26 August 2019

EPA Victoria
GPO Box 4395
Melbourne VIC 3001

Meatworks Australia - Works Approval Application 1003441
Response to EPA Notice to Supply Further Information
On 8 July 2019 EPA issued Meatworks Australia with a Notice to Supply Further Information,
containing an Attachment with the following requirement:

Please note, all information must be prepared and accompanied by sufficient details,
reports, calculations and justifications that would allow EPA to test and verify your findings.
1.

You must provide EPA with responses to the issues raised in the 14 public
submissions which are attached to this email.

There are 16 submissions published on the Engage Victoria Website, including the original
submissions 1 to 14 referred to in EPA’s Notice. All submissions are published at the following link:

engage.vic.gov.au/epa-works-approvals/gillieston-meat-processing-facility-works-approvalapplication.
EPA did not give any instructions for responding to Submission no. 15 from an adjoining property
owner. However, this submission indicated support for the project. Therefore, we do not provide
a response to Submission 15.
Given the generality of Condition 1 of EPA’s Notice and the wide range of issues raised (both
environmental and non-environmental), Meatworks Australia sought further clarification from EPA
on what specific issues we needed to respond to that are relevant to the Works Approval
Application. On 15 July 2019, EPA emailed Meatworks Australia providing the following further
clarification:

Section 22 Notice Response
The Section 22 Notice issued requires a response to the issues in the public submissions
which the EPA considers relevant to the application. This refers to the potential
environmental impacts of the proposal in line with the Environment Protection Act, and all
relevant policies, regulations and guidelines.

Meatworks australia Pty Ltd
ABN 13 619 105 083
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Further to this clarification, in an email on 23 July 2019 EPA requested that Meatworks Australia
also respond to additional late Submission No. 16.
To summarise, there are 16 submissions representing 13 separate landowners, two double ups,
one “inquiry” (i.e. not an objection), and one submission supporting the project. We understand
that late Submission 16 is from the same party as Submission 7. We also understand that
Submissions 8 and 9 are from the same party, representing both the residents and the business
operating at the same location.
This letter therefore provides responses to Submissions 1 through 14 as required by the Notice.
We also volunteer a response to late Submission 16, although it is not in the scope of the EPA
Notice. Our response fully addresses to the issues raised in submissions about potential
environmental impacts that are specifically relevant to the Works Approval Application,
Environment Protection Act and associated relevant policies, EPA regulations and guidelines.

1

Summary of Submission Themes

A number of common themes have been raised across all and/or multiple submissions. There are
also a number of more-specific issues raised in individual submissions. There are a significant
number of issues raised that are not relevant to potential environmental impacts nor relevant to
the Environment Protection Act (the “Act”) and its associated Regulations, policies and guidelines.
These “non-environmental issues” are not considered relevant because they are not factored in
EPA’s decision-making processes for the Works Approval Application.
In this document we provide a summary of responses to the submissions supported by further
information and cross reference back to the original WAA documentation where the technical detail
can be found that demonstrates full compliance with EPA requirements. We have grouped the
environmental issues considered relevant to the works approval application under the following key
themes:
1.

GSCC Planning Scheme, Farming Zone Provisions

2.

Separation Distances

3.

Amenity: Odour, Dust, Noise Emissions

4.

Wastewater Treatment, Design and Operation

5.

Recycled Water Storage and Irrigation, Waste Disposal

6.

Stormwater Drainage and Impacts on GMW Drain

7.

Groundwater Impacts

7.

Biosecurity - Animal Diseases, Pests and Vermin

9.

Environmental Public Health Risk

10.

Traffic Activities Onsite.

Responses to the submitters concerns about the above issues are summarised in Sections 2 and 3
of this letter, with further technical detail and plans provided in the Attachments.
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2

Overall Response

We acknowledge and appreciate the significant personal time and effort by the local landowners in
preparing their submissions.
We have thoroughly assessed all 16 submissions and have a full understanding of the range of
issues raised and how they relate to the WAA. We are confident that all the environmental issues
raised that are relevant to the EPA Notice were fully addressed in the original WAA. In this letter
we explain how all these issues are fully addressed and demonstrate how the WAA complies with
all mandatory requirements of the Act, relevant regulations, policies and guidelines.
The original WAA was prepared as required by EPA’s Works Approval Guidance, Environmental Best
Practice Guidelines and all other relevant guidelines. Refer in particular to Section 1.4 of the WAA
for details how the WAA Report was prepared to conform with all relevant EPA guidance.
During pre-application consultation meetings and discussions with EPA, we received extensive
comment and instructions from EPA about ensuring detailed assessment of these exact same
environmental issues was included in the WAA. As a result, we have comprehensively addressed
the full range of potential environmental issues as required by EPA’s legislative requirements and
guidelines. The Table below provides a summary of where in the WAA the issues raised in the 16
submissions have been already fully addressed:
Potential Environmental Impact Issues Raised

Where in WAA document

1.

GSCC Planning Scheme, Farming Zone Provisions

Section 2.3.2, Appendix D

2.

Separation Distances

Sections 3.3 and 7.2

3.

Amenity: Odour, Dust, Noise Emissions

Chapters 7, 9 and 11, Sections 3.3,
11.1.1, 11.1.2, 11.1.3, 11.1.6, 11.4,
13.1, 13.2, Appendices O and P

4.

Wastewater Treatment, Design and Operations

Sections 3.2.7, 3.3, 5.1 and 5.2
Appendices G, H and I

5.

Recycled Water Storage and Irrigation, Waste Disposal

Sections 3.3, 5.3, 6.3 and 12.3,
Chapter 10, Appendices L, M and N

6.

Stormwater Drainage and Impacts on GMW Drain

Sections 3.3, 5.4, 6.3.5, 11.1.4
Appendices L and N

7.

Groundwater Impacts

Sections 3.3, 6.2, 6.4 and 11.1.4
Appendices J and K

8.

Biosecurity - Animal Diseases, Pests and Vermin

Sections 3,3, 11.1.5 and 11.1.6
Appendix Q

9.

Environmental Public Health Risk

Sections 3.3 and 11.1, Appendix Q

10. Traffic Activities Onsite

Sections 2.2, 2.3.1, 11.1.3, 11.4

Our detailed application (over 550 pages across 3 volumes) comprehensively documents all
environmental investigations and impact assessments required by EPA Works Approval Guidelines,
and details the risk management strategies and environmental best practice measures that fully
demonstrate compliance with all requirements of the Act, policies and guidelines.
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To ensure compliance with EPA’s works approval application guidelines the WAA is by necessity a
long document, containing technical content and appendices that are not always plain English.
Similarly, EPA legislation, policy and guidelines are also not always written in plain English.
Interested parties need to read the WAA documentation and EPA guidelines in their entirety to be
able to fully appreciate that the WAA demonstrates complete compliance with all EPA requirements
in relation to the potential environmental impacts and issues raised in the submissions.
However, WAA Volume 1 report was purposely written in plain English style to be suitable for
public exhibition, drawing summaries from the technical material in the Appendices. For example,
we refer the reader to Table 5 of the original WAA, which contains a concise summary of how the
application fully complies with EPA’s environmental best practice guidelines.
Meatworks Australia has also previously published plain English brochures for the WAA and
Planning Permit Application (PPA), as well as other project overview information (including FAQs)
at the following website: meatworksaustralia.wordpress.com. In view of this we do not consider
there is any need to prepare a further suite of plan English summaries because they would not add
any new information and therefore not be material to EPA’s WAA decision making processes.
In summary, all the environmental issues raised in the submissions (1 through 14, and late
submission 16) have already been anticipated and were fully addressed during the preparation of
the original WAA. As a result, it is our considered opinion that there is nothing in these
submissions that would necessitate any changes to any aspects or elements of the original project
design or proposed operation.
We would like to re-iterate that our WAA does not seek any reductions to EPA’s separation
distances, nor other variations or dispensations to environmental protection requirements as
specified in the relevant legislation, policies and guidelines that are administered by EPA.
The following Site Environmental Management Plans, systems and procedures are to be developed
prior to applications to EPA for plant commissioning and licensing:
•

Risk-Based Environmental Monitoring Program - EPA Licence requirement

•

Construction & Operational EMP
-

Plant hygiene & washdown procedures

-

By-product transport offsite for reuse

-

WWTP O&M, Process Control, Monitoring

-

Odour, Dust, Noise Control Procedures

-

Drainage & Groundwater Monitoring

-

Contingency Plans, Emergency Readiness/Response

•

Recycled Water Irrigation Plan – EIP as per EPA guidelines (Pub 464.2)

•

Biosecurity Management Plan:
-

Restricted Public Access

-

Control of Pests, Vermin, Flies, Mosquitos, etc
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-

Zoonoses/Disease Control Plan – part of Livestock QA, Food Safety Programs, OHS, etc

•

Traffic Management Plan

•

Staff Environmental Public Health Training/Awareness programs

•

Community Engagement - 24hr Contact Line

•

Annual Performance Statement to EPA – EPA Licence requirement

These environmental management plans and systems will ensure all potential environmental
impacts and issues raised in the submissions are comprehensively addressed.

3

Detailed Responses to Submissions

The table below provides our responses to the issues raised in the submissions about potential
environmental impacts relevant to the Environment Protection Act (the “Act”) and its associated
Regulations, policies and guidelines.
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Key Issue
Planning Scheme
· Not consistent with
Farm Zone purpose
· Contrary to local
planning policies,
· Inappropriate land
use,
· Should be located in
an industrial zone

Response

WAA Ref.

·

·

·
·

·
·
·

The proposed use is not prohibited by the planning scheme in the Farm Zone. It is subject to a planning permit application, which has been sought in
parallel with the WAA.
The Proposal is consistent with Council's vision of being the food bowl of Australia and promotes economic growth and business development.
The Proposal is a use which compliments existing agricultural uses in the area, provides for local employment and contract opportunities (sheep supply,
building services and maintenance), makes good use of existing irrigation, water supply and drainage infrastructure that was associated with the
previous dairy farm that operated successfully for many decades.
The Proposal is on Land that has sufficient separation distance (>500m) to nearby sensitive receptors, in an area that is already an established farming
region. The Proposal is a complimentary land use to the existing agricultural uses in the area and presents an acceptable outcome.
There are many other EPA and local council approved and licensed abattoirs both within the Shepparton Region and elsewhere in Victoria that are
located within a Farming Zone and operate successfully with lesser buffers than the Gillieston project.
It is a legitimate planning strategy and far easier in a Farming Zone to find suitable properties for agricultural industry operations like meat processing
that have adequate separation distances to private dwellings and other sensitive land uses. The Farming Zone provisions also enable these buffers to
be maintained by preventing encroachment of residential and other sensitive development.

Separation Distances, Threshold Distances
· Inadequate setback
· EPA’s Guideline: “Recommended Separation Distances for Industrial Residual Air Emissions” (IRAE, Pub. No. 1518, March 2013) specifies the following
distances
separation distances to private residences:

·
·
·
·

Setback distances
should apply from
site boundary not
operational area

·

·
·

Facility Activity Area

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP)

Flood Irrigation

500m

275m

50m

·
·

·

·

Note that the buffer distance to the WWTP applies to the screening plant and aeration and setting ponds. This distance is determined by a formula
given in EPA guidelines 1518 and is based on pollutant load. Refer to section 7.2.2 of the original WAA.
All nearest residences are further away than these minimum distances, therefore no variation or dispensation is sought from EPA guidelines 1518
Some flood irrigation bays near site boundaries with nearby houses will be excluded from recycled water use to ensure >50m buffer (see updated CAF
figures in Attachment C to this letter).
EPA’s IRAE Guideline 1518 “Method 2” (the “rural” method) applies in this case. Method 2 measures the separation distance from the activity boundary
of the industry to the activity boundary of the sensitive land use, as illustrated below (extract from EPA Pub. 1518):

Therefore, the separation distances apply from the Facility’s activity boundary (operational compound), and not from the overall site boundary
Note: EPA’s recommended minimum separation distances are for protection of sensitive land uses from unintended odour and dust emissions (i.e. from
potentially abnormal operations). Odour modelling is used for assessing potential odour impacts from normal operations.

Meatworks australia Pty Ltd
ABN 13 619 105 083
www.ot-environmental.com.au

·

Section 2.3 Land Use,
Appendix D (planning
property Reports)
Section 7.2 Separation
Distance Assessment
See also Planning Permit
Application report (PPA
No. 2018-218)

Section 7.2 Separation
Distance Assessment
(sub-sections 7.2.1,
7.2.2, 7.2.3)
Plans in Volume 2 of
WAA:
- Proposed Site Layout
Facility and
Operational Area
Figure 2845 P12
- Proposed Site Layout
Wastewater
Treatment Ponds
Figure 2845 P13
- Farm Property Plan
Irrigation Areas
Figure 2845 P11
- Location of Proposed
Development
Neighbouring House
Locations Figure
2845 P15.
See also Planning Permit
Application report (No.
2018-218)

Key Issue

Response

WAA Ref.

Amenity: Odour, Dust, Noise
Odour general

Odour modelling:
·

clarification of
methodology

·

odour emission rates
(OER) - data sources

·

OERs – do they
represent normal or
abnormal conditions

·

interpretation of
results

Ten of the submissions raised concerns about potential odour from the project. Our overall response is that the project will be a low odour risk and
complies with all EPA and SEPP mandatory/regulatory requirements, and meets the standards described in EPA’s environmental best environmental practice
guidelines as well as best practice guidelines published by the MLA and AMPC. The key design features and operating elements that ensure low risk of
odour are as follows:
·

The proposed meatworks will be of modern design incorporating best industry practice technology subject to high standards of housekeeping and
cleaning, hygiene and food safety standards required to obtain export meat production licence.

·

The Facility itself will not produce offensive odour emissions given it is fully enclosed, and subject to strict hygiene and food safety requirements. To
meet export quality licensing requirements each processing step takes place in separately ventilated rooms held at low temperatures that keep all meat
products fresh, which are then quickly chilled and stored in cool rooms prior to load out.

·

The WWTP is a low odour risk design in accord with MLA/AMPC best practice guidelines, incorporating immediate screening of raw wastewater and
aerobic treatment processes with additional aeration capacity.

·

Flood irrigation of secondary treated wastewater will not produce odour given that the aerobic conditions of the recycled/channel water shandy and
receiving irrigated soils.

·

For overall site-wide odour emissions, ANE’s Odour modelling report demonstrates compliance with SEPP (AQM) environmental objectives. The odour
emission rates assumed for the model are conservatively high, therefore these predicted boundary and offsite ground level odour concentrations are
also conservatively high.

·

Based on best practice odour control measures and assessment there is low risk of offensive offsite odour from the project.

Submission 16 (same party as EPA Submission 7) raised questions about the odour modelling methodology and interpretation of model results. Our
responses are as follows:
·

ANE’s original Odour Assessment report (October 2018) provides details of the methodology including AERMOD modelling undertaken as required by
EPA in accordance with SEPP (AQM). ANE has prepared a further letter (14 August 2019) providing further clarification of the modelling methodology,
odour criteria and how to interpret the modelling results.

·

All the above mention potential odour sources were included in the model, with odour emission rates (OER) taken from a range of reputable and
reported published sources including from previously works approval applications accepted by EPA Victoria – details of the OER data sources are
provided in the original ANE odour report.

·

Note that OERs assumed in the model were at elevated levels and all occurring at the same time to simulate operating conditions with above average
site-wide odour emissions. As a result, the model results are considered to give conservatively high predicted odour levels at site boundaries and
sensitive receptors.

·

The Odour emission sources are all at or close to ground level so any potential odour plume would disperse both downwind and spread laterally
becoming more dilute with increasing distance from the works. The model predicts about a 10-fold dispersion of highest odours onsite down to <1-1.5
OU by the time the plume reaches the site boundaries, and <1 OU before the it reaches nearest residences.

·

The AERMOD utilised 5 years of EPA approved meteorological data based on the Kyabram BOM station, for the years 2013 -2017. The Met file was
developed in accordance with EPA Publication 1550 “Construction of input meteorological data files for EPA Victoria’s regulatory air pollution model
(AERMOD)”

·

The model chose the site boundaries and nearest private dwellings as the sensitive receptors as basis for assessing compliance with the <1 odour unit
objective. The 1 OU objective represents the threshold at which an odour is detected by at least half the population but not necessarily identifiable or
considered offensive.

·

SEPP (AQM) states that the 99.9th percentile prediction over 1 year of meteorology is compared to the odour criterion. For 1 year of meteorology (8760
hours of meteorology), this represents the 9th highest prediction. Indicatively this might mean 9 short-term events per year where the 1 OU criteria is
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Chapter 7 Air Emissions

·

Appendix O Air Quality
Assessment Report
(ANE)

·

Chapter 7 Air Emissions

·

Appendix O Air Quality
Assessment Report
(ANE)
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Key Issue

Response

WAA Ref.

exceeded. This approach is specified as it avoids the possibility of setting expensive emissions controls based on a single extreme set of meteorological
conditions (page 47, SEPP (AQM).

Specific odour source
issues:
·
·

Meat processing
building
holding pens,
overflow yards

·

sheep trucks

·

WWTP compound,
screens, DAF

·

WWTP Treatment
Ponds

·

skin shed

·

manure shed

·

by-product and
waste bins and
disposal

·

flood irrigation areas

·

other

·

ANE report predicts 99.9th percentile odour levels of 0.59 OU at nearest private residences, <1.4 OU along the northern and <1.2 OU on the western
site boundaries (adjoining paddocks and public roads). The predicted worst-case maximum (annual once off) odour at the nearest residence is <1.5
OU. At these very low odour levels a particular smell might be detected for short periods, but complaints about offensive odour will rarely occur.

·

Victoria odour criterion (<1 OU, 99.9%tile) is the most stringent of all Australian States. EPA Victoria’s approach used for this project ensures a low
level of odour risk.

·

Note that in other states, the odour criteria is as high as 5-10 OU for a single residence as the sensitive receptor in a rural area. SEPP (AQM) Schedule
A includes an exception for intensive animal industry proposals in certain circumstances – relaxing the design criterion to 5 odour units at and beyond
the property boundary. This reflects industry acceptance that complaints about offensive odour normally only occur at around 5-10 OU.

·

EPA’s IRAE setback distances are also met, which apply to abnormal operating and meteorological conditions. AERMOD modelling applies to normal
conditions (but “worst case” with all plant and equipment operating concurrently).

·

For further information about odour assessment and modelling methodology refer to ANE’s letter 14 August 2019 “Response to Submissions – Proposed
Abattoir Gillieston” provided in Attachment A.

Ten of the submissions raised concerns about potential odour from a number of specific sources. All the potential odour sources listed here were included
in the odour model as discussed above, which demonstrated compliance with SEPP (AQM) <1 OU objective offsite. The following best practice design and
odour control measures will be implemented to protect local amenity and ensure licence compliance:

·

Chapter 7 Air Emissions

·

Chapter 11
Environmental and
Public Health
Management

·

Meat processing building itself does not produce offensive odour due to inherent high standards of hygiene and cleaning to meet food quality and
export licence quality standards. A low odour emission rate from the meatworks processing buildings was assumed for the model in any case

·

Covered and elevated sheep pens constructed to AQIS guidelines are considered best practice in the meat industry to ensure low stress for improved
animal welfare, dry and well-ventilated conditions, efficient dry manure removal via subfloor. The result is effective onsite dispersion of pen odours due
to good natural ventilation from the elevated pen position well-above natural ground level.

·

Section 13.1
Environmental
Monitoring Programs

·

Overflow yards are a standard contingency in all meatworks operations. The overflow pen will be occasionally used and only for short-term contingency
purposes if there are hold ups in the elevated pens. The odour model has assumed worst case that the pens will be fully occupied two times per week,
which is much more than we anticipate – i.e. only a few hundred sheep would be held in the overflow pens at any one time. The pen floor would be
cleaned of any significant manure build up on a weekly basis to prevent odour from these pens.

·

Section 13.2 Incident
Response and Reporting

·

Appendix O Air Quality
Assessment Report
(ANE)

·

We have anticipated potential odour impacts from worst-case animal holding situations. We anticipate a maximum of 3000 lambs/sheep onsite on any
one day, plus several hundred grazing across the farm at standard DSE stocking rates (as per Ag. Vic guidelines). If the elevated pens were full and
meat processing operations are suspended (e.g. due to power outage) we are required by Animal Welfare requirements to remove all animals from the
elevated pens if they cannot be processed within about 24hrs. If the elevated pens remain unavailable then we would suspend further sheep
consignment deliveries to the site, and move all existing penned sheep to the overflow yard and/or onto the farm where feed and water can be
supplied. This would very short-term only (a matter of a few hours up to 1 day, rather than several days), after which these animals would be promptly
marshalled back to the elevated pens.

·

Logistical controls will limit the on number of livestock trucks onsite at any one time (no more than 1 B-double under normal circumstances).

·

Due to travel times to get to site, sheep truck odours will be lower than when truck departed the saleyard or farm.

·

All wastewater pits are kept in mixed state to prevent anaerobic solids build-up and then flushed at end of day’s operations to ensure no pit odours.

·

Separate screening of raw red and green wastewater streams and DAF treatment to reduce BOD and organic solids loadings on the aerated treatment
ponds.

·

Paunch waste diversion from the wastewater stream to reduce organic loading on WWTP.

·

Regular backwash of all screening plant and washdown of equipment, pits and contaminated surfaces within WWTP compound to minimise odour.
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Key Issue

Dust Emissions - specific
sources

Response
·

Best practice WWTP and STP, aeration and odour controls to ensure positive oxygen levels in all processes, treatment, maturation and winter storage
ponds to ensure no offensive odour offsite.

·

Extra aeration capacity and hydraulic retention time (HRT) in ponds provided to cater for peak BOD loads (typically short term), design capacity well
above expected BOD loads.

·

There will be no onsite manure composting or spreading. Dry processing and bagging will take place within the manure shed, then transported offsite
for reuse on EPA approved sites. Note that sheep manure has a much lower odour potential than cattle (no cattle processed). Therefore, the manure
shed is a low odour source.

·

Same day salting of green skins inside enclosed shed, and regular salted skin transport offsite to hides customers. Skin shed is a low odour source.

·

Daily removal of by-products (offal, screenings, paunch waste, sludges and solids) for offsite rendering, composting uses or disposal as relevant (no
onsite treatment, reuse or disposal). Small footprint source area and therefore low odour source.

·

There will be no onsite disposal of the above mentioned wastes, WWTP sludges/solids, STP sludges/solids, animal by-products, skins, deceased stock,
general rubbish or industrial waste.

·

Production of secondary treated Class C recycled water for flood irrigation onsite, which will be shandied with clean channel or bore water to reduce
BOD further. Aerobic conditions in the irrigate water and receiving soils will ensure no odour from flood irrigation.

·

Adequate buffers are in place around the new meatworks, WWTP and flood irrigation operations.

·

Risk-based Environmental management strategies and monitoring programs will be implemented to ensure no offsite offensive odour and EPA licence
compliance (see Sections 11 and 13 of WAA). Key management plans and programs will include:
–

Daily site inspection and surveillance runs to verify and log no offensive odour,

–

Scheduled cleaning/washdown programs for site plant, equipment, pens, yards, trucks, WWTP screening and DAF plant compound, waste bins, etc

–

Scheduled removal of inedible by-products, wastes, manure, skins etc.

–

Preventative/scheduled inspection and maintenance programs,

–

Operating and maintenance (O&M) procedures and process controls for WWTP

–

response readiness, mitigation and rectification measures and EPA notification and reporting procedures for potential non-routine operations or
complaints.

Six of the submissions raised concerns about potential dust from a number of specific sources. The following best practice design and dust control
measures will be implemented to protect local amenity and ensure licence compliance:

WAA Ref.

·

Chapter 7 Air Emissions

·

Chapter 11
Environmental and
Public Health
Management,

·

The WAA complies with the recommended separation distances in the EPA's Publication 1518, which also applies to potential dust emissions. Internal
setbacks and compliance with the 500m distance for meatworks provides adequate protection of sensitive land uses under abnormal operating and
meteorological conditions.

·

The meatworks process does not generate dust

·

Section 11.1.3 Dust

·

Livestock trucks will be a negligible source of dust. Any loose dust would have effectively blown off the vehicle on-route well before it arrives at the site.
Logistical controls will ensure there is also only be 1 livestock truck onsite at any one time (under normal conditions).

·

Section 11.4 CEMP

·

·

Access roads, carpark and truck manoeuvring areas onsite will be paved and regularly swept to ensure negligible dust generation

·

Sheep Holding Pens will not be a significant dust source given the pens are roofed and ventilated (but designed to prevent high wind speeds blowing
through the holding areas). Sheep urine and manure falling onto mesh and through to the subfloor (where animal wastes are collected) ensure enough
moisture is maintained to prevent dust

Section 13.1
Environmental
Monitoring Programs

·

Section 13.2 Incident
Response and Reporting

Overflow yards will have compacted clay floors and be shielded from high winds. The yard will be rarely used (1-2 times per week) and when used will
only have a maximum of a few hundred sheep. The intermittent use, low sheep numbers, moisture effect of urine/manures ensures minimal dust. If

Appendix O Air Quality
Assessment Report (ANE)

·
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Key Issue

Response

WAA Ref.

required during very dry conditions, the yards can be lightly sprayed with water to prevent dust.

Noise Emissions specific sources

·

Manure shed will not be a significant dust source given the manure is contained in an enclosed shed located well within the property. The moisture
content of the manure will also be such that it ensures minimal dust generation. Manure will be transported from the holding pens to the shed in
covered trailers, and offsite transport of manure will also be by covered trucks.

·

The skin shed does not generate dust given the damp, greasy conditions within the shed associated with green and salted skins. Offsite transport of
salted skins will also be by covered trucks.

·

Flood irrigated areas will have moist soils and therefore produce virtually no dust. The irrigation areas will have minimal areas of exposed soils. Any dry
paddocks (being rested from irrigation) will be maintained with sufficient pasture cover to ensure no dust occurs.

·

Ploughing of soils and fodder harvesting on the irrigation area are normal agricultural practices that would be experienced on all other farms in the area.
Potential for dust would be managed by scheduling these activities on days of low winds and controlling these activities to minimise dust generation.

·

Sheep stocking rates on the farm will be in accord with DSE rates recommended in Agricultural Victoria guidelines, and maintained at levels that ensure
no overgrazing, exposure of soil or large animal movements that would cause offsite nuisance dust.

·

Traffic plan will ensure low vehicle speeds onsite are enforced to minimise dust, including on unsealed access tracks across the farm areas. All staff,
truck drivers and other contractors will have training and awareness programs and be instructed to only use sealed roads and the VicRoads approved
access point on Mooroopna-Lancaster Rd to get to/from the site (i.e. not use Mulcahy Rd). The gated access points on Mulcahy Rd and Mackenzie Rd
will be kept closed and only be used by farm vehicles and tractors as part of normal farm operations.

·

Risk-based Environmental management strategies and monitoring programs will be implemented to ensure EPA licence compliance and no offsite
nuisance dust (see Sections 11 and 13 of WAA). Key dust management plans and programs will include:
–

Daily site inspection to verify and log no nuisance dust offsite,

–

Scheduled cleaning/sweeping of roads, paved areas, pens, yards, trucks, etc

–

Construction EMP for dust control during construction phase

–

response readiness, mitigation and rectification measures and EPA notification and reporting procedures for potential non-routine operations or dust
complaints

Eight of the submissions raised concerns about potential noise from a number of specific sources. The following best practice design and noise control
measures will be implemented to protect local amenity and ensure licence compliance:

·

Chapter 9 Noise
Emissions

·

·

Chapter 11
Environmental and
Public Health
Management,

·

Section 11.1.2 Noise

·

Section 11.4 CEMP

·

Section 13.1
Environmental
Monitoring Programs

·

Section 13.2 Incident
Response and Reporting

·

Appendix P Noise
Assessment Report
(WMG)

·

The Watson Moss Growcott Acoustics (WMG) Report included the following primary noise sources in its model all assumed to be operating concurrently
with conservatively high sound power levels:
–

general office building

–

truck movements including livestock unloading and product loadout

–

covered/elevated sheep holding pen

–

sheep overflow yards (intermittent use: 2 times per week, with a few hundred sheep only at a time)

–

meatworks building (slaughter floor, cool room, boning room)

–

transformer room, engine room including refrigeration plant

–

workshop, skin shed, manure buildings

–

water treatment (filtration) plant, wastewater treatment plant including screening plant, DAF, pumps, pond aerators, etc.

The WMG Report demonstrated that the overall noise from the proposed works will comply with recommended maximum noise levels for sensitive
receptors in farm zone areas as specified in EPA's “Noise from Industry in Regional Victoria” (NIRV) Guidelines (EPA Publications 1411, 1412) for day,
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evening and night periods. The WGA report suggests a range of minor noise control measures that will be implemented including:
–

Truck operating limitations for livestock trucks and product loadout, including turning off engines when waiting onsite

–

Fitting of new generation broadband reverse alarms to mobile vehicles instead of traditional reversing beepers, which will be enforced through
driver contracts, workplace agreements, and noise training and awareness programs

–

Animal unloading activities – installation of rubber on metal gates, latches and frames to reduce metal impact noise

–

General plant and equipment operating limitations such as tractors, workshop activities, etc

–

Acoustic consultant review of noise ratings for selected mechanical, electrical and transformer equipment during detailed design phase.

·

The largest noise sources are located inside Facility and services buildings provided with acoustic wall panels, and others (eg. holding pens) are fully or
partly shielded by structures, walls, tanks, sheds, etc in conjunction with large internal setbacks to site boundaries. Loud external noise sources would
be provided with noise covers/shrouds as required, subject to a verification noise survey at time of commissioning.

·

Logistical controls will ensure livestock trucks will not be permitted to enter the site during the EPA-defined night-time period (between 10pm and 7am).
This will be enforced through driver contracts, workplace agreements, and noise training and awareness programs. The weighbridge will be attended
preventing night-time access by livestock truck access.

·

Risk-based Environmental management strategies and monitoring programs will be implemented to ensure compliance with noise limits in EPA’s NIRV
Guideline (see Sections 11 and 13 of WAA). Key noise mitigation plans and programs will include:
–

Adherence to operating hours (12 hr/day (Mon - Fri), occasional Saturday shift

–

Logistical controls to prevent livestock access during night-time periods

–

Daily site inspection to verify and log no excessive noise is being generated

–

Construction EMP operating hour restrictions and noise control measures

–

EPA notification and reporting procedures for potential non-routine operations or noise complaints.

Wastewater Treatment - Design and Operations
WWTP options analyses

·

Chapter 3 Process and
Integrated
Environmental
Assessment

·

Chapter 5 Wastewater
and Stormwater
Management

·

Chapter 7 Air Emissions

·

Section 11.2 Risk
Assessment of NonRoutine Operations

·

The 250kL balance tank (after the screens) followed by the DAF tank will smooth out the peak and low flow/load variations expected in raw wastewater
flows from meatworks operations during each shift. The balancing of flows and loads is fundamental to optimising design treatment capacity. WWTP
design is based on 24-hour average loads, reflecting the operation of the flow balancing tank and DAF tank.

Section 13.1
Environmental
Monitoring Programs

·

The pre-screening and DAF stages will reduce BOD, N and P loads before discharge to the aeration pond ensuring optimisation of design aeration
capacity and operation.

Section 13.2 Incident
Response and Reporting

·

Appendix G Wastewater

Submission 3 raised concerns about the selected WWTP process and seeks further information about the effectiveness and odour risks of alternative options
(anaerobic, SBR, aerobic, facultative ponds, etc). This submitter also seeks understanding of the WWTP design BOD loads and whether it can handle peak
loads without being overloaded and causing ongoing odour issues.
A number of other submissions also raised concerns about effluent quality and potential odour from treatment ponds and flood irrigation areas.
Response:
·

Chapter 5 of the WAA (Section 5.1 Facility Wastewater Treatment System) and the original ETS wastewater report (Appendix G of WAA) provided the
design basis including assumed flows and loads to the WWTP and aerated pondage system.

·

The predicted average Facility wastewater quality characteristics were given in Table 7 of the WAA, and are consistent with that expected for newly
constructed modern small stock processing facilities designed and operated to AQIS standards and MLA/AMPC industry best practice guidelines. The
forecast pollutant loads are based on water quality data as reported in Australian literature (e.g. MLA, AMPC, Victoria University, etc) and for existing
eco-efficient sheep processing facilities in Victoria. The adopted levels given in WAA Table 7 are average daily wastewater quality expected postscreening and post-DAF prior to discharge to the aeration pond.

·

·
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·

Odour during lagoon
desludging

It is important to understand that peak flows and loads do not occur for days on end, but rather occur for an hour or so at different times each day, as
do low flows during meat processing and washdown periods. It should also be noted that outside processing times and on weekends, there are virtually
no flows to the WWTP.
Day-to-day flows and loads will also vary (we could expect ±20%) due to seasonal changes in sheep processing throughputs, and normal day-to-day
variations in water use and wastewater generation. However, over a weekly/monthly period the average flow (total of red and green stream) is
expected to be up to 0.5ML/D.

·

To account for potential daily flow/load variations, additional design load capacity is applied over and above the 24-hour average load. The extra design
capacity is achieved by providing 1.5-2 times the Hydraulic Residence Time (HRT) and about 40% additional aeration capacity over and above the
minimum needed for average BOD load.

·

The aeration pond will have 4 x 15 kW (total 60kW) high efficiency surface aerators installed, compared to the minimum 49kW aerator duty needed to
satisfy the oxygen demand from assumed average BOD load (over 24 hours). There is further design safety in that we have assumed 1.3 kg oxygen per
kW delivered by Aerators whereas the Aerators commercially available that we have chosen for this project can deliver up to 2.2 kg oxygen per kW.

·

The original ETS wastewater report (Appendix G of WAA) details the design of the Aeration lagoon. The design HRT is 10 days, which is conservatively
high, given that the minimum HRT needed for aerobic digestion is 18 – 36 hours and normal design is to provide a 5-day minimum HRT. But for this
project we have doubled the HRT for additional design safety to handle potentially higher loads. See supporting engineering process calculations are
provided in the ETS report in Appendix G of the WAA.

·

In terms of treatment options, page 11- 12 of the ETS report explains why anaerobic digestion was rejected. This was primarily due to higher odour risk
from water exiting anaerobic digestion, and due to lower functional treatment capability of nutrients by anaerobic digestion, compared to aerobic
digestion. The SBR option was rejected based on higher odour risk.

·

Aeration will operate 24hrs per day, with aeration rates matching organic loads and maintaining positive dissolved oxygen (DO > 0.5 - 2 mg/L)..

·

The extended aeration treatment train is designed to achieve secondary treatment water quality and aerobic conditions across the whole of the
pondage system from aeration pond to winter storage (see page 9 of ETS report). The secondary treated recycled water will be consistent with EPA
Class C water quality objectives, suitable for onsite irrigation of pasture and fodder.

·

Given the aerobic conditions, the settling maturation and wastewater ponds and flood irrigation areas will not generate high odour emissions and will
not be a major contributor to overall site odour emissions.

·

The whole WWTP process train has been included as potential odour sources in the ANE Odour Model. ANE’s odour report demonstrates compliance
with SEPP odour criteria (<1 OU, no offsite offensive odour at nearest private houses).

WAA Ref.
Treatment Report (ETS)
·

Appendix H Screening
and DAF System
Technical Information

·

Appendix I Sewage
Treatment Plant

This issue was raised in submission 3. There is a very low risk of offensive offsite odour from these activities, which in any case would only take place for a
few days at a time every 10 -20 years. Odour mitigation during sludge removal operations are:
·

The WWTP extended aeration process generates low quantities of excess sludge. The aeration pond does not need desludging given its contents
remain mixed by the aerators.

·

There will be an activated sludge (AS) recycle loop from settling pond back to aeration pond, with any excess AS sludge pumped from the settling pond
to an enclosed sludge tank for offsite transport to EPA licensed sites.

·

The settling pond may need infrequent de-sludging (every 10-20yrs), as there may be some quiescent zones within the pond that the AS recycle system
doesn’t reach and where sludge may slowly build up.

·

The maturation and winter storage ponds will almost never need desludging given the very low solids loads coming from the settling pond.

·

Settling pond desludging will employ low odour techniques such as a vacuum or supersucker truck (1-2 day job). There are many reputable (EPA
licensed) local contractors in the Shepparton region.

·

We would notify local neighbours and EPA well in advance of any such desludging activities, and we would only conduct desludging under optimal
weather/wind conditions.
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Odour during WWTP
start-up risk

Contingency and
Emergency Planning

As a contingency we can also employ odour suppressants (lime, calcium dosing to raise pH), or install temporary aerators if odorous conditions are
created during desludging.

This issue was raised in submission 3. We will implement a WWTP commissioning plan that will be pre-approved EPA prior to start-up. Commissioning of
the WWTP will involve “soft starting” the process to ensure no offsite offensive odour occurs. Start-up program would include the following key activities:
·

fresh channel water filling of ponds to begin with to ensure initial dilute mix with effluent

·

seeding of lagoons with AS/biomass from another WWTP (EPA pre-approved), injected into the bottom of aerated pond (so as to not produce odour).

·

meatworks operations during plant commissioning and staff training will commence with low numbers of sheep, with resultant low wastewater flows
and loads to the WWTP well below the 60kW treatment capacity of the aeration system.

·

daily surveillance and inspection of WWTP, monitoring of DO and pH, and checks for odours.

·

as a contingency we can employ use of odour suppressants (lime, calcium dosing to raise pH, etc).

·

the suite of the above measures ensures a low risk of offensive odour offsite during start-up.

The contingency/emergency planning issues raised in submission 3 were all anticipated and fully addressed in the original WAA – documented in Section
11.2 Risk assessment of non-routine operations, and Section 13.2 Incident Response and Reporting. Our responses to these issues are provided below:
·

What happens if a lagoon “turns” or becomes affected by blue green algae creating additional odours:
The settling, maturation and winter storage ponds are deep (~3m) and have large surface areas ensuring adequate natural oxygen transfer and
wind/wave action that ensures low likelihood and frequency of inversions. Any inversion is expected to be a very rare/very short-term (a few hours at
most) event, and any odour generated would be mild at most and disperse quickly before reaching site boundaries. The significant separation distances
to nearest houses ensures no offsite offensive odour. In the unlikely event that odour problems persist, contingency measures can be employed such
as recirculation of recycled water to the lagoon to create mixing and/or lime/calcium dosing to mitigate odour.

·

·

Section 11.2 Risk
Assessment of NonRoutine Operations

·

Section 12.1
Commissioning Plan

·

Section 13.1
Environmental
Monitoring Programs

·

Section 13.2 Incident
Response and Reporting

·

Section 11.2 Risk
Assessment of NonRoutine Operations

·

Section 13.1
Environmental
Monitoring Programs

·

Section 13.2 Incident
Response and Reporting

Power failure and its impact on lagoon aeration and the creation of odour:
Lagoons will be at positive DO and optimum pH prior to any power failure. Power company service commitments and KPIs indicate power would only
be off for a few hours at most. There is additional capacity in the aeration lagoon system, which will provide enough residual oxygen until power is
restored. As a contingency we may employ a backup generator to run enough aerators to prevent odour problems.

·

WAA Ref.

Mistaken release of wastewater for irrigation which has not been adequately processed or shandied causing additional odour:
The design safety/redundancy built-in to the pre-screening, DAF and aeration process in conjunction with the very large capacity of the maturation and
winter storage ponds (significant flow/load balancing) ensures no significant variations in wastewater quality. The WWTP is designed to reliably produce
secondary treated effluent, which has very little odour. Flood irrigation of this water will not produce odour problems offsite.

·

Mechanical breakdown and or poor maintenance of aerators and or other plant and equipment and the creation of additional noise and odours:
The aerators will be brand new and highly efficient low noise design. We have provided an extra 40% aeration capacity as a design safety factor, which
will also enable aerators to be run below maximum duty and not overworked. We expect that only 2-3 aerators will need to be run at any one time, so
there is adequate backup capacity (including during periods of aerator service), as well as lower noise emissions compared to 4 aerators running. There
will be aerator and other WWTP equipment supplier warrantees and service guarantee as well as service contracts to ensure the WWTP operates to
design specifications and does not cause odour. Meatworks Australia will also have a daily inspection and scheduled maintenance programs for all
WWTP plant and equipment (aerators, screening systems, DAF, pumps, process monitoring devices, etc).

·

Flooding which may lead to lagoon overtopping and the need for emergency discharges and the increased risk of odours from and contamination of
GMW drainage systems or roadside table drains:
All wastewater ponds will have at least 500mm internal freeboard, which is in accordance with EPA guidelines and specifications. All ponds will be
above ground and have top of embankment crest built well above the 1-in-100 flood level. GBCMA do not object to the project and have provided us
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with the minimum flood levels above which we must build all buildings, WWTP, ponds and associated works. The winter storage capacity is designed to
contain all wastewater up to the 1-in-10 wet year, which is strictly in accordance with EPA guidelines for wastewater irrigation (Publication 168) and use
of reclaimed water (Pub. 464.2).
Recycled Water Storage and Irrigation, Waste Disposal
Recycled Water Storage
and Irrigation

Several submissions (1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 12, 14, 16) raised general concerns about recycled water scheme operations and potential environmental impacts
including amenity (odour), soils, groundwater and drainage. Responses to specific issues are summarised below:

·

Sections 3.3, 5.3, 6.3,
12.3

·

Capacity to contain in wet periods:

·

The maturation/winter storage pond capacity (72ML) in combination with the irrigation area (118 Ha) is designed to contain all wastewater on land up
to the 1-in-10 wet year in accordance with the design criteria as per EPA’s Guidelines for Wastewater Irrigation (pub. 168). We have conducted water
budget calculations in accordance with EPA approved methods that demonstrate that we easily meet the 1-in-10 wet year containment design objective.

Section 11.2 Risk
Assessment of NonRoutine Operations

·

Section 13.1
Environmental
Monitoring Programs

·

Section 13.2 Incident
Response and Reporting

·

Appendices L (LCA), M
(Water Balance
Calculations) and N
(Recycled Water IMP)

EPA has provisions under the Environment Protection Act that permits emergency discharges offsite in accordance with EPA’s Licence Management
Guidelines (Pub. 1322.9*, December 2017). These guidelines allow for temporary controlled release of treated wastewater in the event of extreme wet
weather (i.e. for rainfall above the 90th percentile). In the unlikely event that an emergency discharge is to be sought we would implement EPA’s
guidelines and activate our emergency/contingency plan – refer to Section 11.2 Risk assessment of non-routine operations, and Section 13.2 Incident
Response and Reporting of the original WAA. During such an extreme wet weather event, recycled water (Class C) would be irrigated as normal but
with residual runoff (i.e. after grass filtration) flowing via the permitted connection point to the GMW drainage system. Any residual discharge would be
substantially diluted by the high drain flows expected from other agricultural land runoff during this wet period.
·

Need for Irrigation in winter or on overcast or rainy days (contingency/emergency):
As stated above there is sufficient recycled water winter storage and irrigation area to avoid having to irrigate in winter. Secondary treated recycled
water will be stored during periods when rainfall exceeds plant demand – which is from late autumn to early spring in average years. If very dry
conditions occur during this period, we may schedule irrigation events to maintain productive pasture, but only irrigation recycled water/channel water
shandy to match plant water and nutrient demands. During all irrigation periods, any runoff is to be collected in onsite reuse sumps and recirculated
back to the winter storage and/or directly to the internal irrigation channels for re-use.

·

Odour from flood irrigation:
As stated earlier in this response letter, flood irrigation of secondary (Class C) recycled water does not produce odour. We fully comply with EPA’s
Guidelines (Pub. 1518 and 168), which specify a minimum of 50m between flood irrigation areas (using secondary treated quality water) and nearest
sensitive uses (private houses).

·

Use of bare minimum area to dispose of effluent (rather than reuse):
We have designed the recycled water irrigation scheme as a beneficial reuse scheme making full use of the water resource and available nutrients (N
and P) in the recycled water as an organic fertiliser. We have conducted a Land Capability Assessment (LCA) in accordance with EPA guidelines
(Publications 168 and 464.2) as part of design and farm enterprise planning, and to demonstrate that the recycled water scheme will be safe and
sustainable.
The water balance calculations shown that in an average rainfall year only about 18Ha of irrigation area (total 118Ha available) is needed to meet
annual plant water demand. However, the minimum irrigation area needed in an average year to match recycled water nutrient loads to plant nutrient
demand is around 45 Ha based on nitrogen loads, and about 30Ha based on phosphorus loads. In a 90th percentile wet year the irrigation area needed
to be used to ensure recycled water containment onsite is limited by rainfall and plant water demand rather than nutrient loads.

·

Soil Impacts: organics, N, P, salt:
The LCA found excellent loams and loamy clay soils across the existing irrigation areas, that ensure long-term sustainable irrigation with the treated
recycled water from the project. Given that the recycled water will be secondary treated (low BOD) there will be very low organic loads on the soils and
no odour. The WAA and LCA provides water and nutrient balance calculations to show how irrigation rates and quantities will be scheduled and
controlled to match pasture/fodder water and nutrient demands.
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We will be conducting routine agronomic soil monitoring to determine plant nutrient needs for optimal yield, accounting for nutrients in irrigated
recycled water. To ensure optimum fodder productivity, we expect to provide supplementary inorganic N/P/K fertilisers to make up for any nutrient
deficit in soils not provided by recycled water.
The LCA has assessed the potential salinity of the recycled water and potential impacts on irrigation soils. The salinity of the treated recycled water is
anticipated to be <900 mg/L (after mixing of WWTP, PTW plant backwash, STP and CSP flows). Ag-Challenge has set a TDS objective of <750mg/L for
long term sustainability ad productivity. We propose to shandy the recycled water with GMW channel water, which reduces the TDS further to <500
mg/L for irrigation (as recommended in EPA guidelines Pub. 168 and 464.2). If we need to use bore water (short-term contingency only) the TDS may
exceed this long-term objective, but only for short periods whilst channel water restrictions are in place.
Routine soil monitoring will enable soil salinity trends to be tracked against ideal levels for productive fodder growth. This will enable any potential soil
health issues to be identified at a very early stage, and whether soil treatment (eg. gypsum application) and/or additional low sanity channel water
irrigation is required to manage any soil salinity increases.
·

Runoff and polluted drainage:
The irrigation area is subject to a whole farm plan implemented in the late 1980’s. Runoff of recycled water from the flood irrigation areas will be
collected in onsite reuse sumps and returned to the winter storage pond and/or to the internal farm irrigation channels for reuse – this is in accord with
EPA guidelines. EPA’s Guidelines for Wastewater Irrigation (Pub.168) allows rainfall runoff from recycled water irrigation areas during the non-irrigation
season, after first flush of rainfall runoff. We will keep collecting site runoff for at least two weeks after end of the irrigation period.

·

Farming operations, pasture productivity:
We propose to operate a cut and carry fodder operation, with minor stubble grazing at low stocking rates of sheep. This ensures nutrients from recycled
water are exported from the land. Given the large amount of irrigation area available (well in excess of minimum required for recycled water use), we
propose a 3 to 4-year rotation using a different 30-40Ha area each year for recycled water use. After the year of recycled water irrigation, the area will
be rested (may still be irrigated with channel water), the fodder harvested and grazed to remove the nutrients. Each 30-40 Ha area would receive a full
season of recycled water irrigation every 3 to 4 years.
We will employ a competent farm manager, with experience in flood irrigation systems, fodder production, fertiliser and soil management. We have a
currently engaged an experienced contractor to manage the farm, which has recently been planted out of with lucerne.
The recycled water scheme will be sustainably managed in accordance with an EPA approved EIP (which we will call an Irrigation Management Plan,
IMP), which is to be prepared in accordance with EPA guidelines (Pub. 168 and 464.2). We will prepare this IMP closer to time of commissioning and
application for EPA licensing – we included a Table of Contents of the IMP in the WAA (Appendix N).

By-Product and Other
Waste Disposal/Reuse

Several submissions (1, 3, 5, 6,7, 8, 14) raised general concerns about waste disposal and potential environmental impacts including amenity (odour) and
potential for pollution. Responses to specific issues are summarised below:
·

The expected types of by-products and wastes generated from the operations was listed in Table 21 of the WAA.

·

All animal by-products (edible offal, inedible offal, suspect/reject meat products, blood, etc) will be transported offsite daily to EPA approved sites for
beneficial reuse

·

There will no rendering activities on site. All render material will be transported offsite daily to EPA licensed rendering plants

·

Paunch & Casings Wastes and manure from elevated sheep pens and overflow yard will be transported offsite to EPA approved reuse sites (composters,
land spreading). There will be no composting of land spreading onsite.

·

Dead stock will be transported offsite on same day to EPA licensed landfills. There will be no dead stock burial onsite.

·

All WWTP, pondage and STP screenings, sludges and solids will be transported offsite to EPA licensed facilities such as municipal WWTPs, composters
and/or land spreading sites.

·

Other general solid wastes and prescribed industrial wastes will be collected by reputable waste contractors for disposal/reuse at EPA licensed sites.

·

Chapter 10 Waste
Management

Stormwater Drainage and Impacts on GMW Drain
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Stormwater drainage,
runoff

Several Submissions (1, 3, 6, 7, 8, 12) raised issues about drainage and potential impacts on GMW drains. Our responses are summarised below:

·

Sections 3.3, 5.4, 6.3.5,
11.1.4

·

Section 13.1
Environmental
Monitoring Programs

·

Appendices L and N

·

Section 6.4 Groundwater
Assessment

·

Section 13.1
Environmental
Monitoring Programs

·

Appendix K Groundwater
Information and Data

·

There is extensive detail provided in the EPA WAA on stormwater management – in particular: Chapters 5 and 6, and Volume 2: Figure 2845 P14
Proposed Site Layout Stormwater Drainage Plan

·

Stormwater from the Facility operational area will be discharged to 3 different detention basins designed in accordance with GMW design criteria.

·

Contaminated stormwater from the operational area (south west catchment) will discharge to a contaminated stormwater pond (CSP), then pumped to
the WWTP.

·

All stormwater from clean areas of the operational area will be discharged to either a new detention basin to the north or to the existing stock dam to
the south east. This water will be used for stock water or transferred to the raw water dam for Facility use, or to the main reuse sump for irrigation.

·

Runoff from irrigation areas and first flush after rainfall to be collected in reuse sump for transfer back to the winter storage and/or internal farm
channels for re-use

·

Only clean stormwater commensurate with other local area agricultural runoff quality will be discharged to the GMW drain. This is only expected to
occur during winter and after extended rainfall events.

·

There will be no direct discharge of water or wastewater from the abattoir. All wastewater is to be securely contained (90th percentile wet year basis)
and treated to secondary levels suitable for onsite reuse.

·

Attachment C provides updated CAF plans of the drainage systems from the operational area and irrigation area.

·

Stormwater in these detention basins will be regularly tested to ensure it meets water quality objectives for recycling onsite, and wet weather discharge
to GMW drains.

Groundwater Impacts
Groundwater Pollution:
salt, nutrients

A few submissions (1 and 5) raised issues about potential impacts on groundwater. Chapter 6 of the WAA contained a detailed groundwater impact
assessment demonstrating low risks to groundwater from the project. The key groundwater protection features of the project and best practice measures
are summarised below:
·

underlying clayey soil subsoils and geology with low inherent vertical permeability, thereby ensuring low seepage/leaching potential to groundwater

·

enclosed Facility processes, operational area paved areas, bunded chemical and waste containment systems

·

clay lined ponds meeting EPA specifications for liner thickness (500mm proposed) and permeability (<10-9 m/s).

·

wastewater only contains organics and nutrients, low salt levels and no toxic contaminants

·

Leaching from irrigation will be in accordance with good farm irrigation practice as per other irrigated farms in the area

·

current water tables are >4m below ground surface, ensuring no capillary movement of groundwater and salts to the surface

·

significant separation distances to private bores. Victorian government groundwater database indicates stock water uses, and nearest bores are >150m
from the western boundary and >250m from the winter storage ponds.

·

onsite production bores are within a semi-confined aquifer (i.e. overlain by a silty clay unsaturated zone) and at >10m GBL, which is well below the
base of GMW drain 6. Therefore, risk of pollution of the onsite production bores is very low and risk to offsite bores is negligible. Onsite bores will be
monitored as part of Facility procedures for potable water quality assurance, and as part of the environmental monitoring programs for the site.

·

Facility operations, wastewater pond seepage, recycled water irrigation leaching will not adversely impact beneficial uses (SEPP (Waters) groundwater
segments A2 and B), which are potentially irrigation, domestic and stock supply, livestock water supply, industrial uses and ecosystem protection.

·

Aquifer conditions already reflect long-term impact of dairy farming, horticultural and irrigation practices in the area where organic and inorganic
fertilisers are regularly used and where there may be high livestock (cattle, horse) stocking rates. Therefore, existing groundwater quality onsite and on
surrounding properties is likely to already exceed SEPP environmental objectives due to historical anthropogenic agricultural practices.
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Response
·

There are no natural waterways in close proximity to the site (only GMW drain 6, and SEPP objectives don’t apply to manmade drains), therefore no
sensitive groundwater dependant ecosystems onsite or adjacent are at risk.

·

In summary, the groundwater impacts from minor wastewater pond seepage and recycled water irrigation leaching are not expected to be any different
from the impacts of other dairy farm and irrigated agriculture operations in the area.

·

Channel water will be the primary source of water supply, with bore water as backup during periods of channel supply restrictions

·

Licensed production bores - sustainable rates approved by GMW. The south bore has a licensed allocation of 576 ML/Yr, whilst the North Bore 75 ML/Yr
(not used – elevated TDS). The licensed uses of these bores are for irrigation, domestic and stock, dairy uses, and general non-irrigation farm use.

·

For many decades, the previous dairy farmer irrigated with channel and bore water, dairy shed effluent and farm runoff. About 400ML/Yr of channel
water and 200 ML/Yr of bore water was typically used to support about 600 head of dairy cattle and associated pasture irrigation.

·

The Facility will utilise about 130ML/Yr for process uses, resulting in about 130ML/Yr of wastewater for treatment and irrigation onsite. A further
130ML/Yr is to be purchased on the irrigation water market to provide fresh water to shandy the recycled water. Therefore, a total of about 260 ML/Yr
of channel water will be purchased and used for the project.

·

As a contingency, onsite bore water will be utilised if channel water supply restrictions are imposed. This bore water use would be short term only and
expected to be less than the maximum 260ML/Yr needed for the project, and well below the GMW licensed bore extraction volume.

·

In view of the projects much lower bore water use, there is negligible risk of groundwater depletion and reduced availability to other local bore users.

·

Groundwater testing and bore pumping tests and upgrades will be undertaken if required to provide deeper screen and higher yield – subject to GMW
approval.

WAA Ref.

Biosecurity - Animal Diseases, Pests and Vermin
Animal disease risk
including Q-Fever

Submissions 1, 4, 5 (detailed submission), 10, 11 and 12 raised concerns about potential for animal (zoonotic) disease risks including Q-Fever. EPA does
not have any specific environmental public health guidance for animal disease management for meatworks operations. Therefore, as part of the WAA
development process we engaged with EPA including its Environmental Public Health section to determine the full scope of information that needed to be
included in the application about animal disease risks and impact assessment. Meatworks Australia and its consulting team (including our zoonotic disease
expert from Melbourne University) met with EPA in early January 2019 and received specific instructions from EPA regarding zoonotic disease management
issues including Q-Fever risk management that we needed to address. We subsequently provided this information in significant detail in the WAA.

·

Section 11.1.6 Zoonotic
Disease and Q-Fever

·

Appendix Q Zoonotic
Disease Risk Assessment
& Management

Section 11.1.6 and Appendix Q of the WAA provided extensive detail of Zoonotic Disease Risk Assessment & Management strategies and best practice
measures proposed for the project. The key factors and best practice measure that ensure low risk of zoonotic disease impacts are summarised as follows:
·

“Zoonotic diseases” (also called zoonoses) are infectious diseases that can pass from animals to humans but only if all of the following applies: (i) if the
disease organism is present at high levels at source; (ii) in conjunction with an uncontrolled/unmitigated transmission pathway; and (iii) if there is a
sensitive receptor (eg. animals, humans) in close proximity to the source. All three of these source-pathway-receptors occurring in conjunction is highly
improbable given the best practice biosecurity protection measures to be implemented for this project.

·

The zoonotic diseases contingency risk assessment (prepared by a recognised sheep disease expert from Melbourne University) evaluated potential risk
to human health from the meatworks and associated wastewater treatment and recycled water scheme. The risk assessment included a Q-fever risk
assessment and infection control strategy designed to prevent adverse human health impacts. The risk assessment and infection control management
plan has drawn from available information and considers the potential risks in specific pathways and the actions that will be taken to mitigate them. The
potential for certain zoonotic infections of humans including Q-fever from the Gillieston Meatworks project has been assessed in detail and best practice
measures identified to protect human health including meatworks staff, visitors and members of the public.

·

The site will be designed and operated to comply with stringent licensing standards for an export meat processing plant, as well as Victorian Health AgVic, and Worksafe OHS requirements to assures worker health protection and food safety. These standards are already widely implemented across
Victoria and other states and is highly effective in containing zoonotic disease and Q-fever risks and preventing transmission pathways beyond site
operations.
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Response
·

The fundamental stating point to ensuring low risk of zoonotic diseases is that livestock (mostly lambs) will be sourced from Victorian farmers, livestock
saleyards and other contracted suppliers that can ensure high quality and clinically healthy animals certified under livestock quality assurance schemes
(e.g. MLA and Aus-Meat administered Flockcare programs). Lambs may also be obtained from border areas of South Australia and southern NSW,
Tasmania under industry accepted livestock quality assurance schemes. Note that lambs are not a Q-fever infection risk.

·

Our Biosecurity plan will include Q-Fever management procedures and health protection measures in accordance with Worksafe Victoria (Guidance Note
- Q fever prevention 2013), as well as other industry guidance relevant to Victorian conditions. Best practice measure to be implemented include:

·

·

-

Pre-screening and vaccination program for workers including for Q-Fever

-

Provide appropriate personal protective clothing (e.g. overalls/coat and rubber boots) including respiratory protection (P2 respirator) for high risk
(dusty and aerosol areas) and encourage appropriate personal hygiene procedures

-

Only allow access for vaccinated personnel to high risk Q fever work areas, unless PPE and masks are worn

-

Provision of appropriate washing and changing facilities in each of the above work areas to avoid cross-contamination

-

Arrange for personal clothing to be stored away from any work clothing that may be contaminated (work clothing not taken out of the workplace to
prevent Q fever exposure to others outside the workplace).

-

Install appropriate ventilation and dust suppression systems in high risk livestock handling and meat processing areas to help reduce dust and other
airborne particles. Ventilation systems designed with separated intake and exhaust vents to prevent recirculation of contaminated air.

-

Prohibit eating, drinking, smoking, etc in animal holding or processing areas.

-

Require employees to thoroughly wash hands before eating, drinking, smoking (in designated areas), before going to the bathroom and at the end
of each shift (to prevent Q fever exposure to others outside the workplace).

-

Clean and disinfect work areas regularly and ensure adequate containment and drainage to WWTP plant.

-

Humanely collect, contain and remove suspect animals, as well as by-products and other wastes that are not suitable for processing.

-

Securely collect, contain and promptly dispose offsite WWTP wastes including screenings, DAF sludges, etc.

-

Implement an appropriate first aid program to ensure employees with open wounds are treated quickly.

-

Implement an ongoing maintenance program (e.g. routine inspection of ventilation and drainage systems and wash facilities, etc)

-

Training and awareness in safe work practices about Q fever and other zoonotic diseases and supervision to enable workers to perform work in a
safe manner and without risks to health.

-

Training staff with appropriate knife skills to minimise damage to the udder and the rectum to reduce potentially contaminated airborne particles
from the release of milk and faeces respectively, and maintain the integrity of the animal organs such as the bladder, intestines and uterus when
they are removed and lowered to the eviscerating table.

-

Washing stock on the race entering the kill floor with low pressure hoses to reduce the release of potentially contaminated airborne particles.

-

Muzzle dogs that are used to move livestock into pens to prevent cross contamination.

WAA Ref.

We will implement the above measure through a Biodiversity Management Plan incorporating:
-

Lamb/Sheep Disease risk controls

-

A risk-based approach reliant on sourcing disease free sheep from low risk regions (Victoria, Tasmania, border areas of SA and southern NSW)

-

Livestock QA Programs – from Farm to saleyard to meatworks facility

-

Export Licensing, Aus-Meat, Primesafe certification, and audits.

Healthy lambs, safe meat, low infection risk is assured through:
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Key Issue

Response

·

Risk of infectious
diseases to dairy herds

-

Only sourcing healthy lambs (Vendor Declaration Certificate, Sheep Health Certificate)

-

Sourcing from areas of low infection prevalence

-

Processing young lambs avoids infection risks associated with older pregnant sheep, and rams

WAA Ref.

We will confine potential infection risks to the meatworks site through:
•

Skilled workers processing lambs safely

-

Regular program of cleansing and disinfection

-

Safe containment and disposal of byproducts and manure

-

Safe processing of wastewater, dust avoidance, irrigated pasture

-

Prevention of wastewater leaving site.

·

There will be no goats processed at this facility.

·

The above suite of best environmental public health practice measures ensures a very low risk of zoonotic disease (including Q-Fever) transmission to
humans. Safe working practices and public health protection from Q-Fever and other zoonotic diseases is nothing new to the industry and are already
an integral part of the meat industry’s hygiene, quality, food safety, OHS and biosecurity management systems, and are tightly controlled by export
licensing conditions (e.g. AUS-MEAT) and domestic licensing (PrimeSafe Victoria).

·

The zoonotic diseases contingency risk assessment (Appendix Q of the WAA) concluded that there is a low risk to human health from the Gillieston
meatworks project. The Q-fever risk assessment and infection control strategy will be developed further as part of OHS and food safety standard
operating procedures to ensure ongoing protection of human health.

·

A specific report has been prepared by our disease expert in response to the Submissions on the WAA. Refer to Attachment D – Biosecurity – Animal
Disease Risks. Some of the diseases types and risk issues raised in the submissions are not considered relevant due to the source of livestock (lambs
and sheep).

The risk of infectious diseases to dairy herds was raised by some the submissions. Risk of dairy cattle infection with the bacterium causing Q fever (Coxiella
burnetii) and other potential diseases is extremely low, assuming the class of livestock being processed at this sheep meatworks is lamb. The reasons are as
follows:
·

Only healthy lambs free of infectious diseases will be brought to the meatworks. This will be certified by either the property or the saleyards supplying
the lambs, will have additional veterinary health certification if coming from interstate, will undergo health and welfare inspection on site by
independent government veterinarians (as required for licencing of a meatworks processing lambs for export,) and the meatworks will be operated, and
audited, to meet the health and hygiene standards for meat production for human consumption including for export.

·

Infection with C. burnetii in sheep in Victoria is uncommon. It is even more uncommon in lambs.

·

Even if infection with C. burnetii is present in sheep it is only a significant risk from pregnant ewes and those that have lambed in the last 3 to 4 weeks
because the infection is concentrated in the pregnant uterus and discharged to the outside environment during birthing when it is present in the shed
fetal fluids and the placenta. Pregnant sheep are not being processed at this meatworks.

·

Spread of C. burnetii to the surrounding area from a meatworks site by aerosols (wind borne dust) is only a consideration if there is a large amount of
the infective organism being present on the site. That will not be the case with the class of livestock being processed. It would only be an issue if
pregnant or recently lambed ewes were being processed.

·

Even in the extremely rare situation where a lamb may be carrying C. burnetii when it is presented for slaughter, it will be present in very low amounts,
will not be readily shed into the environment (no pregnant uterus and associated tissues and fluids), and will be inactivated (killed) by the standard
cleaning and disinfection processes in place, including safe disposal of the offals and skins, manure and associate washdown water.

·

The potential risk of transmission of infectious agents (bacteria and viruses) in the raw wastewater to animals and humans is considered very low to
negligible. Again given the class of livestock being processed, these micro-organisms will be at extremely low levels, which will be further lowered by
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Key Issue

Response

WAA Ref.

disinfection during routine daily cleaning of the facility, then by the extended aeration treatment process and very long (>60days) detention times in
maturation/winter storage ponds prior to flood irrigation onsite (where further die-off of microorganisms will naturally occur). The management of the
recycled water scheme ensures full onsite containment of recycled water runoff, with no overland pathways to surrounding land, and only clean rainfall
derived agricultural runoff (i.e. with negligible levels of disease microorganisms) to GMW drains during wet periods.
·

Pests and Vermin

Weeds

The potential risk of transmission of other diseases (eg. from salmonella and E.coli) is also very low to negligible. These micro-organisms will also be at
low numbers and will be further reduced on site by cleaning and disinfection practices, WWTP processes, pondage detention time and die-off on
irrigation areas (contained with no runoff to surrounding land or GMW drains). The site including irrigation areas will have tight restrictions on
animal/human access thereby ensuring no disease transmission risk to humans and animals. No fodder harvesting will occur nor sheep allowed access
to the irrigation areas for grazing until >24hrs after irrigation, which is much more than the 4hr withholding period required by EPA Guidelines
(Publications 464.2).

Concerns about pest and vermin (mosquitos, flies, etc) were raised by several Submissions (2, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12). Our responses to these issues follows:
·

The WAA (Section 11.1.5) explained that pest control contractors specialising in the food industry will be engaged to control pest and vermin including
rodents, birds, feral cats, insects, etc. Pest control is in any case a mandatory export licensing compliance requirement as well as that of local council
environmental health and planning departments, Agriculture Victoria and Health Department for food production facilities.

·

Conventional pest controls include baited traps, insect traps and other best practice measures that are very effective in minimising pests onsite and
preventing potential pest migration offsite. These best practice measures ensure human health impacts are negligible from pest and vermin.

·

Pest and Vermin control plans are standard industry practice and nothing new to the industry. These control plans are already an integral part of the
meat industry’s hygiene, quality, food safety, OHS and biosecurity management systems, and are tightly controlled by export licensing conditions (e.g
AUS-MEAT) and domestic licensing (PrimeSafe Victoria). (Agriculture Victoria guidance, Aus-Meat/PrimeSafe certifications, audits, etc.

Weed concerns were raised in a few Submissions (1, 5, 7, 11). Weeds are not normally regarded as an environmental issue under the Environment
Protection Act, SEPPs of guidelines and is therefore not a factor in EPA’s WAA decision making process. However, weed management is often considered in
the Council PPA process and a weed control plan is often included as a condition of a planning permit, which we would accept as normal practice. Further
responses to weed concerns are as follows:
·

We will implement weed control procedures, monitoring and eradication programs as part of the Farm Biosecurity Management Plan. This will reduce
the risks posed weeds. On-farm biosecurity measures will help prevent weeds from entering and becoming established onsite. The weed control
procedures will be as per Agriculture Victoria weed management legislation and guidelines.

·

Burrs and weed seed importation to the site from QLD are not anticipated given we are sourcing sheep/lambs from Victoria, SA and NSW border.

·

Section 11.1.5

·

Not an EPA WAA matter.

·

Chapter 11
Environmental and
Public Health
Management

·

Section 11.1
Environmental Public
Health Management

·

Section 3.3 Table 5

Environmental Public Health Risk
Environmental public
health

Environmental public health concerns were raised in many of the submissions. We are confident that all the environmental public health issues raised that
are relevant to the EPA Notice were fully addressed in the original WAA. The original WAA was prepared as required by EPA’s Works Approval Guidance,
Environmental Best Practice Guidelines and specific instructions from EPA. Summary below:
·

·

EPA does not have any specific environmental public health guidance for WAA’s. We had pre-application meetings and discussions with EPA to gain an
understanding of what was required. As a result we received extensive comments and instructions from EPA requiring stand-alone sections on
Environmental best practice and Environmental public health to be included in the WAA.
As a result, Section 11.1 of the WAA already anticipated and comprehensively addressed the full range of potential environmental public health issues as
required by EPA including: odour, noise, dust, surface and groundwater, pests and vermin, and animal disease risks.

·
·

Given that potential human health impacts are a key beneficial use consideration under the Act and SEPPs, the environmental protection compliance
measures described throughout the various Chapters of the WAA as well as the specific responses about environmental protection provided earlier in
this table provide adequate public health protection “by-default”. Section 3.3 (Table 5) and Section 11.1 of the original WAA detailed how the Gillieston
meatworks proposal represents environmental best practice including compliance with SEPP and EPA guidance.
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Response
·

WAA Ref.

We consider all environmental public health risks from this project are low given the “default position” that the proposal fully complies with all relevant
environmental best practice requirements of the Environment Protection Act, Regulations, SEPP, Works Approval Application and Environmental Best
Practice Guidelines.

Traffic Activities Onsite
Environmental, public
health impacts of onsite
traffic

Most of the submissions raised concerns about traffic (3, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14), but most of these concerns related to offsite traffic issues. Note that
offsite traffic is a council PPA matter. EPA WAA’s only need to consider onsite traffic impacts. The responses below therefore focus on onsite traffic
matters:
·

A traffic impact assessment (TIA) was provided with the planning permit application. The assessment identified that the site is appropriate with
recommendations regarding new VicRoads compliance entry and exit works from Lancaster-Mooroopna Rd, which we are committed to undertake and
will be undertaken in accordance with any permit conditions.

·

Management of potential environmental/public health impacts of onsite vehicle movements including livestock trucks, forklifts, trailers and tractors were
covered earlier in this table under the Amenity (odour, dust, noise) heading. Potential livestock truck odour, and noise from onsite traffic was
considered in the ANE odour assessment and WMG acoustic reports, both of which demonstrate compliance with SEPP (AQM) and EPAs NIRV
guidelines.

·

Traffic and truck logistics plans will be developed and implemented incorporating dust and noise mitigation measures as recommended by WMG as
follows:
-

Site access restrictions for livestock and product loadout trucks (no access from 10pm to 7am), weighbridge manned at all times;

-

Operating rules for livestock and product loadout trucks, including turning off engines when waiting onsite;

-

Fitting of new generation broadband (white sound) reverse alarms to large onsite vehicles instead of traditional reversing beepers, which will be
enforced through driver contracts, workplace agreements, and noise training and awareness programs. Broadband devices are significantly quieter
than conventional tonal reversing beepers, broadband reversing alarms are much less annoying given the sound of the alarm is rapidly and
substantially merged in the background noise;

-

Animal unloading activities – installation of rubber on metal gates, latches and frames to reduce metal impact noise;

-

Training and awareness programs for truck drivers, yardsman and dog-handlers to minimise nuisance noise from yelling and barking dogs enforced through contracts and employee workplace agreements;

-

General operating limitations and noise suppression on tractors, and other onsite vehicles;

-

Training and awareness programs including employee safe driving and drive routes, enforced through employee workplace agreements/contracts;

-

Signage to reduce speed and avoid dust around the site, and at site access points;

-

Locking of farm access gates on Mulcahy Rd and McKenzie Rd, with restricted access to farm manager and authorised workers only.
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·

Chapters 7, 9 and 11

·

Sections 2.2, 3.3, 11.1.1,
11.1.2, 11.1.3, 11.1.6,
11.4, 13.1, 13.2

·

Appendices O and P
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Responses to Other Issues – Not relevant to EPA Works approval Application
We volunteer some general responses to the other issues raised that are not considered environmental issues and not related to the EPA works approval application decision making process. Several of these issues
(such as weeds, offsite traffic, loss of agricultural land, etc) may be considered as part of the Council Planning Permit Application. However, many of these issues (philosophical objections, animal welfare, etc) are
not regarded as a relevant consideration for either the EPA WAA or Council PPA.
Responses to Other Issues – Not relevant to EPA Works approval Application
Business viability

Commercial in confidence issues. Not a relevant EPA WAA or Council PPA matter

Where sheep coming
from

Not a relevant PPA or WAA matter. Note sheep are to be sourced from Victoria and adjacent border areas of eastern SA and southern NSW. Given that Victoria is the largest lamb
producer in Australia (and lower Q-Fever risk) it will be the focus of sourcing healthy lambs for this project.

Social issues, general
philosophical objections

Not an EPA WAA consideration. Some social matters are expected to be considered as part of the Council PPA.

Meatworks should be
somewhere else, in an
industrial zone

Consideration/comparison with other site locations is not a PPA or WAA matter. Current Farm Zone location is suitable for meatworks development.

Loss of agricultural land

Council PPA consideration. Operational area 4 – 5 Ha, is currently occupied by disused milking shed and plant, yards, sheds, houses, etc. This area is not irrigated, nor used for pasture,
fodder production or grazing. There will be some loss of some laser graded irrigation paddocks (5 – 6 Ha) to establish the WWTP, wastewater ponds and raw water dam. These losses
will be easily offset by the gains from increased irrigation and farm productivity on currently underutilised farm (~120Ha irrigation area). About 93-94% of the property (total 158.5 Ha
title area) will be maintained for productive agricultural enterprises, with about 118Ha to be used for irrigation. Refer to WAA Chapter 6, Section 6.1 Land Impacts.

Concerns about the
character traits of new
workers coming to area

Not a relevant planning of EPA WAA matter. All workers employed will be of good character and selected in accordance with equal opportunity legislative obligations.

Animal welfare

Not a relevant EPA WAA or Council PPA matter. The following information is provided to assist Submitters understand the key animal welfare rules and widely accepted standards the
meatworks project must adhere to in order to hold an export and domestic meat production licence:
-

Animal welfare is routinely managed in accordance with Agriculture Victoria codes of practice for animal welfare, “Australian standard (AS 4696:2007) for the hygienic production and
transport of meat and meat products for human consumption”, and Australian meat industry’s “National animal welfare standards for livestock processing establishments”.

-

Note that export abattoirs are regulated by the Australian Government (Department of Agriculture and Water Resources) and abattoirs that supply the domestic market are under the
jurisdiction of state governments i.e. PrimeSafe. PrimeSafe is the Statutory Authority responsible for regulating meat production in Victoria. Under the Meat Industry Act 1993, all
meat processing facilities in Victoria require a PrimeSafe licence in order to operate.

-

AUSMEAT administers and audits the Australian Animal Welfare Certification System (AAWCS) on behalf of Australia Meat Industry Council (AMIC). AAWCS is an independently audited
certification used by Australian livestock processors to demonstrate compliance with the industry best practice animal welfare standards, and demonstrate to industry, Australian and
international regulators, customers and consumers of Australian meat products their commitment to industry best practice animal welfare. AUS-MEAT

Nuisance Light

Not an EPA WAA consideration, but is a Council PPA matter. Light will not be a material issues given the large separation distances to private houses and proposed landscaping (tree
screening plantings) plan. Lighting will be undertaken to relevant Australian Standards and together with landscape plans this will be fully addressed as part of planning permit conditions.

Offsite Traffic

Offsite traffic will be considered as part of the Council PPA in consultation with VicRoads. This is not an EPA WAA matter
A TIA was provided with the planning permit application. Designs and plans (CAF Consulting) of new heavy vehicle entry and exit works from Lancaster-Mooroopna were provided to
VicRoads. The TIA identified that the site is appropriate subject to VicRoads approval of heavy vehicle site access works. VicRoads have approved the new works. We are committed to
constructing these new works, which is expected to be a condition of the Planning Permit.
As discussed in the previous response table, a traffic and logistics plan (to be submitted to Council as an anticipated condition of planning permit) will be implemented. This will include
restrictions on time of heavy vehicle access and movements (to be restricted to daytime and evening periods only), employee training and awareness safe driving programs and mandated
drive routes (driving to/from work), low sound broadband (white sound) reversing devices enforced in truck driver contracts, employee work place agreements, speed and dust control
signage on Mulcahy and McKenzie Rds, and other traffic control measure to minimise impacts on local amenity (dust and noise).
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I am confident that the above detailed responses complies with EPA’s Notice to Supply Further
Information.
Given that we have complied with the Notice we understand that EPA will recommence the
“statutory clock” on the works approval application as of the date of submission of this letter. I
would be pleased if you could confirm in writing that this is the case.
I would be happy to discuss and clarify any element of our submission.

Yours sincerely,

Adam Elmasri
Director
Meatworks Australia Pty Ltd

Attachments:
A.
Summary Analyses of submissions
B.
Response to Submissions about Odour Modelling
C.
Irrigation and Stormwater Drainage Figures (Updates)
D.
Biosecurity - Animal Disease Risks

Meatworks australia Pty Ltd
ABN 13 619 105 083
www.ot-environmental.com.au

Attachments
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Response to Submissions about Odour Modelling
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Irrigation and Stormwater Drainage Figures (Updates)
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Attachment A Summary Analyses of Submissions
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Submissions to Greater Shepparton City Council and EPA Victoria from Joint Advertising of Meatworks Australia proposal for Small-Stock Sheep Meatworks at Gillieston
Public Submission Analysis
EPA
GSCC Submission Principle Concern
Submission No.
No.
1
Objection 3
Impact on local
environment,
agricultural farmland
and community

Specific Concerns
* Infectious diseases
* Weeds, seeds, burrs, wild grasses
* Proximity to houses
* Odour, noise, dust
* waste disposal
* Drainage - during wet seasons
* Loss of agric. land
* Impact of drought on availability of water
for project & others
* Sheep/goat numbers
* Impact of sheep on soils, root systems,
groundwater
* Impact on soils from sheep veterinary
treatments/antibiotics
* Traffic (Increasein heavy vehicles)
* project future closure/eyesore
* Noise emissions
* Odour
* Increased number of mosquitos
* Light emissions
* Devaluation of property prices

2

Objection 4

Opposed to the
proposal

3

Objection 6

4

Objection 7

Out of character in the * Not consistent with the FZ purpose
FZ
* should be in industrial zone
* Odour risk
* Noise and light emissions
* Lack of emergency planning
* Traffic
* Expansion of operations/extended
operating hrs after approvals given
* Cruelty to animals
* Inexperienced operators
Impact on harness
* Noise and dust emissions
racing complex
* Spread of disease
* Devaluation of property
* Fencing

Objecting to EPA WA?
Yes

Objecting to Council
Permit?
Yes

Other Issue?

Yes

Yes

Seek clarification on whether goats are to be
processed and the operating hours

Yes

Yes

Seek additional information on slaughering
of animals

Yes

Yes

Petition attached to Council Objection contains 41 signatures from local & wider
community members. Petition sent to
council in 2018, when Meatworks Australia
was first proposed in August 2017.

EPA
GSCC Submission Principle Concern
Submission No.
No.
5
Objection 8
Opposed to the
proposal

6

Objection 9

7

Objection 11

8

Objection 12

9

Objection 14

10

Objection 10

11

Objection 1

12

Objection 2

13

Objection 5

Specific Concerns

* Odour
* Flies
* Dust
* Devaluation of property
* Traffic
* Increase in crime and violence
* Noise and light emissions
* Animal cruelty
* Impact on public health
* Spead of weeds
* Risk of water contamination
* Loss of productive agricultural land
* Inexperienced operators
* Impact on services such as power
* Compliance with 53.10
Opposed to the
* Odour and noise
proposal
* Traffic
* Contamination of water
* Spread of disease
* Devalaution of property
Opposed to the
* Dust and odour
proposal
* Devaluation of property
* Inappropriate location
* Spread of weeds
Loss of prime
* Traffic
agricultural land
* Odour and air quality
* Loss of prime agricultural land
Amenity and impact on * Odour and air quality
the community
* Traffic
* Impact on community
* Devaluation of property
Opposed to the
* Inappropraite land use
proposal
* Devaluation of land
* Traffic
* Spread of disease
Odour
* Animal and vehicle traffic.
* Spead of disease to livestock
* Import of weeds
Impact on the
* Dust emissions.
community of
* Increase in flies.
Gillieston
* Cruelty to animals.
* Water contamination.
* Traffic
* Devaluation of property prices
Opposed to the
* Increased traffic
proposal
* Devaluation of property prices

Objecting to EPA WA?
Yes

Objecting to Council
Permit?
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Other Issue?

EPA
GSCC Submission Principle Concern
Submission No.
No.
14
Objection 13 Contrary to planning
policy

15

Support 1

Specific Concerns
* Amenity impacts, odour, noise
* effluent disposal
* Traffic
* Incompatible with farming uses
* Contrary to local planning policies

General support for project

Objecting to EPA WA?
Yes

Objecting to Council
Permit?
Yes

No

No

16

Late submission Further Questions - Air
to EPA received. Monitoring Report,
Links to EPA
Submission 7,
Council
submission 11

Seeks clarification about:
* method used for the air quality modelling,
* intepretation of results, >1 OU offsite is
non-compliance,
* odour emission sources/rates, are OERs
representative of abnormal operations.
* 500m buffer should be from wastewater
irrigation area.

Yes

Yes

N/A

Enquiry
(late submission
to council
25/7/19)

Business plan/viability/commercial issues:
* who is the operator,
* who are the local/foreign investors,
* project manager experience levels
* local fabricators
* livestock supply source,
* who are product end-users, etc.
* Is the rendering of offal at the site to be
done on site or outsourced

No

No

This is not an objection
as to say, but more of
an enquiry to the
council and the
operators of the
proposed project

Other Issue?

Not an objection - enquiry only

Attachment B Response to Submissions about Odour
Modelling

Response to EPA Notice to Supply Further Information

Page|21

Air Noise Environment Pty Ltd
Unit 3, 4 Tombo Street
Capalaba
QLD 4157
T: 07 3245 7808
F: 07 3245 7809
E: ane@ane.com.au
ACN 081 834 513
ABN 13 081 834 513

EI Group
12 Braeside Drive
Braeside
VIC 3195
Attention: Adam Elmasri
14 August 2019
Ref: 4725-let-13August19-01.odt

Dear Adam
RE: RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS – PROPOSED ABATTOIR, GILLIESTON
This letter addresses odour concerns raised by submitters relating to the proposed abattoir at 630
Lancaster-Mooroopna Road and 1100 Mulcahy Road, Gillieston. The relevant responses have been
categorised below according to the type of issue identified and a response is provided for each item.

General concern regarding odour impacts
A review of the submissions indicates that there is general community concern regarding the extent
of odour impacts on the surrounding area. It is acknowledged that there are a number of odour
sources associated with an abattoir, and to address this, an odour impact assessment was
undertaken to identify the risk of odour impacts. This assessment, detailed in the 24 October 2018
report by Air Noise Environment1, was also required as part of the Works Approval process.
To provide an assessment of potential odour impacts, computational air dispersion modelling was
undertaken in accordance with the Victorian State Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality
Management) 2001 (SEPP AQM). The modelling incorporated odour emissions data for expected
odour sources and 5 years of site specific meteorology (2013-2017) in order to estimate odour
concentrations at and beyond the site boundary.
It is important to note that the modelling has included waste-related sources, including the proposed
wastewater treatment process, and solids bins and screening areas.
1

Air Noise Environment, Odour Assessment – Proposed Abattoir, Gillieston, 24 October 2018, Ref: 4725SDASOdourReport01.pdf.
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The results were then compared to the VIC EPA odour goal of 1 Odour Unit (OU). As indicated in
Section 4.7 of the report, the predicted odour concentrations are below the 1 OU goal for all sensitive
receptors (i.e. houses) for all modelled years and at the development boundary for all years except
2013. In the year 2013, exceedences were predicted along small portions of the development
boundary. Nonetheless, as noted in the report, the risk of the potential for odour impacts is
considered low when considering the extent of exceedence along the boundary, compliant
predictions at sensitive receptors and the atypical outcomes of the year 2013 compared to other
years.
Overall, the odour assessment was undertaken to address the risk of odour impacts, as raised in
various submissions, and based on the outcomes, it is concluded that the risk of potential odour
impacts are low for the proposed abattoir.
Further Comments on Odour Criterion
The VIC SEPP (AQM) defines an odour criterion of 1 Odour Unit (3-minute average 2). An Odour Unit is
technically defined in AS 4323.3 Stationary Source emissions – Determination of odour concentration
by dynamic olfactometry. For all intents and purpose, 1 Odour Unit can be described as the threshold
at which an odour is detected (but not necessarily identified).
In practice, the potential for nuisance odour impacts and complaints typically occurs at 5 OU for an
individual with a standard sensitivity to odours, however, this may range from as low as 2 OU
depending on various factors. Therefore, an exceedence of the 1 OU goal does not directly
correspond to nuisance impacts or odour complaints. Targeting the 1 Odour Unit goal provides a
stringent basis for ensuring that odour nuisance is minimised, given that it is associated with odour
detection only (rather than a concentration associated with nuisance or odour identification).
It should be noted that odour predictions in other Australian states are assessed based on goals that
take into account the potential for odour nuisance. These criteria are summarised below for
Queensland, Tasmania, New South Wales and South Australia. No criteria is defined in Western
Australia and Northern Territory.
Queensland
A peak 5 OU goal is considered based on the ‘default annoyance threshold of 5 OU’ as referred to in
the

Department

of

Environment

and

Science

guideline

‘Odour

Impact

Assessment

from

Developments’ (2013).
Tasmania
A 1-hour average 2 OU goal (99.5 or 99.9 th percentile) is referenced in the Environment Protection
(Air) Policy 2004.
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The VIC SEPP (AQM) states that the 99.9th percentile prediction over 1 year of meteorology is compared to the odour
criterion. For 1 year of meteorology (8760 hours of meteorology), this represents the 9 th highest prediction. This approach
is specified as it ‘avoids the possibility of setting expensive emissions controls based on a single extreme set of
meteorological conditions’ (page 47, SEPP (AQM).
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New South Wales
NSW EPA defines odour criteria in the document ‘Approved methods for the modelling and
assessment of air pollutants in New South Wales’ (2017).
The NSW odour criteria is specified such that no person is exposed to an odour concentration of
greater than 7 OU. The 7 OU criteria is specifically applied to single rural residences, as this assumes
that the likelihood of an abnormally odour sensitive individual for a very small population size is low
(and vice versa, the likelihood of an individual with standard odour sensitivity is high). As an affected
population size increases, it can be assumed that the number of highly sensitive individual also
increases (i.e. the number of people for which 2 OU would be considered a threshold for nuisance
increases). Therefore, for a larger population size (e.g. urban areas), a 2 OU criteria is specified.
Table 1 presents a summary of the NSW odour criteria.

Table 1: NSW EPA Odour Criteria
Population of Affected Community

Odour Assessment Criteria (OU)
(Peak, 99th percentile Concentration)

Rural single residence (£)

7.0

~ 10

6.0

~ 30

5.0

~ 125

4.0

~ 500

3.0

Urban area (³ a 2000) and/or schools and hospitals

2.0

South Australia
In South Australia, odour criteria is defined in the SA Environment Protection (Air Quality) Policy
2016. Schedule 3 provides odour criteria, which varies according to the size of population under
consideration, similar to the NSW approach.

Table 2: SA EPP (Air) Odour Criteria
Number of People

Odour Assessment Criteria (OU)
(3-minute average, 99.9th percentile)

Single residence (fewer than 12)

10

12 – 59

8

60 – 349

6

350 – 1999

4

2000 or more

2
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Overall, this review highlights the stringent approach to assessing odour within Victoria. While an
odour may be deemed offensive in close proximity to an odour source, by achieving the 1 OU goal
defined in the VIC SEPP (AQM), it is expected that the risk of nuisance odour off-site would be
minimal.
Air Modelling Methodology
Table 3 presents comments about some of the air dispersion modelling methodology matters raised
in the submissions.

Table 3: Comments on Modelling Methodology
Modelling Item
99.9th percentile Predictions

Comment
The 99.9th percentile prediction has been calculated for each year (2013 to
2017). The 99.9th percentile result for each year has then been compared to
the odour criterion.

Ground

Level

vs

Elevated Predictions have been made at ground level as this is considered to represent

Level Predictions

the worst-case level for potential odour impacts (given the types of emission
sources modelled i.e. ground level area sources and building/volume sources).
Elevated receptors are typically considered for high-rise buildings, or where a
two-storey house is located in very close proximity to an odour source.

Modelled Operating Scenario The VIC SEPP (AQM) requires the following:
and Odour Emission Rates

‘Estimates of emission rates must be based on the ‘worst case’ scenario during
normal operations, with any uncertainty in the estimates erring on the side of
conservatism.’
In accordance with the SEPP (AQM), the modelling considers the proposed
abattoir operating under normal conditions. To address the ‘worst-case’
requirement, it is assumed that all sources are emitting constantly 24/7 (except
for the sheep overflow yard, which is only required as needed and assumed to
be occupied 2 days a week). Furthermore, various conservative assumptions
have been considered in the emission rates as per Table 4.3 of the odour
assessment report.

Meteorology

5 years of meteorology have been adopted for the site based on the VIC EPA
requirements, and the data set has been compared to the nearest permanent
weather station operated by the Bureau of Meteorology at Kyabram. Overall,
the adopted data set is considered appropriate for the assessment as
discussed in Section 4.4.2 of the report.
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Please feel free to call me if you have any queries regarding the items addressed in this letter.
Yours sincerely
for Air Noise Environment Pty Ltd

Samuel Wong BEng(Chem), MAAS

Senior Environmental Engineer
Note: All professional advice provided by Air Noise Environment, including any information contained in this letter, is subject
to the terms of the Disclaimer shown on our website at www.ane.com.au/disclaimer.html
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Attachment C Irrigation and Stormwater Drainage
Figures (Updates)
·

Operational Area – CAF Drawing 2845 P14 SH2 Stormwater Plan (E)

·

Existing Irrigation Area – CAF 2845 P10 SH1 Existing Property (E)

·

Proposed Irrigation Areas – CAF 2845 P11 Irrigation Areas (F)

Response to EPA Notice to Supply Further Information
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Attachment D Biosecurity - Animal Disease Risks

Response to EPA Notice to Supply Further Information
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Response to objections to proposed lamb meatworks at Gillieston relating to potential
infectious disease risk to human and animal health in the surrounding area
Professor Colin Wilks BVSc, MVSc, PhD, FANZCVS, FAVA

A number of objections relevant to the above topic were received and these can be
summarised in the following categories that cover common themes.
1. Spread of infectious animal diseases to surrounding livestock, particularly dairy
farms, and spread of infectious zoonotic diseases to the surrounding human
population. Diseases mentioned specifically are foot rot, flystrike, ovine brucellosis,
ovine Johne’s Disease, Q fever, Scabby mouth and leptospirosis (GSCC submission
numbers 1, 3, 8, 10)
2. Spread of infectious diseases to a horse harness racing complex (GSCC submission
number 7)
3. Animal welfare concerns relating to animal handling and slaughter procedures (GSCC
submission numbers 2, 6, 8)
General considerations
The particular issues raised are considered relevant and have been addressed to ensure
compliance with various State and Commonwealth acts and regulations, and to ensure that
the proposed meatworks is constructed and managed to protect the public and livestock in
the surrounding area as well as the health of workers on the site. Since this proposal
concerns a lamb meatworks that intends to process lamb for an export market, it must meet
stringent standards of construction and operation set by the relevant Commonwealth and
State government departments. Standards that are more stringent than for meatworks
processing livestock for Australian domestic consumption. There will be an independent,
specialised, government veterinarian on site at all times of operation to ensure the welfare
and health of the lambs being processed and to ensure compliance with standards for the
safe production of meat for human consumption. Only healthy animals can be received and
processed at the meatworks. As well as audit by Australian authorities, audit teams from
countries receiving exported product will inspect the meatworks at designated intervals.
Failure to meet standards risks suspension of licence to operate and export meat.
The general approach to address and manage potential infectious disease risks to achieve a
low acceptable level of risk is two-fold.
a. Class and source of lambs. Processing only lambs ensures that the potential for any
animals carrying infections of concern, and being able to shed the infectious agent
into the environment, is greatly reduced. This is a general feature of the infectious
diseases of concern but best illustrated with the agent of Q fever, which is present
mainly in the pregnant uterus and is shed into the environment during the birth
process. Processing only lambs avoids this period of high risk. Only physically healthy
lambs from properties and saleyards that can supply an acceptable National Vendor
Declaration Form will be purchased for processing. Any lambs purchased interstate
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must also have a Sheep Health Certificate signed by a designated government animal
health officer.
Sourcing lambs from the south eastern area of Australia, mainly Victoria, ensures
that many infectious of potential concern, such as Q fever, are rare in sheep or
simply reflect the current situation within Victoria. Specific infections mentioned in
the objections will be address below.
b. Construction and management of the meatworks site will be to the standards
required to ensure that any infection silently carried by livestock being processed
(such as intestinal bacteria like Salmonella and coliforms) will be inactivated by
appropriate cleansing and disinfection procedures or reduced to acceptable levels
through pondage and time to decay, and confined to the site by construction
standards and management of waste water, dust, manure and by-products.
Specific considerations
Infection risks to human health have been extensively addressed in the Works Approval
Application document in Volume 1, Section 11.1.6, Pages 90-91 and in Volume 3, Appendix
P, Pages Q1-12. These specifically deal with the zoonotic diseases Q fever, Scabby Mouth
and leptospirosis as well as intestinal bacteria such as Salmonella and coliforms. The risk
assessment and risk management plan outlined indicate that any potential residual risk is a
low acceptable level of risk according to standardised risk categories as detailed in Volume 3
on page Q 12.
Since the zoonotic infections are also infections of animals the measures taken to address
potential human health risk due to these infections also reduce the animal health risk to the
same low level.
The additional infectious diseases of animals mentioned in the objections listed above are
also considered to be of low risk for the following reasons. Footrot and flystrike are clinically
apparent conditions and purchasing staff will be trained to detect these as well as to ensure
full compliance with the National Property Declaration Certificates (and Sheep Health
Certificates in the case of animals sourced interstate). Even if an infected lamb should slip
through the inspection it is important to note that flystrike is not a transmissible disease but
relies on a moist contaminated breech area for strike to occur by flies already present in
Victoria. The organisms involved in footrot only survive on soil for about 7 days and
transmission to susceptible sheep would only occur if they were walking over the same
pasture as infected sheep within this time frame. Footrot in sheep is a different disease to
footrot in cattle. Ovine brucellosis spreads between sheep only by contact with semen from
an infected ram. Even if there was an infected lamb on the meatworks site it would be
sexually immature and have no opportunity to have direct contact with local rams. Ovine
Johne’s Disease is already present in Victorian sheep. If a source property is known to be
infected it must declare this in the National Vendor Declaration Form, and in equivalent
saleyard declarations. In spite of these protections, even if infected lambs were to be
inadvertently purchased for processing, the lambs are not run at pasture before processing,
manure is collected from yards and the meatworks processing plant and any small amount
that could end up in waste water is likely to have been killed during the normal cleansing
and disinfection processes followed by settling and decay in the treatment ponds. The
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possibility of spread off site is considered to be a low acceptable level of risk. The risk to
cattle in the surrounding area is very low because the strain of bacteria causing ovine
Johne’s Disease differs from that of bovine Johne’s Disease although cross infection may
rarely occur.
Concerning any potential infection risk to the harness racing complex, the measures
described above to ensure a low acceptable level of risk to livestock and humans in the
surrounding area applies even more so to the harness racing complex. Horses are not
susceptible to infection with many of the infectious agents mentioned, such as ovine
brucellosis and ovine footrot, and the others are managed appropriately, as already
described, to ensure a low acceptable level of risk.
Animal welfare and slaughter considerations must comply with the various relevant
regulations of Commonwealth and State departments charged with this responsibility.
Furthermore these are overseen at all hours of operation by the on-site independent
government veterinarian. Unloading, penning, watering, holding periods and movement of
animals through races to the slaughter point are all prescribed to minimise animal stress
and maximise welfare. With respect to slaughter, all animals must be rendered insensible by
an approved method of stunning (usually by captive bolt pistol or by electrodes applied to
the head) before they are bled out by severing the major blood vessels of the neck. The
stunning must last beyond the point of irreversible brain death resulting from the blood
loss. This is readily achieved in sheep because stunning lasts for at least 1.5 minutes, while
irreversible brain death following cutting of the major blood vessels is achieved in 8 to 10
seconds. This stunning followed by severing the throat blood vessels can be conducted to
meet halal requirements and this is the situation in place already in several meatworks in
Victoria. The highest animal welfare standards for a meat processing plant are maintained.
Conclusion
The proposed meatworks at Gillieston is designed in both construction and management
aspects to achieve humane processing of lambs to produce meat that is safe for human
consumption and that meets the stringent requirements for international export. Further, it
is designed and managed, including the sourcing of animals presenting a low infection risk
and additionally managing any potential risks on site, to ensure that it presents a low
acceptable level of risk to surrounding livestock and human populations.
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