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1. INTRODUCTION

Urbis Pty Ltd (Urbis), on behalf of The Next Generation NSW Pty Ltd (TNG), submit this report in response to
the Department of Planning & Environmentés (DPE)
Waste Facility (SSD 6236) and in doing so seek to provide the Independent Planning Commission (IPC) with
all of the information considered necessary to make an informed decision on the presented application.

This submission clearly details responses to the views expressed in the DPE Assessment Report, the related
independent advice on which the Assessment Report is based, and the assumptions made within the
recommendation.

This report is structured as follows:
1. Identification of the strategic importance of SSD 6236.
2. Consideration of the key reasons for refusal, i

3. Provision of key information to the IPC to enable informed deliberation, including a breakdown of areas
where the DPE Assessment Report contains factual errors or where information has been misrepresented
or misinterpreted.

4. An alternative recommendation to that presented in the Assessment Report.

1.1. PROJECT OVERVIEW
1.1.1. Background

As detailed in the DPE Assessment Report, SSD 6236 has been subject of an iterative process in reaching
the current amended application presented to the IPC for determination. The following is a brief summary of
the project to date:

T April 2015: SSDA for a two stage Energy from Waste Facility (capacity to treat 1.35 million tonnes of
residual waste per annum) submitted to the DPE and placed on exhibition between 27 May 2015 and 27
July 2015.

T November 2016: In addressing the submissions received from the community, Government agencies, key
stakeholders and interest groups, the SSDA was formally amended and an amended Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) and associated documentation was submitted to the DPE for a facility to treat up
to 1.105 million tonnes of residual waste fuel per annum. The amended EIS was placed on exhibition
between 9 December 2016 and 1 March 2017.

1 July 2017: A Response to Submissions Report (RTS), was prepared responding to the further
submissions received in response to the exhibition of the amended EIS was submitted. This confirmed
that TNG was only seeking approval of Stage 1 of the facility only.

1 September 2017: A revised RTS was submitted to the DPE with additional modelling and technical
documentation for the Stage 1 facility only.

The modifications and amendments to the proposed facility have generally been undertaken in response to
concerns expressed by some in the local community, Government agencies and key stakeholders. TNG has
openly consulted with the DPE and their technical experts in addressing issues, queries, and providing
additional information to inform the DPE on the use and operation of the best practice technology proposed to
be used in the facility.

Ultimately, the information presented by the applicant has been reviewed by relevant agencies and forms a
robust and comprehensive assessment of the proposed development.
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1.1.2. Proposal

For the avoidance of doubt it is important to clearly outline the development for which approval is sought under
SSDA 6236:

The proposal involves the construction and operation of Stage 1 of an Energy from Waste Facility for the
treatment of 552,500 tonnes per annum of residential waste fuels (engineering capacity for approximately
405,000 to 675,500 tpa with an optimum expected throughput of 552,500 tpa). This will involve the following
plant, equipment and systems:

Tipping hall and fuel storage.
Waste bunker.

Combustion line 1.
Combustion line 2.

Two independent boilers.
Flue gas treatment systems.
One stack.

One turbine.

One air cooled condenser.

Associated auxiliary equipment (including two emergency generators).

=A =4 =4 =4 4 -4 A -4 -8 -—a A

Control room, workshop, offices and amenities.
1 Laydown areas.

The development is proposed to occur immediately adjacent and to the south of the existing Genesis Xero
Waste MPC, recycling centre, and landfill (Genesis MPC). Figure 1, clearly outlines the extent of the proposed
development in the context of its surrounds.

The proposed facility has been designed to enable future expansion if the need arises in the future.
Notwithstanding this the Energy from Waste Facility as proposed can operate effectively as proposed and is
not reliant on a future later Stage to achieve operational efficiencies.

The proposal presented is in a logical location within the existing Industrial Precinct (Eastern Creek) in the
Western Sydney Employment Area (WSEA) and will provide a number of synergies and operational
efficiencies with the existing adjacent Genesis MPC.

The proposal is located approximately 997 metres from the Minchinbury residential area to the north and
approximately 994 metres from the Erskine Park residential area to the west. The topography of the site
minimises any perceived visual impact.
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Figure 11 Surrounding Land Uses
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2. STRATEGIC IMPORTANCE

The Eastern Creek Energy from Waste Facility will provide a sustainable solution to waste disposal and
renewable energy generation. This is driven by the following strategic factors:

1 The need to reduce the generation of greenhouse gases and contribute towards meeting the energy and
waste disposal needs of Sydney over the next 50 years.

1 To manage or reduce the need for landfill in Metropolitan Sydney.

1 To provide New South Wales with the highest standard of technology in the Energy from Waste sector
that is tried and proven successful, assists in delivering on the targets of the NSW Renewable Energy
Action Plan, and aligns with the EPA NSW Energy from Waste Policy.

f To create a consistent source of green energy d

1 To create an employment generating land use, consistent with the objectives and intentions of the Eastern
Creek Precinct within the broader Western Sydney Employment Lands.

1 To retain high conservation value land within the site.

The Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act 2001 aims to ensure that consideration of resource
management options follows the following priorities:

T Avoidance of unnecessary resource consumption.
T Resource Recovery (including reuse, reprocessing, recycling and energy recovery).
1 Disposal.

TNG does not have the ability to influence the extent of resource consumption within the Sydney Metropolitan
area however the proposal as presented will complement the current resource recovery operations at the
adjacent Genesis MPC and will provide for energy recovery for materials that are unable to be reused, recycled
or reprocessed.

Continued population growth across the Sydney metropolitan area is contributing to an increase of waste
materials associated with the building and construction industry, as well as the operation of commercial and
industrial premises. Despite continual improvements in waste recycling and material reuses, a portion of all
waste streams cannot be reused or recycled as it is either too small or too dirty. These residual wastes are
presently landfilled.

Waste modelling undertaken for the project identified approximately 1,625,000 tonnes of residual waste was
disposed of by landfill in the 2016/2017 financial year, material that could have been rendered suitable for
energy recovery (referred to as eligible feedstock). Recent legislative changes in regards to waste receipt
within Queensland from other states and the cessation of the export of recyclable waste to China, signals that
there is a clear need for an alternative solution to landfill for waste management within NSW.

Understandably, NSW is taking positive steps to improve its waste management practices. The NSW Energy
from Waste Policy Statement recognises that:

rect |

6t he recovery of ener gy a proacessing sfavaste has she potertiah ag pareof dnh e r ma |
posit

integrated waste management strategy, to deliver

Energy from Waste, and in particular the facility proposed under SSD 6236 will deliver a better resource
recovery outcome than waste treatment (recycling and reuse) and disposal alone.

The TNG proposal seeks to generate energy from waste in accordance with the resource recovery
priorities established by the waste hierarchy which reflects the strategic importance of this proposal.
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Figure 21 The Waste Hierarchy (EPA, NSW)
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2.1. PRGECBENEFITS

The proposed development is an important step in the diversion of waste from landfill. The result will be a
major contribution for the reduction of methane emissions from landfill and provision of low carbon energy
whilst also dealing with NSW waste disposal challenges.

The DPE Assessment Report while identifying perceived issues and procedural concerns, does not identify or
discuss any of the project benefits.

The proposal offers a number of substantial and tangible benefits:

1. Resource Recovery: Introduction of tried and proven technology in resource recovery to break the
future reliance within NSW and Metropolitan Sydney on landfilling as the sole repository of residual
waste. The facility will provide a safe, clean and reliable form of energy generation for Metropolitan
Sydney now and in the future, resulting in improved waste management and a reduction in the need
for new and additional landfill sites in the medium term in Metropolitan Sydney.

2. Investment and Jobs: The proposal will deliver over $340 million of investment in the locality during
the construction and establishment of the facility. This is in addition to a proposed voluntary planning
agreement which provides for the payment of $3,048,193 in contributions for the delivery of regional
transport infrastructure services. The proposal is expected to support 500 direct jobs during
construction and 55 permanent direct jobs during operation.

3. Sustainable solution:The proposal offers a sustainable s
generation resulting in a net positive greenhouse gas effect, eliminating the emission of approximately
13.6 to 17.1 Mt CO2-E over a 25-year period and generation of up to 68.65 MWe of energy whch can
power over 100,000 homes.

4. Location: The location is well separated from residential localities. The development has been
designed to respond to the site& natural topography minimising the visual impact of the facility from
the public domain and nearby sensitive land uses.
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Therefore, in addition to addressing the NSW Waste Hierarchy and presenting a sustainable solution
to resource recovery, the proposal offers a number of substantial and tangible benefits locally and
regionally. The substantial investment and creation of employment, in addition to reduced pressures
on landfill should be a key consideration, particularly as it has been demonstrated that the technical
issues are able to be resolved and managed appropriately. The proposal represents the most efficient
use of an available resource with no increase in the risk of harm to human health or the environment.

As demonstrated in the technical report, the amended EIS and associated technical report the
proposed facility will recover energy from waste using international best practice techniques in terms
of process design and control, emissions control equipment and design, real time emissions
monitoring and control processes.

URBIS
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3. RELEVANT FACTSFODERMATION

It is submitted that the DPE Assessment Report does not provide a detailed and accurate description and
discussion of the details contained within the RTS, technical reports and the additional information provided
by the applicant to the authorities in response to requests for additional information.

This report summarises the key elements of the proposal as detailed in the technical reports and
documentation submitted to date. The content of these reports reflects substantial work by TNG through its
consultant team having undertaken a number of briefing sessions with representatives of the DPE and their
technical experts and other government agencies.

TNG and its technical advisers consider that the DPE Assessment Report contains misinterpretations and
misrepresentations of information submitted. These incorrect elements have resulted in an incomplete and not
fully informed assessment of the proposal.

It is submitted that:

1. All reasonable efforts have been made by the applicant to respond to requests for information from
the DPE. The issues raised by authorities during the assessment period have been addressed in
agreed amendments to the scale of the project or commitments by the applicant; few of which are
reflected in the DPE Assessment Report.

2. The scale of the facility has been addressed as part of the amended application with only Stage 1 of
the facility proposed and the subject of the application before the IPC for determination.

3. The nature of the facility is entirely consistent with its location and the IN1 General Industrial zoning of
the site and locality.

4. Human health and air quality impacts have been comprehensively modelled and addressed as part of
the proposal.

5. A genuine and adequate consultation process has been entered into between the applicant and the
community throughout the application process.

6. The designfuelmixpr oposed with the i ocompliessvithahe resofirceGecdveryc wa st
criteria within the NSW EfW Policy.

7. The proposal offers substantial benefits locally and regionally and is able to be approved with
conditions.
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4. RESPONSES TO REOBAREFUSAL

The following sections consider and respond to the key reasons for refusal listed in the DPE Assessment
Report. Table 1 provides guidance as to where the reasons for refusal listed are responded to in this report.

Overall, TNG rejects the grounds for refusal on the basis that the reasons given for refusal:
a) Are unsubstantiated and are not based on technical evidence.
b) Are vague and uncertain to a degree that no reasonable authority could rely upon them.
¢) Rely upon matters which are not relevant to planning assessment and approval process.
d) Have taken into account extraneous material including matters indicative of a political bias.

e) Have failed to take into account and lend due weight to all of the evidence submitted by the applicant
including the positive social, environmental and economic impacts that will be delivered by the
proposal.

I n support of the above, technical inputs have been sol
the reasons for refusal. These inputs should be read in conjunction with the sections below and are included
at Appendices A-G of this report.

Table 17 Reasons for Refusal

Reason for Refusal Response Location

a) the development is inconsistent with key requirements of the NSW Energy gection 4.1. Section 4.2
from Waste Policy Statement (EPA 2015). - 4' I 5'

and all appendices.

b) the impacts to air quality and risk to human health are unknown. Section 4.2 and Appendix

D and E.

c) the Applicant has not adequately justified the scale of the facility. Section 4.3.

d) the development has the potential to result in waste being used for energy gection 4.3, Section 4.4,
recovery rather than higher order resource recovery outcomes directly
contravening the overarching principles of waste avoidance and recovery
enshrined in the waste hierarchy.

and Appendix F.

e) the development is inconsistent with State and regional strategic planning A sections.
for waste infrastructure needs.

f) the development is not supported by the local community, local councils,

o . Section 4.5 and Appendix
special interest groups and local businesses.

G.

g) the Applicant has not obtained community acceptance for the proposal.  ggction 4.5.

h) the development is not in the public interest. Section 4.6.

URBIS
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4.1. NSW ENERGY FRGWOAEY STATHRMANAOLS)

4.1.1. Review of NSW EfW Policy Statement Objectives

The NSW Energy from Waste Policy Statement (NSW EfW Policy) identifies the need to engage in a genuine
dialogue with the community and ensure that planning consent and other approval authorities are provided
with accurate and reliable information.

Separate to the statutory exhibition and consultation undertaken by the DPE the applicant has undertaken an

extensive community consultation process as detailed in Section 4.5 of this report. The consultation exceeded

that required to be undertaken for the project under the SEARSs issued by the DPE. It is acknowledged that,

the NSW EfW Policy has an tharecoveryaf energyrand resouraes fooméharmal t hat
processing of waste has the potential, as part of an integrated waste management strategy, to deliver

outcomes for the community and the environment. Energy from waste can be valid pathway for residual waste

where:

1 Further material recovery through reuse, reprocessing or recycling is not financially
sustainable for technically achievable.

1 Energy from waste can be a valid pathway for residual waste where: community acceptance
to operate such a process has been obtained.6

The NSW EfW Policy attempts to elevate an assessment of the state of public opinion beyond that which is
provided for in the planning assessment process within legislation such as the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) and is a consideration not supported by planning legislation. This is
reinforced as follows:

1  The Protection of the Environment Administration Act 1997 (POEO Act) does not authorise the NSW EPA
to establishorrequiread communi ty appr oval 6asaconditichofrgnaniingartagprosal ppor t
or making a favourable recommendation.

- A purported requirement on an applicant to demonstrate community approval or support is ultra vires
under the POEO Act.

- If such a requirement is not ultra vires, it is nevertheless not a relevant planning consideration under
the objects of the EP&A Act.

T The wording of &édpublicd or o6édcommuni t ytiere any equinemént def i n
or metric as to how community acceptance is measured.

In addition to the above, there are a number of inconsistencies and broad terminology used within the NSW
EfW Policy, as detailed below:

T The NSW EfW Policy is imprecise. This is demonstrated in the use of expressions such as 6 s a me
technol ogiesd, Olike waste streamsd, and Osimilar jurl

1 The test of comparability in the NSW EfW Policy is thought to be capable of being complied with the use
of the words O6ésamed, 6l i ked, and 6similardé are to b
interpreted as O6identical 6.

1 The NSW EfW Policy incorrectly assumes that nomenclature of waste is identical across all similar
jurisdictions. Waste streams are therefore not capable of a direct comparison on that basis.

1 The NSW EfW Policy contains provision for the exclusion of specific materials on the basis that they are
hazardous or restricted butcont ai n no gui dance as to materials which
unacceptable materials.

1 The NSW EfW Policy does not e x ¢ | u d ebeingfthe wast® geferated from the shredding of motor
vehicles and metal goods) as an eligible waste fuel. In response to an enquiry and at meetings between
the applicant and the DPE and its experts, no suggestion was made in relation to the potential exclusion
of floc as a component of the residual waste fuel stream.

1 The NSW EfW Policy fails to take into account the effect of the interstate transfer of recyclable waste from
NSW to Queensland, the effects of that practice on recycling in NSW and also the likely effects of the
imminent cessation of that practice.

URBIS
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The policy objectives detailed above have resulted in a misapplication of the NSW EfwW Policy in relation to
this project. The applicant identifies the following:

1. The NSW EPA required the applicant to demonstrate the quantities of waste available to the applicant
for use in the project. This requirement as accepted by the DPE is not stated in the NSW EfW Policy.
It is considered that this is a commercial consideration for the proposal and therefore irrelevant in the
application of the NSW EfW Policy.

2. In application of the policy, the DPE failed to appropriately consider a range of relevant considerations,
or in the alternative failed to accord sufficient weight to them as below:

- The cessation of the export of recyclable waste to China.

- The exportation of waste interstate and the cessation of exporting recyclable waste.

- The shortage of landfills in Sydney

- The power generation needs of the State and the closing of power stations.

- The pollution and air quality and health effects of electricity generation with the continued use
of coal as a fuel.

- The mitigation of the generation of landfill gases in assisting towards compliance with the Paris
Accords on Climate Change.

The DPE has failed to correctly interpret, lend due weight, and take into account various aspects of
the proposal in its assessment against the NSW EfW Policy.

4.1.2. Operational Reference Facility

The NSW EfW Policy outlines the following requirement:
64. Energy recovery facilities

Energy recovery facilities must use technologies that are proven, well understood and capable of
handling the expected variability and type of waste feedstock. This must be demonstrated through
reference to fully operational plants using the same technologies and treating like waste streams in
other similar jurisdictions. o

The DPE Assessment Report uses this argument as a central theme in the recommendation for refusal,
concluding that:

6t he Applicant has not i dent i f i erethesexpscted dirarbidsiensr e f e r ¢
fom t he proposed design fuel are unknownd.
Response:

As outlined in the documentation to date, the applicant nominated an existing energy from waste facility in
West Yorkshire in the United Kingdom known as Ferrybridge Multifuel 1. This facility was selected based on
the following:

T The United Kingdom is a similar jurisdiction to NSW and the plant was design and constructed to comply
with the European Industrial Directive on energy from waste facilities.

1 The Ferrybridge Facility has an annual design capacity of up to 513,000 tonnes comparable with the
proposed Facility capacity of 552,500 tonnes. The Ferrybridge Facility is comparable in terms of
compositional analysis and the waste stream NCV.

1 The Ferrybridge Facility was constructed by Hitachi Zozen Innova (HZI) which is the chosen supplier for
the proposed Facility. The technology proposed is identical with the technology used at Ferrybridge.

1 The Ferrybridge Facility has operated since 2015 and remains operational.

The DPE and their technical expert ARUP concluded that the reference facility at Ferrybridge qualifies as a
fully operational plant and that the technology is identical to that proposed as part of this proposal. However,
it was concluded that the design fuel mix is hot comparable with Ferrybridge.

It is important to note that a similar jurisdiction is not to be confused with an identical jurisdiction. There are
some differences in waste terminology across the UK and Australia. MRA has provided supporting comments
to address these differences and application of the NSW EfwW Policy for the reference facility. This is included
at Appendix A.

URBIS
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Comparison of Terms

In addressing whether the Ferrybridge Facility constitutes an operation reference facility for the purposes of
assessment against the NSW EfW Policy, further comparisons in terms of waste streams and fuel mix has
been undertaken by the applicantés consultant team.

HZI has prepared a memo (and associated annexures) detailing the operational parameters for the Ferrybridge
Facility at Appendix B, this is further supported by information prepared by Ramboll and is included at
Appendix C.

The following should be considered:

1 The NSW EfW Policy acknowledges that technologiesusedi n f aci | i t i enswelnundetstodde O pr
and capable of handlingd the expected variability in
broad categories of waste and can be based on source of generation, processing method etc.

Itis common for the same waste types to be present in a range of waste streams. This applies particularly
to the Commercial and Industrial (C&I) and Construction and Demolition (C&D) waste streams, which are
often used interchangeably with respect to specific waste types (e.g. cardboard, plastic, paper, glass etc.)
in both Australia and the UK.

T The terms Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) and Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF) to classify the Ferrybridge Facility
feedstock are not waste stream definitions and do not refer to, or imply, a source of generation. They
describe a product (waste) in terms of its purpose (feedstock for an energy from waste operation). The
use of the terms RDF and SRF are not valid, since RDF and SRF are not waste streams.

T The Department for Environment Food & Rural Affairs (DEFRA) in the UK defines RDF as:

material that is produced from waste, has undergone some sort of treatment process, and is intended
for use as a fuel. There is no single standard for RDF but end-users provide their own specifications
based on calorific value, ash content and chlorine levels in the fuel.

1 Essentially, RDF is subject to a contract with an end-user for use as fuel in an energy from waste facility.
The contract must include theend-user 6s technical S p e crinfuin todhe catonfis r el a
value, the moisture content, the form and quantity of the RDF.

In other words if HZI as the operator contractually agrees that the plant will process/burn a particular mix
of waste within specific parameters then that material is to be called RDF.

1 HZI is the supplier for Ferrybridge and the proposed EfW Facility. The contract which HZI accepted for
Ferrybridge reflects that waste characteristics of the facility are variable and will change over the life of the
project. The Ferrybridge Facility was permitted to use a wide range of waste types which are even more
exhaustive under the European Waste Code.

1 European regulators back the use of such undefined waste material in EfW plants as it is well understood
within the industry and regulators that:

- Waste is by definition variable in composition (chemical, material types, humidity, calorific value).

- EfwW plants are therefore permitted for acceptabl e
what they are, and the process or activity that producesthe mo and not chemical or
compositions).

- Design fuels are used inclusive of minimum and maximum limits for chlorine, sulphur, moisture, and
calorific values.

- Due to the variability of waste at all times, HZI and all its serious competitors have to design robust
flue gas treatment systems which can assure the safe operation of the EfW plant at all times.

1 The Ferrybridge Facility includes 50% of the input stream as C&l and 50% MSW (Appendix B). This is
then mixed to created ORDBOC&IAt HBWO& MSMW yamr i d gvastef aci | i
streamsd t o aclitg The characterssatidn bystream indicates that Ferrybridge inputs include
all TNG input streams and all specific waste types (wood, timber, paper, plastic etc). The same material
types present in the Ferrybridge feedstock will also be present in the proposed facility.

1 The air quality assessment and ongoing operation of the Ferrybridge Facility confirms that the emissions
are within the IED limits.
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In summary, the NSW EfW Policy does not require the % make-up of the waste stream to be the same nor the
streams to be identical. The proposed development and Ferrybridge Facility reflect like, or common input
streams (MSW, commercial waste) and match regarding input waste types (wood, paper, plastic, glass etc.).

MRA concludes that:

dhe reference facility is capable of managing the input materials with no change in air emissions. This
is the point of the reference facility test. The fact that the percentage characterisations are different is
beside the point. It is the capacity of the facility to appropriately manage diverse and variable streams
which is in question. Ferrybridge adequately shows that to be the case.6

4.1.3. Floc Waste
The DPE Assessment Report states the following in regards to floc waste:

6l nsufficient information has been provided to conf
of floc waste to be satisfied this material would

ARUP and the EPA concluded floc waste is a potentially hazardous waste which makes up a

significant portion of the Applicantds proposed de:c
EfW Policy.6
Response:

Floc is not an identified or specified waste category in NSW, it is the result of the shredding of motor vehicle
and metal consumables.

MRA Consulting has revi ewed tdneclafifiestthe folfogisg: r el at ed t o of

T The view presented in the DPE Assessment Report is new. The applicant was not advised at any point
during the development of nor the assessment of the application that floc waste is excluded under the
NSW EfW Policy.

1 There was no reference to shredder floc being banned since the adoption of the EfW Policy. Shredder floc
is allocated to the category of &éMixed C&lI wastebd an
C&l wastebd, per Table 1 of the NSW EfW Policy.

T There is no further definition of 06hazathdB\W®olioyast esbd
Further, the POEO Act contains the definition of hazardous waste. Shredder floc is not mentioned as a
stream that is explicitly defined as a hazardous waste.

In addition to the above, the following clarification is provided by the applicant6 s t echni cal consul t

Variability
There is no evidence that floc waste is highly variable. Given that floc waste is derived from the shredding of

motor vehicles and metal recyclables and that these are mass produced highly standardised consumer items
it seems highly unlikely that there would be any great variability in floc composition over time.

Fines
The independently conducted analysis of il oc waste concluded that 58.2% con:
defined as components so small that their nature or composition was not discernible on visual examination.

The fines were therefore subjected to chemical analysis to examine for the presence of potentially hazardous
material. As described in the revised RTS Report the fines were found to be inert consisting largely of dirt.

Harmful Air Emissions
Refer to Section 4.2. The emission treatment technology is capable of ensuring that harmful emissions are
neutralised or reduced to acceptable levels.

It is clear that b edayakooswe oramhderstood it has betarte a focud to generate
concern and opposition to the proposal notwithstanding that there is a complete absence of evidence
to validate those concerns.

4.1.4. Temperature Requirements

The DPE Assessment Report identifies a lack of satisfaction that the applicant has provided sufficient detail
regarding the proposals quality control procedures would ensure materials containing halogenated organic
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substances would be excluded from the waste stream and therefore maintain chlorine levels below 1% as
required by the NSW EfW Policy.

Response:

This matter has been specifically addressed by the applicant as part of the assessment process. The proposed
facility will operate at 850 degrees Celsius to meet the temperature requirements of the IED.

The above statement demonstrates a misunderstanding of what might occur if plastic wastes (PVC) were
present in the plant operation at any given time on any given day. The resulting impact would be an
instantaneous spike detectable in the emissions monitoring and shut down procedures initiated.

Notwithstanding, this event is highly unlikely to occur. The applicant has demonstrated and verified the mixing
and homogenisation process, both proposed as part of the EfW Facility and the existing Genesis facility which
would minimise any risk of these materials being fed into the fuel mix.

As detailed in the independent waste audits and composition analysis within the revised RTS Report, the PVC
component by weight was shown to be approx. 0.65%, resulting in a chlorine content of 0.37% in the Chute
Residual Waste (CRW). Itis to be noted that this result is achieved by excluding PVC from recovered resources
and concentrating it in to CRW which is presently landfilled. By applying the same separation processes to
CRW as are currently applied to resource recovery even this small component can be reduced significantly.

In all other waste fractions, the chlorine content is between 0.06% and 0.52%.

There is therefore a high degree of confidence that in respect of any single waste fraction and the
waste in total as an average will not contain more than 1% chlorine.

As such, there is no basis for an expression of a lack of confidence in the outcome of the above
procedures nor is there validity in casting doubt on the compositional audits and laboratory analyses
which were carried out by NSW EPA accredited waste auditors and independent NATA verified
laboratories.

4.2. AIR QUALITY IMPNDISUMAN HEAKTH RIS

The DPE Assessment Report presents a position questioning the validity of the air quality impacts and human
health risk of the proposal as there is an unknown and potential unacceptable risk to human health given the
design fuel mix and no comparable reference facility.

It is noted that the DPE Assessment Report acknowledges that the Air Quality Impact Assessment and Human
Health Risk Assessment has adopted standard approaches considered appropriate for Australia.

4.2.1. Air Quality

Response:

The assertions made within the DPE Assessment Report have been revi ewed by the appl
technical expert i ERM (previously, Pacific Environment). A statement has been prepared and is included at
Appendix D.

A summary of the key responses is detailed below:
Reference Facility:

In terms of emissions to air for a reference facility, it is noted that the air pollution control technology at any
modern EfW facility is designed to handle a range of waste derived fuel without significant impact upon the
post-abatement technology emissions to air.

There is a level of flexibility in the fuel composition which is inherent in the technology in the sense that the air
pollution control systems are not an O6ef fabatemenhanyd sy st
percentage basis). Rather, they shoul d be consi dered as a o6consitTaiswill outl e
result in a constant outlet particle concentration, regardless of inlet load changes.

Further, a review of the air emission performance of example reference facilities (including Ferrybridge)
identified in the documentation reveals that all facilities are operating within the IED emissions limits (and have
done so for many years) with a variable design and operation fuel mix over this time.
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Air Quality:

The emissions to air fromthe Fer r ybri dge Facility are well known
Continuous Emission Monitoring System (CEMS) outputs as well as periodic stack testing results for a
comprehensive list of compounds since 2015. The facility consistently operates well below the IED Limits.

and

This data has been referenced in deriving the O6expect

Based on the extent of background modelling and assessment provided to date, the proposal has
demonstrated continual compliance operating at the IED emission limits.

As demonstrated in the modelling and the response, the fuel mix does not directly correlate to the
emissions of the facility and all reference facilities are currently operating under the IED emission limit
with varying fuel mix.

4.2.2. Human Health

Response:

The items in relation to human health outlined within the DPE Assessment Report have been reviewed by the
applicantéds human hé& AEGQON. At saternentihasabken preparedrand is included at
Appendix E.

The statement focuses on the discussion around the magnitude of estimated risks and margin of safety
commentary presented in the DPE Assessment Report.

A summary of the key responses is detailed below:
Modelled Scenarios T Risk Estimates:
Scenario 1 presents the normal stack operation parameters which is most representative of normal operations.

The margin of safety in risk estimates presented by the DPEs technical expert, EnRisks have been based on
the calculated hazard index from the Human Health Risk Assessment. AECOM notes that the risk estimates
are based on a number of conservative assumptions including a cumulative assessment of residential
exposure pathways. As such, these estimates are inherently conservative and when looked at collectively,
they are likely to be representative of compounding conservatism within the risk estimates.

This has not been accounted for by EnRisks.

Scenario 4 is representative of the IED limits and will be adopted as the licence limits for the proposed EfW
Facility. This is representative of the limits in which the facility would be shut down. In addition to the above
commentary on the conservative nature of the assessment, it is important to reiterate that the estimated hazard
index risks of an Adult at 0.19 and child at 0.25 are representative of the estimated exposure in which the plant
would not be operating and would be shut down.

Therefore, commentary provided about a 4-5 fold safety margin (i.e. where the estimated hazard index may
exceed the adopted risk target of 1) may be consideredan accept abl e e nogvald. Inothe
unlikely event the IED limits were triggered it is considered that exposure would not be representative of chronic
exposure (i.e. long periods of time - as has been modelled) based on the plant design, it would be minutes
(rather than 30 years) of exposure whilst the plant was in the process of being shut down.

The margin of safety presented within the DPE Assessment Report does not reflect the compounding
conservatism included within thea p p | i cHumdndisalth Risk Assessment and has not taken into
consideration the shut-down procedure at reaching the IED limits of emissions.

4.3. SCALE OF THE KACILIT

The DPE Assessment Report states the following:

0t he Ap pssassnannhis likedy to have overestimated the volume of residual waste available for energy
recovery in the MLA and has therefore not adequat

Response:
There is no requirement as part of the NSW EfW Policy for any facility to justify the scale of operation.
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The applicant emphasises that that scale of the facility and access to available fuel waste are commercial
risks for TNG and are not matters for consideration under the policy or planning assessment.

Notwithstanding this view, the applicant has demonstrated access to sufficient quantities of waste of eligible
fuel types to make the project commercially viable, and the facilities to directly maximise resource recovery
and prepare the residual waste in accordance with quality control standards.

This information was collected at the request of the NSW EPA and provided as part of the revised RTS
Report by MRA Consulting in accordance with the Resource Recovery Criteria of the NSW EfW Policy. This
is explored further in Section 4.4.

It is clear that there is a recognised shortage of landfill space in the Sydney Metropolitan area which,
because of the costs of transportation cannot be ameliorated by developing compensating landfills in outer
regional areas.. This is acknowledged by the NSW EPA and is a fact which underpins the policy of diversion
of waste from landfill and efforts to encourage increased resource recovery.

The applicant and its corporate group owns and operates the single largest solid waste non-putrescible
landfill, in addition to the largest and most advanced recycling facility in NSW (located adjacent the proposed
EfW Facility). Together the landfill and recycling facility hold EPLs permitting the receipt of up to two million
tonnes of waste per annum.

Further, recent evidence in relation to the cessation of waste exportation in NSW has been brought to the
attention of the NSW community. This information was explored in the NSW Parliamentary Inquiry into waste
disposal and energy from waste (6 April 2017) and is summarised below:

T The NSW Upper House Parliamentary Inquiry received evidence about the effects of the transportation
of otherwise recyclable waste to Queensland and the fears concerning the cessation of exportation of
waste to China.

It was estimated that one million tonnes of waste per annum was being routinely transported from
Sydney to Queensland. This practice commenced in 2012 and has continued to the present. It occurred
as a result of the abolition of the landfill levy in Queensland resulting in an arbitrage between the high
s88 POEO Act levy in NSW and no comparable levy in Queensland.

The Inquiry recommended that measures be introduced to dissuade the practice noting that there were
federal constitutional obstacles preventing legislative or regulatory barriers.

1 The Chinese Government announced new standards for the importation of plastics for recycling, effectively
closing the Chinese market for processing baled up plastics from yellow household bins from Australia.

The inquiry report recommended:

dhat the NSW EPA investigate, identify and implement alternative solutions to the ban on importation of
recyclable plastics by China.6

Since the Parliamentary Inquiry, the Queensland Government has announced its reintroduction of a landfill
levy in that State. The levy will be set at a rate which will make interstate transportation of waste to
Queensland uneconomical.

It was reported in the SMH April 19th 2018 that Ipswich Council in South East Queensland (which was a
recipient of much of the NSW waste) will now be landfilling otherwise recyclable waste due the Chinese
Government announcement and the associated costs.

The effect of the Chinese Government announcement and the cessation of the interstate transportation of
waste will result in a large and immediate increase in waste requiring management, storage and disposal in
Sydney.

These recent changes to the waste landscape are central to and underpin the scale of the facility proposed
by the applicant. These are the industry drivers which justify the scale of the facility.

1 https://www.smh.com.au/politics/queensland/south-east-queensland-city-to-send-all-recycling-from-yellow-
top-bins-to-landfill-20180418-p4zabh.html
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Notwithstanding these waste drivers, there are additional electricity generating drivers which have influenced
the scale of the facility.

It is important to note that there is no requirement to justify the scale of the proposed EfW Facility.

The above demonstrates that there is sufficient waste availability in NSW to justify the scale of the
facility, without taking into consideration future projections given the changes implemented by the
Queensland and Chinese Government.

4.4. RESOURCE RECAOVERMACR

The EPAs technical experts, ARUP have indicated that the feedstock review is overestimated for three
reasons:

1. The resource recovery criteria percentage limits have been applied to the total volume of residual wastes
in the MLA market, rather than on an individual facility basis, as required by the NSW EfW Policy.

2. Unjustified projections of increases in waste streams at the Genesis facility.

3. Doubl e counting of feedstock sources from the applic:
Response:
These reasons have beenreviewe d by t he appl i ¢ an teilissMRA&ansuking todestltheii c a | e

validity. This is included at Appendix F.

In direct response to the above, MRA refutes the above, citing a misunderstanding of the documentation and
its purpose. A summary of the response (Appendix F) is detailed below:

1. MRA applied the percentage limits to specific facilities. All facilities were assessed for their recovery
rate and specific recovery percentages applied. Some rates were assumed and based on industry
averages (conservatives). All assumptions were stated.

ARUP has misinterpreted the two independent parts of the MRA Feedstock Report i Section 2 of the
MRA Feedstock Report is a Metropolitan Levy Area (MLA) market assessment, not a facility
assessment.

Section3isaspeci fic assessment of the applicantds waste
MRA has not double counted available tonnes. The two sections must be read separately.

2. MRA justified the planned expansions to the applica
Refer Appendix F and Section 4.3 above, as any further expansion is a commercial decision.

3. Refer response No. 1. Double counting has not occurred.

There has been a misinterpretation of waste entering the proposed EfW Facility 1 it is assumed that when
waste is transported from other facilities that resource recovery must be demonstrated to have been achieved
at the individual premises. This is not the case.

There are a number of points that need to be clarified:

1 All the waste (whether pre-processed or not) is first received at Genesis and Genesis is the last receiver
of it (as a genuine bona fide resource recovery facility) prior to the residue being sent to TNG for use as
fuel.

1 All waste sent to Genesis (a component of which may potentially be residual fuel waste) will undergo
Genesis processes of higher order resource recovery.

1 Furtherto this, the NSW EPA already gathers (monthly) information from holders of environment protection
licences (resource recovery facilities). The waste management contribution reports (WMCR) report in-
going and outgoing quantities. The EPA currently knows which facilities achieve higher order resource
recovery.

Ultimately, all waste will be subject to the highest order of resource recovery at the Genesis Facility
which is the last point of call before being processed at the proposed EfW Facility.
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4.5. ISSUES RAISEDNINSSUBNS

The DPE Assessment Report states that the NSW EfW Policy requires genuine dialogue with the community
and states energy from waste is a valid pathway when community acceptance to operate such a process has
been obtained. The DPE does not consider that the applicant has entered into a genuine dialogue with the
community nor has it gained their acceptance or support.

As detailed in Section 4.1.1. of this report, this misrepresents both the application of the NSW EfW Policy
and the efforts in community consultation undertaken by the applicant and therefore is categorically refuted.

45.1. Key Issues Raised in Submissions

An issue raised in the DPE Assessment Report is the significant proportion of public submissions identifying
three key issues, being human health risk (50%), suitability of the site (45%), and air quality (28%).

Response:

The public submissions identifying concerns related to the above three key issues have been comprehensively
addressed as part of the revised RTS Report and within this response at Sections 4.2.1. and 4.2.2.

In terms of site suitability, the following is extracted from page 48 of the revised RTS Report:
&xisting Genesis MPC facility

The opportunity to provide synergies with the Genesis MPC facility was a major consideration in the
selection of the site. The capacity of the location and the ability to share infrastructure with the Genesis
Xero Waste facility allows for improved operations and production. It is considered that facilities and
services will be shared over the lifetime of the development.

Specifically, another location would lack these synergies and place additional pressure on traffic
impacts on public roads and risk associated with the transfer of waste.

Accessibility

The location is ideal from a vehicular accessibility perspective. The site is located west of the corner
of the M4 Motorway and Wallgrove Road, where the M4 Motorway intersects the M7 Motorway. The
location allows use of the existing estate road from Honeycomb Drive to enter the facility.

Based on this, the site is well-connected to the regional and local road network which is already utilised
by the existing MPC facility.

Summary

The site selection process has been thoroughly considered and detailed in the EIS. In summary,
significant advantages of the site location include:

1 Proximity to Genesis MPC, which maximises operational efficiency and provides the opportunity
to share infrastructure, such as roads.

9 Location within an existing Industrial Precinct (Eastern Creek) in the Western Sydney Employment
Area (WSEA).

1 Proximity to major regional road networks.

1 Proximity and access to the TransGrid substation and use of an existing TransGrid easement for
service lines.

1T Strategic alignment with the objectives of the 0P

The project is considered to be an appropriate distance from sensitive receivers, including residential
areas, whilst also maximising synergies with the Genesis MPC within an existing industrial area. The
subject site is also proximal to waste sources within Metropolitan Sydney. Transporting waste to a
similar facility in a regional location would increase traffic impacts on the regional road network and
not deliver the net positive contribution to the greenhouse gas effect that this proposal offers. It would
also distance the facility from the electrical grid, which means Metropolitan Sydney would not receive
the full benefit of electricity produced by the facility.6
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Furthermore, the development site is wholly located on land zoned IN1 General Industrial under State

Environmental Planning Policy (Western Sydney Employment Area) 2007 1 refer to Figure 3. The

development constitutesa Owast e management facilityd and delectric
Standard Instrument i Principal Local Environmental Plan. The identified use is not defined in the Dictionary

under SEPP WSEA.

Clause 34 of the ISEPP identifies development that is permitted with development consent. Clause 34(1)
states that devel opment for the purpose of Oelectricit
within a prescribed industrial zone, including IN1 General Industrial.

Figure 31 Land Zoning Map
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45.2. Assessment Process and Consultation

The DPE Assessment Report presents a position questioning the extent of community consultation undertaken
by the applicant as follows:

1 Adequacy of community notification and consultation by the applicant.
T Applicant did not address community liaison initiatives recommended by Council.

Response:

The DPE has wrongly concluded that the appl idequatdods c on:
not genuine. The DPE has not lent due weight to the extent of community consultation in which the applicant
has engaged.

Public exhibition and consultation on the proposed EfW Facility was undertaken in accordance with the
requirements under the EP&A Act and the SEARs issued for the project.

The original SSDA in April 2015, was exhibited from 27/05/2015 to 27/07/2015. Subsequent to this, the scope
of the development was amended to respond to matters raised by assessment authorities and the community,
accordingly this resulted in the lodgement of the amended EIS and documentation which was exhibited from
09/12/2016 to 01/03/2017 and then a further amendment of the application to reduce the capacity of the Facility
to Stage 1 addressing community concerns.
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