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BOTANY COGENERATION PLANT  
Community Reference Group 

 

 

Meeting  Community Reference Group Meeting No. 2 

Project Botany Cogeneration Plant, Botany Road, 
Matraville 

Date Tuesday 9 March 2021 

Venue  Community Information Centre, 
492 Bunnerong Road, Matraville 

Time 5:08pm – 7:28pm 

Chaired by   Brendan Blakeley, Elton Consulting Recorded by Wendy Salkeld, 
Elton Consulting 

Purpose To provide a forum for two-way communication between the project proponent, SUEZ, and 

representatives of the community, stakeholder groups and the local community on the 

proposed Botany Cogeneration Plant; to inform the preparation of the environmental 

assessment. 

 

Name Community/stakeholder Attended/Apologies/Invited 

Laura West Resident Attended 

Marie Mirza Resident  Apologies 

Chantelle Adams Resident Attended 

Peter Fagan Resident Attended 

Kerry Edwards Resident Attended 

Spencer Harrop Resident Attended 

David Power Resident Attended 

Clr Danny Said Mayor, Randwick City Council Attended (left meeting at 

6.07pm) 

Kerry Kyriacou Director of City Planning, Randwick City Council Invited (alternative Council 

attendee yet to be advised) 

Peter Barber Director - City Futures, Bayside City Council Invited (alternative Council 
attendee yet to be advised)  

Jacqueline Ingham NSW Environment Protection Authority, DPIE  Invited (EPA will present 
information when required) 

Brendan Pegg Senior Land use Planner, Roads and Maritime 

Services (RMS) 

Invited  

Natalie Heather Development Manager, SUEZ Attended 

Cristina Rodrigo Nieto Infrastructure Technical Manager, SUEZ Attended 

Jacob Chretien General Manager Technical, Opal Attended 

Catherine Brady AECOM Attended 
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Meeting Minutes  
 

 

1 Welcome and introduction  

Brendan Blakeley (Chair) undertook acknowledgement of country, welcomed and thanked all CRG members 

for attending and noted apologies. It was noted that Danny Said will need to leave the meeting early due to 

another commitment. It was noted that the EPA will not be attending this meeting to present on the NSW 

Energy from Waste Policy Statement. The Chair informed the CRG that the NSW government 20-Year Waste 

Strategy has been delayed in its development and potentially this delay influences the EPA’s ability to speak 

with clarity on the NSW Government position. The EPA has been invited to present at the next meeting 

focussing on the topic of emissions.   

The Chair and Secretariat declared pecuniary interests that SUEZ pays Elton Consulting for its services to Chair 

and support the CRG. 

The CRG agreed to adopt the draft minutes from the last meeting held Tuesday 16 February 2021. 

Move: David Power 

Second: Danny Said 

 

 

2 What is cogeneration?  

What is cogeneration 

 

Natalie Heather presented information to explain what cogeneration is and why it is widely used (see attached 

slides).   

Natalie H explained that cogeneration is similar to a kettle; select the fuel that you want to create heat to then 

boil water to create steam. Natalie H advised that cogeneration is used all over world and locally including 

industries such as dairy, canneries and breweries.  

The CRG noted the different types of energy produced and example locations such as: Central Park, 

Chippendale (old Carlton brewery) where heating and cooling is produced for UTS, and Broadwater in Northern 

NSW where any additional energy (electricity) produced goes to the grid, Boral’s cement works at Berrima 

produces heat energy for production. 

Natalie H explained that at the Botany Cogeneration Plant, the process will be very similar to what is currently 

in place for gas at the Mill so the focus will be on the production of steam for the Mill. 

Peter Fagan asked how cogeneration can produce heating and cooling and the same time. 

Cristina Rodrigo Nieto responded that it goes through a heat exchanger. 

Natalie H stated that there are different types of feedstock used for heat for the boilers for example, bagasse, 

biomass from materials such as shredded pallets and processed engineered fuel (PEF). 

Kerry Edwards stated that two fuel materials shown in the slides look “natural” and asked what the process 

was for determining the use of waste as fuel for cogeneration at the Opal Paper and Recycling Mill?  

Catherine Brady responded, advising that there is a chapter in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to 

discuss project development and alternatives. Kerry E requested the opportunity to look further into this as 

she would like to know the decision-making process, as it appears to be made without any community input. 

Kerry E wondered if gas or other materials may be cleaner for the environment and neighbourhood. 
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SUEZ experience in energy recovery and cogeneration 

 

Drawing upon the presentation slides, Natalie H explained that waste management in Australia has been 

landfill-focused due to many reasons, but available space has been a key driver. She explained that in Europe 

it is different as there are EU directives to avoid disposing of waste in the ground.  

Laura West asked of the 55 SUEZ Energy from Waste (EfW) plants around the world what percentage is made 

up of PEF and could the detail be provided? Natalie H responded that a lot in Europe use red bin waste. 

Natalie H explained that EfW facilities examples shown in the slides vary the focus on the energy production 

for example, some focus on steam others focus on electricity to the grid. 

David P asked how high the Wilton, UK stack is. Natalie H advised around 80 metres and stated that SUEZ is 

very mindful of stack height and will work with the EPA on that issue. Natalie H stated that SUEZ is also 

conscious of the facility size and aimed to keep it as small as possible. 

Laura W noted that many of the EfW examples shown appear to be only set up for one business, is this 

common? 

Natalie H advised that the “behind the meter” examples such as Wilton, UK and SLECO, Belgium are often set 

up with a group of users and the energy generated never goes into a distribution network. This set up is 

common as energy efficiency is reduced once distribution networks are used. 

Danny S asked what the tonnage of fuel is to be used at the Botany Cogeneration Plant. Natalie H advised 

that around 165,000 tonnes p.a. would be required at the Botany Cogeneration Plant. 

Danny S noted that the Botany Cogeneration Plant would be smaller than the examples shown and was looking 

for a good comparison example particularly when comparing the stacks and buildings. 

Natalie H advised that the Botany Cogeneration Plant would be significantly smaller than examples shown, 

and SUEZ does have other plants that are smaller, but are often related to hazardous waste management so 

not direct comparisons. Natalie H stated that the footprint of the Botany Cogeneration Plant would also be 

smaller than the examples shown. Cristina R advised that the stacks in the examples shown are 80 metres-

plus. 

The CRG noted SUEZ’s development of sites in Adelaide and Perth. Natalie H explained that a key driver to 

businesses selecting to use PEF is to try to get carbon emissions down. For example, Adelaide Brighton Cement 

at the Adelaide facility. 

The CRG discussed the SUEZ plant at East Rockingham noting that it was initiated by a group of Councils who 

decided to have an EfW plant and partnered with developers. With one boiler, the plant plans to use 300,000 

tonnes p.a. of household waste from Perth. The CRG noted that there is also a non-SUEZ EfW plant at Kwinana 

in Perth, as well. 

The CRG discussed the proximity of the plants to residential areas. Spencer Harrop stated that in the East 

Rockingham area, industry and residential “clusters” do vary and was wondering if it is the same as being 

130m from homes as proposed for the Botany Cogeneration Plant. Kerry E asked how close other EfW plants 

are to residential development. Chantelle Adams asked if the residential areas could be shown on a map. The 

Chair suggested that showing the EfW facilities on google maps could be helpful. 

Agenda/action item: prepare maps showing EfW facilities and proximity of residential areas  

The CRG also discussed the look of the EfW plant buildings. Catherine B advised that the design of the EfW 

buildings does vary depending on the proximity to residential areas for example, the design of the facility at 

Suffolk, UK considered visual impact on the nearby residences.    

Spencer H asked if the energy generated at the Suffolk plant goes back to the grid and Natalie H advised yes.   

Kerry E asked what benefits arise for the community from the Botany Cogeneration Plant. She stated that 

there would be a large facility and a 60-metre stack which would feel like it is “in the backyard” of residential 

areas and this would impact on lifestyle and property values. Spencer H expressed concern that house prices 

could potentially go backwards with people in Perry Street already saying it is getting too crowded. 
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Laura W stated that it is important to consider the way that people think about addressing waste and where 

they live. 

Chantelle A expressed concern at the potential impact of the stack. She advised that the CRG needs to clearly 

understand the scope, size, shadowing etc. Chantelle A stated that she feels we are surrounded by pollutants 

already in the area and the Botany Cogeneration Plant would be adding to what is already here. 

Catherine B informed the CRG that each chapter in the EIS does discuss impacts and there is chapter 

specifically on Cumulative Impacts. 

Agenda item: The CRG to hear more about the cumulative impacts of the project, noting that this 

will be included in the EIS in detail. 

David P noted that in the media there has been some bids for part of SUEZ and confirmed with Natalie H that 

SUEZ is not parting with the East Rockingham development.  

Natalie H advised that SUEZ and Opal Australian Paper are also working together on an EfW facility at the 

Maryvale Mill in the Latrobe Valley in Victoria.  

 

  

3 Fuel for the Cogeneration Plant 

Natalie H explained that SUEZ’s proposal for EfW facilities is responding to the NSW EPA’s Energy from Waste 
Policy Statement, January 2015. Natalie H stated that in Australia and NSW the standards for the use of waste 
for energy are the most stringent in world. The EPA requires higher order waste material not to be used in 

this type of EfW facility and there are strict requirements on sorting waste.  

Natalie H shared information with the CRG via a slide presentation and provided all the CRG with a hard copy 

of an information leaflet on Processed Engineered Fuel.  

Natalie H explained that there are not that many other facilities utilising such strictly sorted PEF like this around 
the world. Cement manufacturing PEF is probably most similar. Many other EfW plants use what we call “red 

bin waste”. SUEZ has specifically elected to not use red bin waste at the Botany Cogeneration Plant because 
it is located 130m from residential areas. Kerry E asked for more details on why this is the case. Natalie advised 

that SUEZ cannot control what the community puts into the red bin waste to provide those assurances to the 

community, but SUEZ can control the waste sources selected to create the PEF.  

The CRG noted the PEF sample in a bottle that was shared for viewing at the meeting. 

Natalie H described the PEF, advising that it would be produced off site, brought in sealed containers and has 
no organics so therefore does not have a garbage odour. Regulations will prohibit SUEZ from taking any 

organics for this fuel. Cristina R added that the PEF is delivered from closed containers into a closed facility.  

Laura W stated that she is worried about a burning plastic smell and Kerry E asked about emissions. 

The Chair reminded all that this meeting was to cover the fuel and that emissions is an agenda item for the 

next meeting. Natalie H stated the EPA will attend to talk with the CRG about emissions as it recognises that 
this is important to all. Natalie H informed the CRG that SUEZ is regulated by the EPA at the infeed to the 

stack (a section of the plant yet to be explained in detail to the CRG). 

Natalie reinforced that in EfW facilities it is very important to think about what waste goes into the fuel as this 

will have a direct impact on the emissions.  

Peter F stated that the Randwick City Council yellow recycling bin system results in horrendous contamination 
for example, paper and plastics contaminated with food waste and asked how do you sort good from bad? 

Natalie H responded that SUEZ will not be using yellow bin waste as fuel for PEF that would be used at the 
Botany Cogeneration plant. Danny S asked if the Council kerbside waste would be used. Natalie H advised 

some, but the main source will be companies with established waste agreements with SUEZ e.g. Harvey 

Norman. 
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Danny S asked if Veolia making a bid on SUEZ would slow the project down. Natalie H advised that although 

bid interest has been reported in the media, this does not affect the project and discussions would be held in 
Paris by SUEZ. David P noted that Cleanaway also has an interest in SUEZ. Natalie H informed that Veolia (also 

a French company) has an interest in EfW for example, Veolia runs the plant at Kwinana.  

The CRG were interested to hear Natalie H and Jacob Chretien’s personal views on how safe the stack 

emissions are. Natalie H expressed no personal concern if she was living in close proximity to the stack because 

the fuel has been carefully chosen, a more expensive option has been selected which is a shift from what 
other EfW plants do. Jacob C stated that he has been through the process so has great awareness and advised 

that he would ensure that he understood and saw that the various safety and emissions controls are in place.  

Spencer H expressed interest to hear more about how other EfW plants co-exist with the community.  

Natalie H stated that SUEZ has listened and noted the views from the community and queries about “what is 

in this for the local community” and notes that things like the stack position is very important.   

Spencer H advised the contaminated bore water in the area has had a great impact on the community. This 

project is one more issue that we, the community, have to live with. As a CRG member, we want to hear about 

the project and understand the details and these meetings are providing this opportunity.  

Natalie H stated that it would be great for the CRG to be able to see a working EfW facility for example like 
the one in Perth. Seeing the extent of automation is useful, similar to the Opal Paper and Recycling Mill which 

the CRG saw last meeting. Danny S advised that there are many life-long residents in the area and due to the 

history of industry in the area they feel they have been “burnt in past”.  

Danny S left 6.07pm. 

 

Controlling the fuel 

Natalie H informed the CRG that the fuel has strict acceptance criteria which states: no nappies, no medical 

waste, no chemicals, no e-waste, no bagged waste and none of these products will even be accepted at the 
Chullora facility. She explained that there is also no red, green or yellow bin waste accepted. Such products 

are prohibited as SUEZ’s focus is on producing fuel not just taking garbage.  

The CRG discussed the photos of waste shown for example, the TV wouldn’t be accepted at the PEF waste 

floor, but the roll of cardboard would be accepted if it became wet while left outside during pickup, it can’t be 

recycled. 

Natalie H advised that in the Sydney Metro levy area, around 3 million tonnes of waste is produced/year with 

only 40% recycled and the rest going to landfill. 

 

PEF process 

Natalie H explained that producing PEF is a highly-mechanical process with not a lot of people involved as 

there are magnetics, mechanical and optical sorters to remove contaminants and then shred the residual 

product. Any contaminants such as LPG bottles are taken out at the front end. Natalie H advised that SUEZ 

does not take anyone’s waste, material is selected so SUEZ is in control of what is used for fuel. 

David P asked if there is a multi-waste facility being built at Chullora, which is central to Sydney. Natalie H 

responded yes; that SUEZ is also building a yellow bin waste processing facility there. 

Jacob C asked about other PEF facilities operated around the world. Natalie H advised that when PEF is 

produced it is normally used for a higher order facility for example, cement works.   

Kerry E asked if there is one in Australia. Natalie responded that the PEF facility in Adelaide has been operating 

for 11 years.  

Laura W asked that considering the amount of processing, is the price for the PEF worth its usage. 

David P noted that Opal also contributes to the fuel via its rejects, so it has to get rid of some waste too.  

Jacob C replied that Opal’s goal is to reduce greenhouse gases and also to reduce its footprint in a circular 

economy. He further explained that Opal tries to reduce its rejects as much as possible to reduce the amount 

going to landfill. Jacob C added that gas and electricity are expensive also. 

Laura W stated that it is good to know that renewable energy options are being considered. 



 

Botany Cogeneration Plant Community Reference Group Meeting 2: Tue 9 March 2021  page 6 

 

Trucking/transport of Fuel 

David P asked why the fuel is being transported in trucks from Chullora rather than trains. 

Natalie H responded that the team did investigate a rail option, but an unloading hub was needed which meant 
double handling and this wasn’t efficient enough. Catherine B further explained that there were also no 

sufficient rail paths. Chullora does have a siding but the closest siding at Botany still requires trucking. This 

will be covered in the EIS. David P noted where the siding is in Matraville.   

Jacob C observed that traffic can change over time, so maybe in the future, rail could be reconsidered.  

Spencer H added that you can’t double stack containers on trains and with more ships coming in there are 

more trucks on the road. 

Natalie H informed that the delivery of fuel will not be 24/7, it will be limited to daytime hours. Chullora is 

seen as a staging/storage point for the project. 

Natalie H explained the importance of blending the PEF material, so it meets the” recipe”. Parameters include 

particle size and the right calorific value for the boiler. For example, although plastic does form part of the fuel 

and this is totally acceptable, SUEZ won’t use too much plastic as it pushes the calorific value too high. 

Cristina R explained that the energy value is tied to the moisture content of the fuel. Natalie H explained that 
at the Adelaide facility, not all waste is accepted, and it is inspected for example, we don’t want inert material 

such as house bricks as they don’t burn. 

The Chair asked if SUEZ seeks out customers that can provide waste that “suits the PEF recipe”. Natalie H 
responded yes, we do and there are a lot of customers available as there is a lot of material that does not 

have organics. 

Cristina R explained that the quality control includes a long list of what cannot be accepted. Natalie H 

emphasised that placing this control at the start of the process is important. She noted that other customers 

are seeking zero waste to landfill so are chasing solutions for example, Lendlease, Bunnings, State Transit and 

Coles.  

Kerry E asked why timber cannot be recycled. Natalie H responded that it depends on the quality of the timber 

and if it is mixed with other material it cannot be recycled. 

Kerry E asked about the impact of burning plastics as people are concerned about any amount of plastic and 

she can see from the PEF sample provided that there is plastic in the fuel and that is a worry for us. 

Peter F stated that people are concerned amount cumulative effects even if the fuel was to have only 2% 

plastic. The community is concerned about the issue of cumulative impacts of the plant and other influences 

in the area including residues over time.  

Agenda item: The fuel burning process, how it is heated and the scrubbing of emissions etc.  

Kerry E noted that there is 130,000 tonnes p.a. of fuel but how is the material that Opal contributes to the 

plant checked to make sure that it is safe? Jacob C responded that Opal pull out any fibre and then a portion 

of the waste stream is plastic which fits the design of the cogeneration plant. Kerry E confirmed that there are 

plastics in waste from Opal, and Jacob C responded yes.  

Natalie H advised PVC is not accepted and there is a mechanical means to remove PVC. Cristina R detailed 
that PVC is not accepted due to the chlorine content in its production, so the aim of the fuel is to not have any 

PVC. However, just in case if there is higher chlorine content, then we can treat through this through the flue 

gas treatment system to meet requirements, but SUEZ constantly aims to have minimal chlorine content. 
Natalie H reinforced that SUEZ has selected an EfW system that is compatible with the location i.e. close to 

residents. 

  

Natalie explained that it is in SUEZ’s best interests to optimise recycling and recycling is always best when 

sorted. 

Natalie H offered for the CRG to partake in a follow your waste tour, via a mini-bus excursion, if there is 

interest in understanding waste and facilities etc. 

Spencer H asked if there is money to be made from the sale of energy. Natalie H advised that SUEZ would 

charge Opal for energy that the Mill uses, and SUEZ gets a rebate for recycled material that it sorts. 
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Spencer H agreed that a tour would be good to see processes in real life, not just via presentations. Spencer 

H stated that from previous experience with the EPA they do worry about control but at a high level. 

The Chair summarised that there are two control processes of interest to the CRG: one is the regulatory 

process through the EPA regarding emissions and safety etc and the other is the Quality Assurance (QA) 

process on the waste inputs and outputs. 

Natalie H offered a link to a YouTube channel in Rugby, UK which shows how the process works.  

David P suggested that ideally all the stuff that we (community) throw out needs to be sorted before it comes 

to SUEZ, suggesting that perhaps every month there could be separate recycled products to gather by Council.  

The Chair advised that the Government’s 20-Year Waste Strategy is looking at discrete waste streams coming 
from households which is part of a circular economy. He explained that the Strategy looks at creating 

infrastructure and education even looking at how metal and plastic in products can easily be separated when 

at the end of its life.  

David P stated that looking at recycling by industry is important too. The Chair stated that since China and 

Asia are not taking our waste anymore, we need to find solutions. Cristina R added that German households 

have bags/containers for 10 types of recycled products and only 3% of waste goes to landfill. 

 

 

4 Environmental Impact Assessment Studies  

Catherine B introduced herself as a Technical Director from AECOM which is part of a US company and there 
are 100,000 employees world wide.  

 

State Significant Development Process 

Catherine B handed out information sheets on the State Significant Development (SSD) process under which 

the Botany Cogeneration Plant will be considered. Kerry E asked what triggered the project to be a SSD. 
Catherine B responded that the project was considered of state significance due to the nature of the project, 

waste and the value of the project.  

The Chair asked what is the role of Council and why are they not involved in the approval. Catherine B 

replied that the project approval, due to the complexity and value, falls to DPIE. The Chair explained that 

DPIE would have the skills in determining complex issues, for example emissions, and Council may not have 
this expertise. Catherine B advised that DPIE also provides an independent and rigourous assessment.  

Chantelle A asked if the Federal Government has an overview of the project particularly if addressing 
pollutants. Catherine B advised that the Federal Government would be involved if there were certain issues 

to trigger this for example, a threatened species or a native title claim. Natalie H added that the project 

team has been liaising with Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) and the Federal transport department due 
to the proximity of the airport.  

Spencer H asked that since Opal and SUEZ are foreign-owned companies would this trigger Federal interest. 
Jacob C and Natalie H advised that both companies have registered ABNs.  

 

Catherine B explained that the first step in the process was to prepare a scoping report. She explained that 
during the scoping process, the team had specialists involved and higher order impacts and lower order 

impacts were developed with the higher order impacts requiring rigourous technical reports.  

SEARS were then prepared and issued by DPIE and must be met. See page 2 of the handout for a SSD flow 

chart. 

Catherine B highlighted the EIS exhibition period would be approximately four to six weeks and it would not 

coincide with school holidays and the EIS would be on the DPIE website. She explained the processs, once 

submissions are received and that a response to the submissions report is prepared. It is through this 
process that some aspects of a project may change for example, add something or a community benefit. 

Then other management plans have to be prepared for example, the operational or energy plans, and these 
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then need to be approved.  So, it is quite a long process. DPIE asked for early and ongoing consultation and 

are looking for what issues were raised, how these are addressed including input by specialists.  

Catherine B displayed a slide displaying the impacts in a hierarchy and advised that the issues are also listed 

in the handout.   

The CRG discussed the impact issues. Chantelle A stated that transportation is a concern. She also asked if  

the air quality is looking at transportation as well as stack emissions and if so how will this occur.  

Kerry E stated that she is interested in what the air quality is at the moment, what is it going to be, what is 
the threshold. Chantelle A added that it is an escalation of development in the area that is a concern. 

Spencer H added that even black dust from cremation nearby could be a concern. 

The Chair explained that the EIS team would normally work on a baseline and the EPA would review the  

methodology used in the study. 

Chantelle A stated that it is important to look at the baseline in the area around here, not on the Malabar 
side.  She stated that the area is getting dirtier and is hoping that this is feeding back to the EPA, when it 

looks at the EIS. Natalie H reminded the CRG that she has asked the EPA to attend and speak on matters 
that are in the context of the project. 

The Chair reminded the CRG that when the EPA representative comes, they will only talk to this project. It is 
the EIS team that prepares the detailed information. 

David P stated that the EPA has to stay neutral in this environment. 

Chantelle A noted that air quality is identified as the number one issue, so she wants this covered fully as 
the residents have to live with this and she has other residents state this to her already.  

Catherine B advised that the EIS team has anticipated this so the design has to demonstrate how it meets 
the legislative criteria. 

Chantelle A asked who we go to regarding the increasing industrial nature in this area of Matraville. 

Laura W asked what are socio-economic issues and why are they being covered. Catherine B responded that 
issues would relate to lifestyle, community and cultural activities. She added that a lot of the studies are 

intertwined and feed into others for example, traffic feeds into socio-economic. 

Chantelle A asked does the noise and vibration study include construction? 

Catherine B replied yes, but the detailed information is provided in the Construction Management Plan 
prepared later. The study in the EIS would look at methodolgy, construction, residual impacts, cumulative 

impacts. 

Natalie H reinforced that it is a rigourous process. Catherine B informed that there have been several 
sessions where the technical designers are having discussions with the environmental experts in the same 

workshop sessions so designers are aware of issues from the start. 

Kerry E asked that if the project is not approved, does it go back through the assessment process? 

Catherine B advised that if assessments are done according to the criteria, then the project should be 

approved. 

Kerry E asked that if residents in the area protest, then doesn’t it matter? 

Catherine B advised that there is a section in EIS that discusses Community Consultation and all issues 
raised need to be addressed. 

The Chair explained that it is important to state any material issues that are raised, not just that the 

community doesn’t like it.  

Kerry E stated that she doesn’t want a stack in the area. Catherine B explained that you also have to explain 

why a stack is not acceptable. The Chair clarified that the project team would have to demonstrate what it 
has done to minimise the visual impacts of the stack for example what have you done to best manage the 

height.  

Spencer H stated that the big concern is what is going into the plant and what is coming out of the stack. 

Kerry E stated that she is still concerned about plastic and feels that we don’t know if it is harmful now or in 

the long term. She is keen to know what percentage is plastic in the PEF and then what comes out when 
burnt and how far does that reach? 
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Catherine B advised that these are the sort of questions we ask the EIS modellers to look at.  

Chantelle A asked if the technical reports are made available? Natalie H responded yes, we have an 
obligation to not only make them available but explain them in laymans terms so they are easy to read and 

digest. 

Catherine B advised that the techinal reports will still be quite technical, but the EIS team has to review the 

report and write it up in a chapter in the EIS but if someone wants all the details, they are available. 

Chantelle A informed of her experience when living at Green Square. She advised that she read all the 
documents and discovered that the shadow diagrams were not included, she got them included and then 

later the heights had to be changed. She advised that she will be expecting lots of detail, as we need to 
know how much is coming out of the stack, this is a big issue. 

Catherine B advised that from the beginning it is best to be open with community and that is the value of 

this CRG process. 

The Chair explained that fortunately there has been a review of the SSD process and clear expectations, 

transparency and plain English requirements are critical. 

Jacob C noted that this EIS is already more detailed than that required of the reconstruction of the Mill in 

2007/8. 

Natalie H advised that the team has been engaging with agencies over the last 18 months and we need to 

understand what concerns all. 

Spencer H advised that a big issue in Perry Street is parking due to construction workers. David P stated that 
parking should be addressed. Natalie H advised that the project will have an offsite laydown area and the 

workforce will be mobilised off site and bussed in, this is an example of how we are listening to the issues 
the community is raising. 

 

 

5 Discussion  

 

The Chair summarised the issues for the agenda for the next meeting as raised by the CRG. 
 

Agenda items for next meeting 

 

» Emissions: what are the likely emissions and how do they compare with what is currently being 

generated in the area, monitoring of emissions and safety concerns  

» EPA to attend/present 

» The PEF when it enters the facility, what happens to it, what is the combustion process, what is the 

scubbing process, what comes out 

 

Agenda items for future meetings or more information required on: 

 

» Truck movements 

» The stack and architecture (later agenda item) 

» Process for determining that waste should be used as the fuel for cogeneration at Opal Paper & Recycling 

– Botany Mill in Matraville.  

» Of the 55 SUEZ Energy from Waste plants around the world, what percentage is made up of PEF and 

could the detail be provided? (could provide outside of meetings as background reading) 

» Prepare maps showing EfW facilities and proximity to residential areas  

» The PEF “recipe” percentages e.g. on plastic 

» YouTube video on the overseas PEF facility 
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» Hear more about the cumulative impacts of the project, noting that this will be included in the EIS in 

detail.  

 
The Chair encouraged CRG members to provide any feedback from the community to Wendy Salkeld 

(secretariat) even if between meetings, as it may be useful for future discussion.  

 
Next meeting 

The next CRG meeting is Wednesday 31 March 2021, 5.00pm-7.00pm (updated as per CRG email 

18 March) 

Location: Community Information Centre, 492 Bunnerong Road, Matraville 

 

The Chair noted that Tuesdays are difficult for Mayor Said to attend so we can review the Tuesday meeting 

date. 

ACTION: All CRG to advise the secretariat on preferred meeting day.  

David P wanted to state again that he protests about the name of the project as it is not in Botany but 

Matraville. Natalie H advised that this comment was noted last time and we are discussing this offline.  

Chantelle A stated that she noted that Matraville is not mentioned in the signage in the room. 

Spencer H reinforced that the information provided tonight is the sort of information we want to see.  

Laura W expressed interest in a mini-bus tour on waste. 

Natalie H advised that the EPA particulaly noted that there should be no recording of meetings. The Chair 

asked that all attendees be respectful of the EPA when attending.  

 

Meeting ended 7.28pm 
 

 
 

 

 
Attachments: presentation slides and handouts. 
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Boilers making energy

The heart of an industrial boiler 

system is a hot water or steam 

boiler operated with a certain kind 

of fuel.

Water tubes are heated which 

create steam under pressure

Applied in numerous industries –

brewing, food manufacture, 

building industry, health and paper 

recycling

Stack



Energy generation comes in many forms

Co-generation – production of two forms of energy 
heating (steam) or cooling combined with electricity

Example – Broadwater, Northern NSW produces electricity and 
steam for processing of locally grown sugar cane from 

bagasse

Tri-generation – production of three forms of 
energy - heating, cooling and electricity

Example – Central Park development at 
Chippendale, using natural gas

3
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Using waste materials to produce energy comes in many forms  

Bagasse used as the main fuel to 

produce heat and steam in sugar mill 

boilers

Biomass (forestry residues, pallet 

timbers) used as a coal replacement –

even in existing power stations



SUEZ international strengths
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SUEZ energy from waste in the world

55
EfW facilities

+9MT
of waste treated

7TWh
energy sold

2M
Inhabitants 

equivalent 

consumption

1.5MT
of CO2eq GHG 

emissions saved
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SUEZ energy from waste track record

SUEZ Suffolk (UK)
269,000 tpa waste

20 MWe
Electricity for 30,000 homes

SUEZ West London (UK)
400,000 tpa waste

42.6 MWe
Electricity for 50,000 homes

SUEZ Cornwall (UK)
240,000 tpa waste

20 MWe + 6 MWth steam

SUEZ Ivry (France)
710,000 tpa waste
64 Mwe + Steam

Steam and electricity generation. 
Operation since 1969.

SUEZ Zorbau (Germany)
300,000 tpa waste

25.3 MWe
Electricity generation

SUEZ Poznan (Poland)
210,000 tpa waste

15 MWe + 34 MWth
Heat and electricity generation

SUEZ Wilton (UK)
430,000 tpa waste

46 MWe or 33 MWe + 42 MWth
Electricity generation with 

co-generation (heat) option

SLECO WtE (Belgium)
466,000 tpa sludge and waste 
41 MW of electricity produced 
and 184 t/h steam produced



QLD

SA

NT

NSW

WA

TAS

1

1

VIC

SUEZ energy development landscape in Australia

SUEZ-ResourceCo (Adelaide)

 Existing PEF Facility accepting commercial feedstocks 

providing fuel to Adelaide Brighton Cement as energy 

substitution to gas

2

2

East Rockingham 

(Perth) - 2022

o Construction commenced 

2020

o Operation  & Maintenance 

responsibility



About the Fuel for the Botany 
Cogeneration Plant
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 SUEZ will produce the fuel for the plant at a facility in Chullora and 

transport it to the plant in sealed containers

 SUEZ strictly quality controls what is in the fuel

ABOUT THE FUEL

 Contains no organics eg food waste

 Does not smell

 Is made up of unrecyclable cardboard, textiles, timber, some plastic

 Is made from material such as resident bulky kerbside clean up 

 Any recyclables are recovered prior to producing fuel

Processed Engineered Fuel

Paper Mill Residuals

Using Processed Engineered Fuel



Controlling the fuel

▪ Managing what is in it

▪ Making sure recyclables are recovered

▪ Metals

▪ Cardboard

▪ Plastics

▪ Managing suitability for the cogeneration plant (calorific value, 

particle size, moisture, low chlorine etc)



CONTROLLING THE FUEL

Managing what is in it: Following strict acceptance criteria:

• No nappies

• No medical waste

• No chemicals

• No e-waste

• No bagged wastes

Bulky household 

clean up

Dry 

commercial 

materials



• Removes contaminants and recyclables

• Blends material to the right conditions for 

the boiler

• SUEZ accepts around 500,000 tonnes of 

suitable material into our Sydney network.  

CONTROLLING THE FUEL

Managing what is in it:



• Targeting metals (ferrous such as steel and non ferrous – copper and aluminium)

• Recovering plastics for chemical or mechanical recycling

• Pulling out recyclables at the front of the process:

• LPG gas bottles

• Batteries

• Tyres

• Timber

• Cardboard

CONTROLLING THE FUEL

Making sure recyclables are recovered:



AECOM

Botany Cogeneration Plant
Project overview

Catherine Brady – AECOM Technical Director



AECOM

State significant development (SSD)

The Project is classified as SSD under the State Environment Planning Policy (State 

and Regional Development) 2011

Under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979: 

“development application for State significant 

development is to be accompanied by an environmental 

impact statement prepared by or on behalf of the applicant 

in the form prescribed by the regulations.”

The Project is for the purpose of the 

cogeneration of steam and electricity 

using waste as an energy source and 

has a capital investment value of 

more than $30 million.



AECOM

Overview of the SSD process

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is 

currently being prepared

To support the EIS, multiple technical specialist 

reports are being prepared to assess and 

document key issues

These technical specialist reports will form the basis 

of the environmental assessment



AECOM

Summary of approvals process

Scoping 

Report
SEARs EIS Adequacy

Exhibition Response to 

Submission

Assessment/

Determination

Seeking SEARs 

(Complete)
EIS Preparation 

(Current Phase)

Assessment

Construction 

Management 

Plans

Plan 

Approval

Construction 

Commences

Post-Approval



AECOM

Project team SUEZ

AECOM

Internal specialists External specialists

AECOM (Aboriginal 

heritage, Hydrology and 

flooding, Hazard and risk, 

Soils and contamination, 

Greenhouse gas and  

Sustainability)

Katestone (Air quality)

EnRisk (Human health)

TTPP (Traffic and transport)

IRIS (Visual amenity)

RWDI (Noise and vibration)

Elton Consulting (Socio-economic)

Niche (Biodiversity)

SLR (Waste)

Proponent/applicant

Consultant preparing the EIS on behalf of SUEZ

Specialist consultants preparing technical 

reports

Specialists within AECOM 

preparing technical reports / 

chapters



AECOM

Key issues

Air Quality

Human Health

Waste Policy

Waste Management

Traffic &Transport

Visual Amenity

Hazard & Risk

Socio Economic

Noise & Vibration

Soil & Water

Aircraft Safety

Biodiversity

GHG & 
Sustainability

Cumulative

Heritage

Very High

High

Medium

Low



AECOM

Any questions?
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Botany Cogeneration Plant  

State Significant Development  

Developments can be considered to be of State significance owing to their size, economic value or 
potential impacts that a development may have (DPIE, 2020).  

Section 4.36 of the Environmental Assessment and Planning Act 1979 (EP&A Act) notes how a 
development can be declared as a State Significant Development (SSD). One way a development can 
be declared to be a SSD is by a State Environmental Planning Policy (SEPP).  

The Botany Cogeneration Plant (BCP) Project is classified as SSD pursuant to Clause 8 of the State 
Environment Planning Policy (State and Regional Development) 2011, as it is permissible with 
consent and it meets the requirements of Clause 20 of Schedule 1:  
 

The Project is for the purpose of the cogeneration of steam and electricity 
using waste as an energy source and has a capital investment value of 

more than $30 million. 

 

Section 4.12(8) of the EP&A Act states that a: 
 

“development application for State significant development is to be 
accompanied by an environmental impact statement prepared by or 
on behalf of the applicant in the form prescribed by the regulations.”  

 

The first step in the SSD process is for the Applicant to request for Secretary’s Environmental 
Assessment Requirements (SEARs) from the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment 
(DPIE). The SEARs outline the assessment requirements for a Project, and usually include ‘general’ 
and ‘key issue’ requirements. SEARs are developed by DPIE in consultation with relevant 
government agencies.  

An overview of the SSD process is shown on Figure 1. 

Environmental Impact Statement  

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is prepared to address the requirements set out in the 
SEARs, as well as the requirements of Section 4.15 of the EP&A Act. To support the EIS, multiple 
technical specialist reports are usually prepared to assess and document the key issues of the 
Project (i.e. air, quality, human health etc.). These technical specialist reports are used to form the 
basis of the environmental assessment chapters of the EIS and are appended to the EIS document.  

For some environmental aspects, technical specialists would prepare the chapter in the EIS rather 
than a separate report.  

The EIS would also include: 

• An overview of the site context and background 

• How the Project has been developed and alternatives considered 

• A description of the Project (including construction and operational detail) 

• Legislative and policy context associated with the Project  

• Consultation which has been undertaken and any future planned consultation.  

Currently, the BCP Project is at the EIS stage with technical specialist reports currently being prepared 
to assess the potential impacts of the Project. Further detail on the technical specialist input for the 
BCP Project is provided below.   
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Figure 1 Overview of the SSD process 

Applicant requests SEARs  

DPIE prepares and issues SEARs in 

consultation with council and agencies 

Applicant consults with council, agencies and the 

community and prepares EIS 

Applicant lodges DA and EIS 

DA 

requirements 

met 

DPIE issues RFI No 

Yes 

DA and EIS are publically displayed and DPIE seeks 

submissions from council, agencies and the community  

Submissions are sent to the 

applicant  

Here 

now 

Applicant lodges response to submissions within 21 days 

(unless otherwise agreed with DPIE) 

Significant 

amendments  

No 

DPIE consults with council and agencies on draft 

conditions of consent  

Determination  

Yes 
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Technical specialist support  

The following issues were identified as part of the SEARS and would be addressed in technical 
specialist reports to be appended to the EIS or as a dedicated chapter in the EIS.  

Air quality  

An Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA) would include a qualitative assessment of construction 
and a quantitative assessment of operational air quality impacts.  

Air dispersion modelling would be carried out to assess potential operational air quality impacts from 
the Project on existing ambient air quality levels based on available monitoring data. The AQIA would 
estimate emissions (combustion gases, dust and odour) from all activities (fugitive and point 
sources) associated with the Project during operation. Based on the outcome of the AQIA, mitigation 
and management measures, design considerations and/or monitoring strategies would be 
recommended to reduce potential air quality impacts and facilitate achieving consistent compliance 
with relevant air quality standards at sensitive receptors.  

The AQIA would form a key input for the Human Health Risk Assessment. 

Health risk 

A Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) would review existing health statistics for the area, 
evaluate the AQIA findings and include a quantitative risk assessment due to emissions to air and 
exposure pathways for chemicals attached to particles.  

The HHRA would provide a review of best practice mitigation measures on potential emissions and 
related risks. The EIS would demonstrate how human health risks can be managed by the design of 
operations, controls and management measures based on measures currently successfully employed 
overseas in facilities located at comparable distances from receivers.  

Waste management  

A Waste Management Technical Report 
would assess the construction and operational 
waste streams generated by the Project and 
how they would be appropriately minimised, 
managed, classified and disposed of in 
accordance with NSW waste classification 
guidelines and the waste hierarchy principles.  

The report would assess the re-use and/or 
disposal options for bottom ash and flue gas 
treatment residue (FGTR) generated by the 
BCP, including an assessment of suitability of 
bottom ash for reuse in land application.   

Traffic and transport 

A Traffic and Transport Impact Assessment would include assessment of the existing road network 
and traffic levels, access options, proposed site layout (i.e. internal road and parking) and haulage 
route options.   

The report would include an assessment of heavy and light vehicle generation as a result of the 
Project during construction and operation including SIDRA analysis of intersection performance of the 
Project site access. 

Potential impacts to road traffic from the Project in relation to road and intersection capacity, access 
arrangements, traffic safety, public transport routes and affected pedestrian walkway(s) would be 
identified and appropriate mitigation measures proposed.  

Visual impacts 

A Landscape Character and Visual Impact Assessment would identify existing landscape character 
zones and sensitive visual receivers as well as measures to be used to minimise potential visual 

Avoid and reduce waste

Reuse waste

Recycle waste

Recover energy

Treat 
waste

Dispose 
of waste
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impacts. The assessment would include ‘artists impressions’ as well as photomontages of the 
Project from nominated viewpoints and would address the visibility of the Project and the ability of the 
existing industrial landscape to absorb the visual impact of the Project.  

 

Hazards and risk 

A Preliminary Risk Screening would be carried out to assess the Project against criteria in the State 
Environmental Planning Policy No 33 – Hazardous and Offensive Development to determine whether 
a Preliminary Hazard Analysis (PHA) is required.  

Should a PHA be required, it would consider the storage and handling of hazardous materials at the 
Project site as well as transport of the materials to and from the site and assess the risk of fatality and 
injury from fires, explosions or toxic materials from the acute effects of incidents, societal risk and risk 
to the biophysical environment from restricted waste generated at the site.  

The PHA would identify potential hazards involved in the Project and recommend appropriate 
safeguards to ensure that identified risks can be mitigated appropriately.  

The analysis would be documented in a section of the EIS. 

Socio-economic 

A Social Impact Assessment (SIA) would be prepared for the EIS and would use social indicators to 
assess impacts and monitor changes to the socio-economic environment. The assessment would 
focus on potential amenity impacts to receptors informed by the technical impact assessments carried 
out for relevant issues (i.e. air quality, traffic, noise and visual).  

In addition, impacts to social infrastructure and community facilities, public and private land, and local 
industrial/commercial land use would be assessed. The SIA would be informed by publicly available 
information (e.g. census data), as well as feedback received from community and stakeholder 
consultation and engagement activities undertaken for the Project. It would also address the wider 
economic benefits of the Project. 

Noise and vibration 

A detailed Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment would include a quantitative assessment of 
construction and operational noise impacts, as well as a qualitative assessment of potential vibration 
impacts.  

The construction noise assessment would involve development of noise scenarios based on the 
typical plant and equipment that would be operating during the main phases of construction and the 
operational noise assessment would involve development of noise scenarios based on key 
operational noise sources (plant and equipment) from the Project. The SoundPLAN model would then 
be used for both assessments to determine potential impacts at nearby receivers. In the event that 
noise management levels are exceeded with the application of standard mitigation measures, 
alternative noise management measures would be identified and implemented where appropriate. 

Soils and water 

Soils  

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment would be conducted to inform the understanding of 
residual contamination conditions and identify potential receptors and impacts related to the 
mobilisation of soils and contamination. Depending on the outcomes of the assessment, management 
measures would be developed, including controls to minimise the potential for soil contamination via 
spills and leakages.  

Surface Water  

A Surface Water Impact Assessment would include a desktop assessment of the potential impact of 
the Project on surface water receptors during construction and operation. This would include MUSIC 
modelling to estimate potential increases in annual flows and the quantity of key stormwater pollutants 
(total suspended solids, total nitrogen, total phosphorus and gross pollutants) being discharged from 
the Site (during existing conditions and post development).  
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A qualitative assessment of the following would also be carried out: 

• Potential water quality, geomorphology and hydrological impacts to receiving waterways  

• Impacts to adjacent water users including erosion and sediment control, water supply and 
licencing issues  

• Specific pollutants associated with site operations  

Flooding  

A desktop assessment of the potential impact of the Project on flooding during construction and 
operation would be undertaken and detailed in the Surface Water Impact Assessment.  

This would include reviewing available information relating to flooding conditions and obtaining (or 
undertaking) a flood model for the local catchment. A qualitative assessment of potential flood impacts 
during construction would be carried out and the flood modelling would be used to assess flood 
impacts for a range of flood events (i.e. flood depth, velocity, and impact/afflux range) during 
operation. 

Where necessary, the need for measures to mitigate potential impacts during construction and 
operation would be identified and recommended and the suitability of the proposed land use in the 
context of the existing flood conditions and flood hazards at the Project site would be discussed.  

Groundwater  

A desktop assessment of local groundwater characteristics would be undertaken and also detailed in 
the Surface Water Impact Assessment. This would include a review of groundwater information 
obtained from monitoring wells on the Opal Recycled Paper Mill premises and adjoining sites. From 
this review, characteristics of groundwater conditions would be identified and used to determine 
potential interactions with and impact to groundwater and potentially contaminated groundwater from 
excavation work.  

Aircraft safety 

As part of the AQIA, a Plume Rise Assessment would be conducted to model the critical plume 
height. The assessment would identify whether an Application for Operational Assessment of a 
Proposed Plume Rise (Form 1247) is required to be submitted to Civil Aviation Safety Authority 
(CASA) to allow a determination to be made. If required, the determination by CASA and 
recommended mitigation measures would be included in the EIS.  

Greenhouse gas and energy efficiency 

A quantitative analysis of potential Scope 1, 2 and 3 greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of the Project 
and an assessment of potential impacts on the environment would be provided in the EIS. The EIS 
would include a description of construction and operational control measures that would be 
implemented to ensure the Project is energy efficient and minimises GHG generation. 

The analysis would be documented in a section of the EIS. 

Sustainability 

The Project would be assessed against the principles of sustainability in accordance with the EP&A 
Act. A review and assessment would be carried out of the Project’s alignment with relevant 
sustainability guidelines and policy frameworks, including targets and strategies to improve efficiency 
in the use of water, waste, energy and transport. The Project would also be assessed against the 
principles of ecologically sustainable development and, where appropriate, design considerations and 
mitigation measures to promote sustainable construction and operation of the Project would be 
demonstrated.  

The outcome of the sustainability assessment would be documented in a section of the EIS. 

Heritage 

An Aboriginal heritage due diligence assessment would be conducted involving a desktop review of 
the existing environment, available Aboriginal archaeological reports for the Project site and field 
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inspection. The assessment would be provided in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
Report and include management advice for any identified/potential Aboriginal heritage constraints.  

A historical heritage assessment would be undertaken and would include searches of relevant historic 
registers, desktop review of historic heritage reports, a site inspection and sensitivity mapping of 
historical heritage items. A Statement of Heritage Impact would be prepared, and the historical 
heritage assessment including management advice for any identified/potential historic heritage 
constraints would be documented in a section of the EIS. 

Flora and fauna 

A Biodiversity Development Assessment Report (BDAR) would be prepared for the EIS which 
would assess the direct and indirect impacts of the Project on flora and fauna species, habitat, 
populations and ecological communities as well as an assessment of the significance of the impacts 
on species, ecological communities and groundwater dependent ecosystems listed under the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and the Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act) that are considered likely to occur in the area.  

Measures to avoid, mitigate or offset would be considered, if residual impacts occur.  

Other Environmental Issues  

Where additional relevant issues or aspects are identified during the preparation of the EIS including 
through stakeholder consultation, these would be subject to risk screening and assessment in the EIS 
commensurate with the level of risk and sensitivity identified. 

Exhibition 

At this stage, the BCP EIS is expected to be placed on public exhibition in late 2021 for a period of 28 
days.  

 


