant effect on emissions.

Despite these shortcomings, the Envall report shows that Mrs Money can expect to be
exposed to odours from the plant for significant periods of time.

For these reasons Mrs Money requests that you either refuse planning permission for
the plant, or at least to require a more detailed assessment of the likely odour impacts
based on an accepted methodology using verifiable data from a representative source.
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Yours sincerely
BAYLEY ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

Phil Bty

PHIL BAYLEY

Appendix A Environ Australia review of Envall Report
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