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Abbreviations
Abbreviation

Description

AECOM

AECOM Australia Pty Ltd

ARRF

Advanced Resource Recovery Facility

CoA

Conditions of Approval

DP&E

Department of Planning and Environment (formerly Department of Planning)

EA

Environmental Assessment

EMP

Environmental Management Plan

EP&A Act

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979

EPA

Environment Protection Authority

EPL

Environment Protection Licence

EQS

Environment, Quality and Safety

GOP

Garden Organics Plant

IEA

Independent Environmental Audit

IMS

Integrated Management System

ISO

International Standards Organisation

LGA

Local Government Area

MACROC

Macarthur Regional Organisation of Councils

MRF

Materials Recycling Facility

MSW

Municipal Solid Waste

NSW

New South Wales

OEMP

Operational Environmental Management Plan

PA

Project Approval

PIRMP

Pollution Incident Response Management Plan

POEO Act

Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997

RRP

Resource Recovery Park

SIMS

Incident and complaint management system

SITA

SITA Australia Pty Ltd, now SUEZ Environment Pty Ltd

SOP

Standard Operating Procedure

the ‘audit period’

15 December 2015 to 22 March 2017

tpa

tonnes per annum

WAMC

Waste Assets Management Corporation – NSW Government.

WHS

Work, Health and Safety

WSN

Waste Services NSW
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i

Executive Summary
AECOM Services Pty Ltd (AECOM) was engaged by SUEZ Environmental Pty Ltd (SUEZ) to carry out
an Independent Environmental Audit (IEA) of the Advanced Resource Recovery Facility (ARRF),
located on the Spring Farm Resource Recovery Park (RRP) on Raymond Street, Spring Farm in the
Camden Council Local Government Area (LGA) of New South Wales (NSW).
Schedule 2 Condition C3 of the Project Approval PA 05_0098 Modification 5 (PA 05_0098 MOD5),
granted by the NSW Minister of Planning on 12 December 2015 requires SUEZ to commission an IEA
within one year of the date of this approval, and every three years thereafter. AECOM was approved
by the NSW Department of Planning and Environment (DP&E) on the 27 January 2017. The audit site
inspection was undertaken on the 21 and 22 March 2017.
The audit was completed in accordance with Schedule 2 Condition C3 and the AECOM proposal
dated 22 November 2016.
The audit methodology comprised the following activities:
•

Initial discussions with SUEZ management to organise the audit, including the provision of
documentation, the Site visit and timing.

•

Discussions with DP&E to discuss any concerns and areas for particular focus during the audit.

•

Consultation with key government agencies and other relevant agencies as presented in this
Report.

•

A two day Site inspection and interviews with key site personnel on 21 and 22 March 2017.

•

Review of additional documentation provided by SUEZ after the Site inspection.

•

Submission of a Draft Report to SUEZ outlining the audit findings.

•

Finalisation of the Report based on comments from SUEZ.

This is the first IEA to be carried out at ARRF and for the purpose of this audit, the audit period has
been defined as from the 12 December 2015 (date of approval of MOD5) to 22 March 2017 (date of
Site inspection conducted as part of this audit). This report presents the findings of this audit.
The IEA assessed compliance with relevant approvals, licences and management plans applicable to
the ARRF. Detailed compliance registers identifying audit findings, comments and recommendations
are presented in Appendix A. Non-compliances identified against relevant approvals are identified
and discussed in Section 8.0.
The ARRF’s overall compliance status is summarised in Table_ES 1
Table_ES 1 Overall Compliance Assessment

Relevant Approval

No. of
Conditions
Compliant

Number of Conditions
Non-compliant

Number of Conditions
Not Verified

Project Approval 05_0098

17

14

4

Environmental Protection
Licence 12588

21

2

3

As can be seen from the table above, the majority of non-compliances were with the Project Approval.
SUEZ achieved higher compliance with its EPL. This reflected the auditors’ general observations that
the Site was much more familiar with its EPL and less aware of the requirements of the Project
Approval. Of the sixteen non-compliances, six were considered medium risk, six were considered low
risk and four were considered to be administrative non-compliances. The majority of the noncompliances considered to be medium risk related to not having management plans and procedures in
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ii

place which adequately addressed the requirements of the Project Approval and were approved by the
DP&E.
The scope of the audit also included a review of the adequacy of the strategies, plans and programs
required under the Project Approval. The findings of the adequacy review of management plans and
systems are presented in Section7.0. Continuous improvement opportunities were identified and are
presented throughout the report and summarised in Section 8.2.
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1.0

Introduction

1.1

Background

1

AECOM Services Pty Ltd (AECOM) was engaged by SUEZ Australia Pty Ltd (SUEZ) to carry out an
Independent Environmental Audit (IEA) of the Advanced Resource Recovery Facility (ARRF) located
at the SUEZ Spring Farm Resource Recovery Park (RRP) (the ‘Site’) on Raymond Street, Spring
Farm in the Camden Council Local Government Area (LGA) of New South Wales (NSW). The Site
incorporates a series of waste management operations including a non-putrescible landfill, a Materials
Recycling Facility (MRF), a small vehicle drop-off facility, Landfill Gas Power Generation Plant and the
ARRF. The scope of audit applies to the ARRF, which includes a Garden Organics Plant (GOP),
waste processing complex (with a receivals hall and processing hall) and a tank farm. The nonputrescible landfill, MRF, small vehicle drop-off and Landfill Gas Power Generation Plant was
approved under a separate Development Consent and is therefore not included in the scope of the
audit.
Schedule 2 Condition C3 of the Project Approval PA 05_0098 Modification 5 (MOD5), granted by the
NSW Minister of Planning on 12 December 2015 requires SUEZ to commission an IEA within one year
of the date of this approval, and every three years thereafter.
The audit was completed in accordance with the Schedule 2, Condition C3 of PA 05_0098 MOD5 and
the project brief as detailed in AECOM’s proposal, dated 22 November 2016.
The audit team was approved by DP&E in a letter dated 27 January 2017.
This is the first IEA to be carried out at ARRF and for the purpose of this audit, the audit period has
been defined as from the 12 December 2015 (date of approval of MOD5) to 22 March 2017 (date of
Site inspection conducted as part of this audit).

1.2

Audit scope

The audit was conducted in accordance with the requirements set out in the PA 05_0098 MOD5,
Schedule 2, Condition C3, and Section 2.2 of the DP&E Independent Audit Guideline (the Audit
Guidelines) (DP&E, 2015) as detailed in Table 1.
Table 1

Scope of Work

Condition

Requirement

Where Addressed in
this Report

PA 05_0098 MOD5, Schedule 2
C3

(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)

Within 1 year of the date of approval to Modification 5, and
every 3 years thereafter, unless the Secretary directs
otherwise, the Proponent shall commission and pay the full
cost of an Independent Environmental Audit of the Project.
This audit must:
be conducted by a suitably qualified, experienced and
independent team of experts whose appointment has
been endorsed by the Secretary;

Section 1.4

be led by a suitably qualified auditor, and include experts
in fields specified by the Secretary;
include consultation with the relevant agencies;

Section 1.4

assess the environmental performance of the Project and
assess whether it is complying with the requirements in
this approval, and any other relevant approvals and
relevant EPL/s (including any assessment, plan or
program required under the approvals);

Section 5.0
Section 8.0

Section 3.0
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Condition

Requirement

review the adequacy of any approved strategy, plan or
program required under the abovementioned approvals;
and
recommend measures or actions to improve the
(f)
environmental performance of the Project, and/or any
strategy, plan or program required under the approvals.
DP&E Audit Guideline
(e)

2

Where Addressed in
this Report
Section 7.0

Section 7.0

The scope of the audit should detail:

2.2

the physical boundaries of the audit – it should cover the
area specified by the relevant regulatory approvals
the time period covered by the audit – the audit should
address the period since the previous independent audit
or where there has been no previous independent audit,
the period since the date of the approval (i.e. the period
governed by the regulatory approval); and
the organisational units, activities and processes that will
be covered.
Generally, independent audits should cover all
organisational units, activities and processes relating to
the development that are referred to in the relevant
regulatory approval(s).
1.2.1

Section 2.0
Section 1.1

Section 2.0

Audit methodology

The purpose of this IEA was to assess environmental performance of the project and assess
compliance with the Conditions of the Project Approval (CoA), licences and approvals that apply to the
project and review the adequacy of the Environmental Management Plans and/or Environmental
Monitoring Programs required under the CoA.
The IEA was undertaken in accordance with the Project Approval and AECOM’s Proposal, dated
22 November 2016.
Compliance checklists were developed by AECOM and include a list of conditions and commitments
to be assessed for compliance, including the CoA (PA 05_0098), PA 05_0098 Modification’s 1 - 5 and
Environment Protection Licence (EPL) No. 12588.
The auditors assessed compliance by viewing evidence of documents associated with each aspect of
the various approvals and associated plans, programs and strategies.
The audit was carried out in accordance with ISO 19011:2003 Guidelines for quality and/or
environmental management systems auditing.
The audit methodology comprised the following activities:
•

Initial discussions with SUEZ to organise the audit, including the provision of documentation, the
site visit and timing;

•

Preparation of Site compliance register and review of documentation provided by SUEZ;

•

A two-day site inspection and interviews with key site personnel, on 21 and 22 March 2017.
Tasks undertaken during the audit site inspection included:
-

Opening meeting;

-

Site inspection with the Spring Farm Compliance Officer and Tank Farm Manager;

-

Review of relevant documentation provided by the Spring Farm Compliance Officer;
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-

Interviews with key personnel including the Spring Farm Compliance Officer; Tank Farm
Manager and Site Manager;

-

Close out meeting.

•

Review of additional documentation provided by SUEZ after the site inspection;

•

Submission of a Draft Report to SUEZ outlining the audit findings; and

•

Finalisation of the report based on comments from SUEZ.

3

This report provides a summary of findings including a discussion of the environmental performance of
the site, details of identified non-compliances with the Project Approval and EPL, review of adequacy
of management plans, and recommended actions to improve compliance status as well as continual
improvement opportunities.

1.3

Documents reviewed

The following information was reviewed during the audit process:
•

Regulatory approvals as listed in Table 2;

•

Management Plans as listed in Section 7.0;

•

EPL 12588;

•

Site environmental procedures and checklists;

•

Selected correspondence with relevant government agencies and stakeholders (as provided and
as relevant to the audit);

•

Selected records of competency, induction and training;

•

Selected meeting minutes;

•

Selected reports; and

•

Evidence of monitoring and review.

Documents used as part of the audit are referenced as part of the text discussing compliance status in
Appendix A.

1.4

Personnel and timing

In accordance with Schedule 2, Condition C3 of PA 05_0098 MOD5, the audit was to be conducted by
a suitably qualified, experienced and independent team of experts whose appointment has been
endorsed by the Secretary. The audit team comprised of the following personnel, as approved by the
DP&E by letter dated 27 January 2017 (refer Appendix B).
•

Helen Onus, Lead Auditor; and

•

Katherine Dodd, Auditor.

Helen Onus is registered by Exemplar Global as a Certified Auditor for Environmental Management
and Compliance Auditing. The site visit for the audit was conducted on 21 and 22 March 2017.
Personnel interviewed during the site visit included the following:
•

Kelly Gee, Compliance Officer

•

Isaac Tsui, Tank Farm Manager

•

John Mak, Site Manager

1.5

Format of report

The format of this report is as follows:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
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Section 1.0 is introductory and defines the scope and nature of the audit.
Section 2.0 describes the operations at the ARRF as observed during the site inspection.
Section 3.0 describes the consultation undertaken with relevant stakeholders.
Section 4.0 describes the approach to the assessment against the relevant standard,
performance measures and statutory requirements.
Section 5.0 provides an assessment of the environmental performance of the development
and its effects on the surrounding environment.
Section 6.0 provides a summary of site observations made during the site visit.
Section 7.0 presents the findings of the review of the adequacy of the Environmental
Management Plan and Environmental Monitoring Programs.
Section 8.0 summarises the non-compliances and recommendations made throughout the
report.

Appendix A is a tabulated review of the results of the assessment against the CoA and EPL
conditions.
Appendix B is a copy of the DP&E approval of the audit team.
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2.0

Spring Farm Operations

2.1

Site description

The Spring Farm RRP is located off Richardson Road, Spring Farm in the Camden Council LGA. The
Mt Annan Botanic Gardens is located approximately 220 m to the east. The Nepean River is 270 m to
the south-west. A number of industrial premises are located to the south including a coal preparation
plant, truck yard and a composting facility. The nearest residences are located approximately 70 m to
the west in Spring Farm. Residences are also located in Narellan Vale to the north and Mt Annan to
the north east, as shown in Figure 1.
The Spring Farm RRP is located on the site of the local municipal landfill established by Camden
Council in 1974 known then as Jacks Gully. The ARRF was granted Ministerial approval on the
7 September 2006 (previously referred to as an Advanced Waste Treatment facility or ArrowBio).
Since this time the approval has been subject to a number of modifications (discussed further in
Section 2.2). The scope of audit applies to the ARRF, which includes a GOP, waste processing
complex (with a receivals hall and processing hall) and a tank farm, as shown in Figure 2.
Figure 1

Spring Farm Resource Recovery Park – site particulars (EA, Cardno, 2013)

* Note: the ‘Operating Landfill’ shown in the Figure above ceased operation in May 2016
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1

Existing Infrastructure of the ARRF (EA, Cardno, 2013)

2.2

Project Approval and licences

Table 2 presents a summary of the Project Approval and Modifications.
Table 2

Summary of Project Approval and Modifications

Reference

Date

Summary

Project Approval
(PA 05_0098)

7.09.06

Modification
(MOD) 1
MOD 2

27.11.06

Original approval of the Jacks Gully Alternative Waste Technology
Facility using ArrowBio technology and incorporating a garden
organics composting facility. Allows:
•
receipt of 130,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) of General Solid
(putrescible) waste
•
processing of 90,000 tpa in the ARRF for recycling
•
storing remaining 40,000 tpa for distribution to other waste
facilities for recycling or landfill
•
composting of 25,000 tpa of garden waste and 5,000 tpa of
tank farm bio-solids in a GOP
Amendment to reflect subdivisions and clarify extent of land subject
to the approval
Not approved

MOD 3

10.12.10

MOD 4

12.10.10

3.04.09

Amendment to permit additional inputs to the GOP and to construct
/ commission a gas pipeline from the landfill to the Tank Farm
Amendment to permit further additional inputs and treatment of
additional quantities of garden waste at the GOP
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2

Reference

Date

Summary

MOD 5

10.12.15

Amendment to permit, in addition to previously approved waste
quantities:
3
•
receiving and processing of 520 m per day of liquid waste
(comprising organic liquid waste, leachate and industrial liquid
waste) at the re-commissioned tank farm
•
processing of 130,000 tpa of General Solid (putrescible) waste

The ARRF operates under EPL 12588. The EPL permits the following Scheduled Activities and fee
based activities:
Table 3

Summary of Scheduled and Fee Based Activities permitted under EPL 12588

Scheduled Activity

Fee Based Activity

Composting

Composting: >50,000 T annual capacity to receive organics

Electricity Generation

Generation of electrical power otherwise than from coal diesel or
gas: 0-250 GWh annual generating capacity
Recovery of general waste: Any general waste recovered

Resource Recovery
Waste processing (non-thermal
treatment)

2.3

Non-thermal treatment of general waste: Any annual processing
capacity
Non-thermal treatment of general waste: Any annual processing
capacity

Description of site operations

The ARRF commenced operations in 2008. The total area occupied by the ARRF is 3.7 hectares.
SUEZ acquired the Site from WSN in 2011 and converted it from a wet separation process to a
simpler dry mechanical separation process in 2011 and the tank farm was decommissioned.
MOD 5 permitted the re-commissioning of the tank farm to receive up to 520 m 3 per day of organic
liquid waste and leachate from off-site for treatment, and increase the processing capacity of
(Municipal Solid Waste) MSW received at the Site to 130,000 tonnes per annum.
The Site currently receives MSW under contract from the Macarthur Regional Organisation of Councils
(MACROC). The MACROC council members include Camden, Campbelltown, Wollondilly and
Wingecarribee Councils.
The Environmental Assessment (EA) for MOD 5 described the proposed operations to be undertaken
at the ARRF. A discussion of proposed operations versus the operations undertaken during the audit
period is provided in Table 4.
Table 4

Proposed Operations at the ARRF versus operations undertaken during the audit period

EA MOD 5 Proposed Operations

Site Operations During Audit Period
3

Re-commission tank farm to receive 520 m per
day of organic liquid waste and leachate from offsite for treatment.

Disposal of treated wastewater to comply with
SUEZ current Trade Waste Agreement. Treated
leachate would be tankered to an authorised
Trade Waste receival facility.
SUEZ would continue to negotiate with Sydney

The tank farm was recommissioned in February
2015 to accept leachate from other SUEZ sites.
As discussed under EPL condition L2.1 in Section
8.0 the Site was not licensed to receive and treat
liquid waste until the EPL was varied on 01.04.16.
The Site had not received organic liquid waste
and at the time of the site inspection was in the
process of upgrading the liquid waste treatment
equipment.
SUEZ reportedly disposed of treated wastewater
from the tank farm to the Homebush Liquid Waste
Treatment Plant operated by Cleanaway.
At the time of the audit, SUEZ was continuing
discussions with Sydney Water about a
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EA MOD 5 Proposed Operations

Site Operations During Audit Period

Water about a permanent connection to sewer at
Site, in conjunction with the residential
development (separate from current modification).
Collection of bio-gas from the treatment of high
organic liquid waste to generate electricity on the
Site. Excess bio-gas would be flared in the
existing flare on Site.

permanent sewer connection point.

Increase the MSW processing capacity of the
ARRF from 90,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) to
130,000 tpa.

Receive and process 25,000 tpa of garden waste
per year.

The Project Approval and MOD 5 EA stated two
gas to energy engines on a platform adjacent to
the MSW processing complex would be
operational. During the audit period no gas had
been produced from the operations at the ARRF
(due to site not receiving and treating high
organic liquid waste) and the gas engines had
been decommissioned and removed from Site.
The EA for MOD 5 stated that the ARRF MSW
waste processing infrastructure was operational
with a capacity to treat 130,000 tpa without the
need to transfer surplus material to other facilities.
However SUEZ reported that treatment of MSW
ceased in 2013 and is currently not undertaken at
the Site. As such the ARRF functions as a waste
transfer station. All MSW received at Site is
unloaded at the waste receivals hall and loaded
into trucks for transport to an off-site landfill for
disposal.
The GOP received 20,251.97 tonnes of garden
waste from MACROC from 01.01.16 to 31.12.16.

As can be seen by the comparison above, during the audit period the site was not operating at the
capacity outlined in the EA and hence some of the benefits of waste diversion and electricity
production proposed were not being realised.

2.4

3

Activities occurring during site inspection

Operations undertaken and infrastructure present at the time of the Site inspection at the ARRF
included:
•

Receipt of MSW and liquid waste at the weighbridge

•

Storage and treatment of liquid waste (leachate from other SUEZ site’s) at the tank farm

•

Transport of treated liquid waste off-site to the Cleanaway facility at Homebush for discharge to
sewer

•

Maintenance and replacement of liquid waste treatment plant including the belt press to prepare
the tank farm for treatment of high organic liquid waste

•

Receipt of putrescible (kerbside red bin) and non-putrescible (bulky waste residential collection)
MSW at the waste processing complex receival hall

•

Storage and transport of MSW from the receivals hall to a licensed off-site landfill facility

•

Hand picking of garden organics waste received at the GOP to remove contamination

•

Production of pasteurised garden organics at the GOP

•

Management of stormwater via a first flush system

•

Operation of a biofilter at the GOP to treat odour emissions

•

The two gas engines had been decommissioned and moved off-site to another SUEZ facility
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Consultation

As part of the audit process, AECOM contacted key government agencies to seek their views on the
environmental performance of the Site. Feedback obtained is discussed below.

3.1

Department of Planning and Environment

Feedback was sought on 9 March 2017 from the DP&E officer responsible for the Site. The request
was acknowledged however feedback was not provided.

3.2

Environment Protection Authority

Feedback was sought on 9 March 2017 from the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) officer
responsible for the Site. The EPA responded by email dated 23 March 2017 that it had not received
any complaints or had any issues with the site recently. The EPA noted the last regulatory action taken
by the EPA was an Official Caution for receiving and storing liquid waste in February 2016 which was
corrected with a licence variation.

3.3

Camden Council

Feedback was sought on 9 March 2017 from the Camden Council (Council) officer responsible for the
Site. The officer provided a response to AECOM on the 23 March 2017 noting the following:
•

Council has received some community complaints during the audit period, however as the site is
regulated by the EPA these complaints have been forwarded to the EPA for action.

•

The site was processing domestic waste and achieving high diversion rates however this process
has ceased and the facility is now only acting as a transfer station.

3.4

Department of Primary Industries – Agriculture

Feedback was sought on 9 March 2017 from the Department of Primary Industries – Agriculture (DPI
Agriculture) officer responsible for the Site. DPI Agriculture responded that its main interest related to
plant biosecurity issues, specifically how the site is ensuring that any pathogens in material is well
composted, how it is managing phylloxera in green waste from the Phylloxera Infested Zone (PIZ),
(approximating the Sydney basin) and whether it is following the prescribed composting standards.
Discussion of the management of organics is provided under CoA 2.1.

3.5

Community Consultative Committee

Feedback was sought on 9 March 2017 from the Chair of the Community Reference Group (CRG) for
the Site. It is noted the chair of the CRG is a SUEZ employee. Feedback was not provided.
During the consultation process AECOM requested contact details from SUEZ for the Office of
Environment and Heritage however, was informed by SUEZ that it does not typically correspond with
this agency. Therefore only the agencies that SUEZ reported it had been in communications during
the audit period were contacted.
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4.0

Compliance with Statutory Requirements

4.1

Performance categories

5

The status of the ARRF’s performance during the audit, in respect of each condition of the Project
Approval and EPL is presented in Appendix A. Conditions considered to be not complied with, or not
able to be verified, have been listed in Section 8.0 of this report.
Performance categories in respect of compliance are defined as follows.
Table 5

Performance category

Performance Category

Definition

Compliant

Currently in compliance. Sufficient verifiable evidence was available to
demonstrate that the intent and all elements of the requirement of the
regulatory instrument had been complied with within the scope of the
audit.

Non-compliant

Currently not in compliance. Sufficient verifiable evidence was
available to demonstrate that the intent of one or more specific
elements of the regulatory instrument have not been complied with
within the scope of the audit.

Administrative non-compliance

A technical non-compliance with a condition of the consent that would
not impact on performance and that is considered minor in nature (e.g.
report submitted but not on the due date, failed monitor or late
monitoring session). This would not apply to performance related
aspects (e.g. exceedance of a noise limit) or where a condition had not
been met at all (e.g. noise management plan not prepared and
submitted for approval).

Not verified

It has not been possible to determine whether compliance exists.
Sufficient verifiable evidence to demonstrate that the intent and all
elements of the requirement of the regulatory instrument have been
complied with within the scope of the audit was not available.

Not triggered

A regulatory approval requirement has an activation or timing trigger
that had not been met at the time of the audit inspection, therefore a
determination of compliance could not be made.

Observation

Observations are recorded where the audit identified issues of concern
which do not strictly relate to the scope of the audit or assessment of
compliance. Further observations are considered to be indicators of
potential non-compliances or areas where performance may be
improved.

Note

A statement or fact, where no assessment of compliance is required.

Not assessed

A condition has not been assessed as part of the scope of this audit

Table 6 provides a summary of the risk levels for non-compliances as defined in the Post Approval
Requirements for State Significant Developments, Independent Audit Guideline (NSW Government,
October 2015, p8).
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Risk Levels for Non-compliances

Risk Level

Definition

High

Non-compliance with potential for significant environmental consequences, regardless
of the likelihood of occurrence

Medium

Non-compliance with:

Low

Administrative Noncompliance

•

Potential for serious environmental consequences, but is unlikely to occur; or

•

Potential for moderate environmental consequences, but is likely to occur.

Non-compliance with:
•

Potential for moderate environmental consequences, but is unlikely to occur; or

•

Potential for low environmental consequences, but is likely to occur.

Applied where the non-compliance does not result in any risk of environmental harm
(e.g. submitting a report to government later than required under approval conditions).

Comments are provided beside each condition to explain aspects of the audit review. Where
considered relevant, observations have been made regarding specific compliance issues.
Conditions considered non-compliant are presented in Table 8. The table includes a discussion of the
compliance status and recommendations for improvement where appropriate.
Where conditions are considered compliant; however it is considered there is an opportunity to
improve the compliance status of the condition, a recommendation has been made in the compliance
table. A summary of these Opportunities for Improvement (OFIs) is provided in Table 9.
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Environmental Performance

This Section addresses the requirement of the scope of works to “assess the environmental
performance of the Project and assess whether it is complying with the requirements in this approval,
and any other relevant approvals and relevant EPL/s (including any assessment, plan or program
required under the approvals)”.
The auditors based the assessment of the environmental performance of the Site on the following:
•

Compliance with the PA 05_0098 and EPL 12588. The findings of this assessment are provided
in the Compliance Matrix presented in Appendix A with the identified non-compliances and
associated recommendations summarised in Section 8.0.

•

Adequacy and effectiveness of the sites environmental management system and plans. The
findings of this review are presented in Section 7.0.

•

Environmental incidents and community complaints. The findings of this review are presented in
Section 5.1and 5.2 below.

•

A review of the management of the key environmental aspect of odour. This is presented in
Section 5.3.

5.1

Incident management

SUEZ utilises SIMS as its information database for electronic recording, management and statistical
reporting of incidents and complaints.
SUEZ has developed an Incident Reporting and Corrective Action Procedure PROC008 which outlines
how incidents (including environmental) and complaints should be managed. The procedure states
that an Initial Incident Report must be raised in SIMS within 60 minutes and a Corrective Action Report
(CAR) within 5 days. Incidents are prioritised according to a severity level as defined in the Incident
Reporting and Corrective Action SOP. Severity levels are categorised as Minor, Moderate, Major and
Severe. For environmental incidents these are considered:
•

Minor: small containable on/off site environmental release. Easily cleaned up.

•

Moderate: containable on/off site environmental release where there is no potential licence
breach. Moderate level of clean up required.

•

Major: containable on/off site release where there is a potential licence breach and is notifiable to
the regulator. Major clean up required. Short term damage to the environment.

•

Severe: uncontained on/off site environmental release which involves significant clean up and
causes serious actual or potential environmental harm or a licence breach that is notifiable to the
regulator.

During the audit the Compliance Officer generated a report of all incidents recorded in SIMS for the
period 12 December 2015 to 22 March 2017. A review of this report indicated there were no
environmental incidents of any severity level reported. It is noted that the description of the severity
level is focused on spills. Other environmental incidents (e.g. offensive odour, excessive dust,
acceptance of unapproved waste) may not come to mind and may therefore not be reported.
An Official Caution was issued to SUEZ by the EPA in March 2016 for receiving and storing liquid
waste without the proper approvals. This was corrected via a licence variation received on the 1 April
2016 which added food waste, grease trap waste and leachate from other SUEZ licensed waste
facilities to the list of waste permitted to be received at the premises (refer assessment of EPL
Condition L2.1). This had not been recorded as an incident in SIMS as there is no category for licence
breaches not related to environmental releases.
2017-IEA-OFI01 – Encourage the reporting of all environmental incidents / licence breaches / near
misses in SIMS (including minor spills and incidents not related to spills) to identify opportunities for
continuous improvement.
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Complaint management

SUEZ has established an Environment Report Hotline (1800 368 737) to receive feedback on
environmental matters across all of its NSW facilities. The service is available 24 hours, 7 days a week
and the number is advertised on SUEZ’s website. In addition SUEZ also operates a Customer Service
Centre (1300 651 116) which is operated between 9am to 5pm Monday to Friday. This number is also
advertised on the SUEZ website.
As described above the Incident Reporting and Corrective Action Procedure PROC008 also applies to
the management of complaints. The procedure states that an Initial Incident Report and a CAR (using
the Complaint CAR in SIMS) must be raised for complaints from the public, customers and councils.
Incidents and complaints are prioritised according to a severity level as defined in the Incident
Reporting and Corrective Action SOP. Severity levels are categorised as Minor, Moderate, Major and
Severe. The procedure defines a complaint as “Any communication of an unacceptable service level,
environmental or OH&S risk or incident”.
EPL 12588, condition M2.2 specifies the information that must be recorded when recording pollution
complaints. Refer to Appendix A for further discussion of complaints management.
Three complaints were received during the audit period. All three complaints were related to odour,
however only one complaint was attributed to the activities at the ARRF. The remaining two
complaints were received for odours reportedly generated from the adjacent landfill. The landfill
ceased filling operations on 12.05.16. No odour complaints have been received following the
completion of landfill filling operations.
The complaint record related to the one odour complaint from the ARRF was received on the 5.05.16
which reported a rotten smell (or “organics smell”) (10/10 strength) at 8:45am. The complaint was
received from a resident of Mount Annan who requested a follow up call. The Site’s Compliance
Manager investigated the compliant by investigating the following items:
•

What material was utilised as daily cover?

•

What time was the daily cover removed on the 4 and 5 May 2016?

•

What time was the first load of waste received at the landfill?

•

Was gas collection infrastructure working properly on the 4 and 5 May 2016?

•

Were they any abnormal situations that may have generated odours from the facility?

•

What were the weather conditions at the time of the complaint and the 2 hours preceding the
complaint?

Following this investigation the Compliance Officer called the resident back on the 6 May 2016 and
reported that the resident was satisfied with the conversation. No further actions were taken.
2017-IEA-OFI02 – Whilst the investigation above was considered thorough, an opportunity for
improvement exists, to include a prompt to also investigate the activities undertaken at the ARRT, in
particular for odours described as “organic”. This could include for example: inspection of biofilter,
confirmation that biofilter is operational and no odours detected at the biofilter; inspection of the tunnel
composting area, have any tunnels been left open? are there any other sources of odour?

5.3

Odour management

The ARRF did not process municipal solid waste (MSW) or high organic liquid waste during the audit
period. As a result, the potential sources of odour and the potential impacts have been reduced from
what was assessed in the EA for MOD 5.
In order to manage potential odour impacts from the operations at the ARRF SUEZ implemented the
following management and mitigation measures during the audit period:
Waste receival hall:
•

Waste was delivered in enclosed vehicles.
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•

Handling of MSW was undertaken in a fully enclosed building. The MOD 5 EA stated that an air
extraction system equipped with ozone injection to treat odours before discharging to the
atmosphere would be implemented at the Waste Receival and Processing Hall. The Tank Farm
Manager stated that ozone injection was not used as there was no processing of MSW
undertaken. The ARRT receival hall operated as a transfer station for MSW (putrescible and nonputrescible) during the audit period. The controls implemented instead included air filter exhaust
fans.

•

High speed roller shutters on the receival hall. The auditors noted that the roller doors were
operating during the audit site inspection.

•

Coordinated waste deliveries to avoid prolonged periods where vehicle access doors to the
building are open. The auditors saw efficient drop off of waste material, i.e. no queuing of
vehicles. There are two roller doors for putrescible MSW and two doors for non-putrescible MSW.

•

Daily cleaning of floors in the waste receival hall, using odour neutralising agents during incidents
and immediate spill clean-up. No wet cleaning was being undertaken. Dry cleaning with front load
excavator was used. Waste was being taken in and sent straight out.

Garden Organics Plant (GOP):
•

A biofilter was used to treat extracted air from the compost tunnels. SUEZ reported that the
biofilter is replaced every 3-5 years as required. The biofilter was scheduled for replacement prior
to August 2017. An ‘Operational Purpose Deduction Certificate’ issued by the EPA, dated
25.08.16, was sighted by the auditors which approves SUEZ to replace 300 tonnes of biofilter
media at the Site. The auditors noted that the odour from the biofilter was earthy and not strong.

•

Composting was being undertaken in fully enclosed tunnels.

•

No stockpiling of finished product outside (finished product was stored inside the tunnel until
sale).

•

Monthly checklists were being completed which included assessment of odour.

Whilst a formal odour monitoring program had not been prepared (refer findings against CoA 3.5),
SUEZ was undertaking a weekly Odour Patrol at the following locations (shown on Figure 3):
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Waterworth Drive, Narellan Vale
Welling Drive, Mt Annan
Mt Annan Drive, Mt Annan
Moyengully, Mt Annan
Camden Bypass, Elderslie
Richardson Road, Spring Farm
Riverside Spring Farm
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Odour Monitoring Locations

The weekly odour patrol (undertaken on a different day each week), notes the wind direction,
description of wind speed, weather conditions and if any odours are noticeable. The auditors sighted
examples of completed Odour Patrol record sheets.
As discussed in Section 5.3, only one community complaint had been received relating to odour from
the ARRF.
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Site Inspection Observations

This section provides a brief overview of key observations made during the site inspection on 21 and
22 March 2017. The auditors were escorted around by the Compliance Officer and Tank Farm
Manager who made themselves available for this purpose.
Table 7

Photo #

Site Inspection Photographs

Comment

6-1.

ARRF waste processing complex receival hall
with four high speed roller shutters. Two doors
for putrescible MSW and two doors for nonputrescible MSW.

6-2.

ARRF waste processing complex receival hall
floor. Putrescible and non-putrescible MSW is
delivered via garbage truck through the roller
doors. The MSW is then stockpiled and
loaded by excavator into trucks (within the
receival hall) for transfer to a licenced landfill
facility.

6-3.

ARRF waste processing complex receival hall
floor.

Photo
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Comment

6-4.

ARRF waste processing complex processing
hall. Not used during the audit period for
processing of MSW.

6-5.

Truck access to the ARRF waste processing
complex recevial hall. Trucks reverse to the
roller door entry point and empty load directly
into the enclosed building.
The truck in the distance is delivering garden
waste to the GOP by reversing to a tipping
point and tipping the load directly into the
covered GOP area.

6-6.

The back of the waste processing complex
where two gas engines used to be located.
The gas engines were decommissioned and
removed to another SUEZ facility.

6-7.

GOP recieval and storage area. Garden waste
is spread out over the floor and a person hand
picks contamination from the waste prior to
shredding.

Photo
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Comment

6-8.

Garden waste shedder and final shredded
(60mm) garden waste which is then placed
into compost tunnels for pasteurisation.

6-9.

GOP Biofilter. At the time of the audit SUEZ
was in the processing of scheduling
replacement of the biofilter media.

Photo

6-10. GOP compost tunnels. As shown in the picture
the doors open upward which allows access
for an excavator.

6-11. Following pasteurisation in the compost
tunnels SUEZ reported that some customers
(agricultural) require the product to be
shredded to 40mm. The Site has a second
shredder at the GOP which shreds the final
product for sale.
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Photo

6-12. The air intake pipes for the GOP composting
tunnels. The auditors observed pooled surface
water with a layer of surface scum. Due to
recent prolonged rainfall pooled water was not
evaporating.
2017-IEA-REC01: Undertake general
housekeeping around the air intake pipes for
the GOP composting tunnels.

6-13. Firewater tanks adjacent to the waste
processing complex.

6-14. The largest tank in the tank farm. As shown in
this picture the tank has multiple over fill lines,
as discussed in Project Approval condition 2.5,
to reduce the total capacity of the tank.

P:\605X\60536721\4. Tech work area\1. Reporting\Final Report\Final_Spring Farm Independent Environmental Audit_Rev0.docx
Revision 0 – 27-Jun-2017
Prepared for – SUEZ – ABN: 70 002 902 650

14

AECOM

Photo #

Spring Farm Independent Environmental Audit – IEA - Spring Farm Advanced
Resource Recovery Facility

Comment

Photo

6-15. Within the tank farm are smaller tanks for
storage of chemicals (not used during the audit
period) for the treatment of liquid waste. These
tanks are contained in individual tank bunds.

6-16. The tank farm at the ARRF.

6-17. Earth bund on the left hand side surrounding
the tank farm. The bubble tank used to store
methane was not in use during the audit
period. Tanker trucks deliver leachate via a
pump at the witches’ cones.

6-18. The belt press which has been removed from
the liquid waste processing plant. SUEZ plans
to replace the belt press when a stable source
of high organic liquid waste is secured.
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Comment

Photo

6-19. Spill kits located at the front of the waste
processing complex. The auditors noted that
the spill kit was fully stocked.

6-20. Stormwater drain located on the hardstand
outside the waste processing complex.
Stormwater passes through a sediment trap
inside the drain to the first flush tank.

6-21. Stormwater first flush tank. Surrounding area
was overgrown with weeds and grass.

6-22. Public sign at the entrance to the facility
providing opening hours and customer service
line.
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Photo

6-23. Weeds were observed at the perimeter of the
ARRF.
2017-IEA-REC02: Develop a site specific
weeding program and implement weed control
at the site.
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7.1

Environmental management overview

18

SUEZ manages their environmental and Work, Health and Safety (WHS) performance on-site through
an Integrated Management System (IMS). The SUEZ IMS is structured on the requirements of ISO
14001:2004 and AS/NZS 4801:2001. The SUEZ IMS is ISO 14001 certified. It was first certified in
2012 and was recertified following a SAI Global surveillance audit in December 2015. The most recent
SAI Global surveillance audit which incorporated the Spring Farm facility was conducted in November
2014. The audit found the site to be conforming with the ISO 14001 requirements and recommended
that OHS / EMS certifications proceed.
The IMS contains Policies, Procedures, Management Plans, Emergency Response Plans, Standard
Operating Procedures (SOP’s) and Forms. This is managed by a three tier system
1)

Tier 1: Upper Management – Corporate SUEZ Policies and Procedures

2)

Tier 2: Document Control at general site level - Registers

3)

Tier 3: Site Specific Documents – OEMPs and EMPs

Tier 1 - documents dictate SUEZ’s corporate environmental management procedures that must be
followed at each site including, Communication and Reporting, Monitoring and Management, Incident
Reporting (and Corrective Action PROC008), Audit Procedure (PROC010). SUEZ has developed a
number of SOPs that cover a broad spectrum on activities for example Waste Acceptance and Receipt
(SOP040). SOP’s are used for relevant sites to ensure operational controls are in place.
Tier 2 - provides documents for environmental management that are to be used by each SUEZ site,
but are not site specific for example, Infrastructure EQS Audit (Form 11.3(3)), Extended Duration
Contractor Audit (Form 11.4(3)) as well as Training Register, Risk Register, Records Retention
Register and Site Document Manifest.
Tier 3 - provides site specific documents that must address all potential environmental and health and
safety issues encountered on site including the ARRF EMP.
SUEZ owns and operates the ARRF as a component of the Spring Farm RRP. The SUEZ Compliance
Officer is full time and undertakes daily, weekly and monthly environmental inspections. The Tank
Farm Manager (who is also the Process and Quality Manager) operates the tank farm. In addition, the
Tank Farm Manager is the Process and Quality manager for Spring Farm GOP, Kemps Creek SAWT,
Lucas Heights Organics, Eastern Creek Organics, Camden Organics for 9001 certification.
7.1.1

ARRF Environmental Management Plan

To satisfy the requirements of PA 05_0098, the original Operational Environmental Management Plan
(OEMP) for the ARRF was prepared by WSN and approved by the Department of Planning (now
DP&E) on the 15.08.08. The OEMP had not been updated since this time. SUEZ has prepared an
updated ARRF Environmental Management Plan (EMP), dated 19.12.16 that is intended to replace
the OEMP. The EMP had not been submitted to DP&E for approval, as required under PA 05_0098,
condition C7, at the time of the audit.
PA 05_0098, condition C3 (e) requires this audit to assess the adequacy of any approved strategy,
plan for program. As the approved OEMP developed by WSN is not implemented on site, the auditors
have reviewed the updated (unapproved) EMP developed by SUEZ and assessed its adequacy.
The EMP states that it has been prepared to describe the environmental management of operations at
the ARRF that have, or are likely to have, an impact on the environment and provide procedures and
measures that must be undertaken to minimise or eliminate environmental impacts.
The EMP provides management strategies for leachate, water, air and dust, odour, litter, noise, pests
and vermin and vegetation. It was identified by the auditors that the management controls for these
environmental aspects are high level and often refers to a Tier 1 or Tier 2 SUEZ Corporate procedures
which are not adequate for providing site specific information on specific controls, monitoring
frequencies and / or reporting requirements.
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A review of the updated EMP identified that the requirements of PA 05_0098 conditions 3.3 and 3.4
have not been met. The EMP requires updating to ensure is meets the requirements of the Project
Approval and EPL. During this update, the following opportunities for improvement could be
considered prior to submission to the DP&E for approval.
2017-IEA-REC03
•

Update the Statutory Requirements section of the EMP to include reference to the Project
Approval and Modifications as related to the operations of the ARRF, not only construction as it
currently described, include a summary of these documents and how they will be managed by the
Site. Include other ARRF regulatory requirements including operation of the GOP in accordance
with “The pasteurised garden organics order 2016” issued by the EPA and NSW Department of
Primary Industries (DPI) requirements for the “movement of composts and pasteurised products
including mulches and soil conditioners from the Phylloxera Infected Zone (PIZ) of NSW to other
parts of NSW for use as a soil amendment product”.

•

Review section 1.9 ‘Update and Version Control Requirements’ with the requirements listed in
PA 05_0098, condition C6 and C7.

•

Update the roles and responsibility in the EMP to meet the requirements of PA 05_0098
condition 3.3.

•

Update the hours of operation following consultation with DP&E, refer to PA 05_0098,
Condition 2.15 and EPA, refer to EPL condition L4.1.

•

Provide additional detail on ARRF operations including information on the approval under MOD 5
and the timeframe for operating the facility in accordance with MOD 5 including acceptance and
treatment of High Organic liquid waste and processing and recovery of MSW in the waste
processing complex. Describe the operations currently undertaken.

•

Update legislation references for example the Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste)
Regulation 2005 was replaced by the Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste)
Regulation 2014.

•

Update ‘Section 4.1 Waste Acceptance, Stockpiling and Material Export’ of the EMP to reflect
waste approved under PA 05_0098 and EPL 12588.

•

Update reporting requirements in the EMP to include preparation of an Annual Report for
submission to DP&E, Annual Report as required by the EPL and other reporting requirements as
required.

•

Add requirement to make information publicly available of the SUEZ website as per PA 05_0098,
condition C2 and C8.

Dust
A high level discussion is provided with reference to a SOP. Several dust controls are listed including
a water truck maintained on site, processing of garden organics by a slow speed shredder with dust
suppression heads fitted to reduce dust emissions. Monitoring is specified as being carried out in
accordance with the AS/NZS 3580.10.1:2003 methods for sampling and analysis of ambient air,
Method 10.1 Determination of particulate matter – Deposited matter – Gravimetric method. However
the frequency of monitoring, location points, trigger values, corrective actions and who undertakes the
monitoring is not specified.
2017-IEA-REC04 – Update the EMP to include discussion of the depositional dust goals in the original
Project Approval Statement of Commitments (4 g/m 2/month) and commitment to undertake dust
monitoring to track compliance with these goals (frequency of monitoring, location points, trigger
values, corrective actions and who undertakes the monitoring). Include timeframe for operation of the
third dust gauge following haul road construction works being completed.
Noise
A high level discussion is provided with reference to the Site Maintenance – Infrastructure Facilities
SOP. Specific information on the frequency and location of noise monitoring has not been provided.
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The EMP should be updated to include as a minimum the requirements of PA 05_0098 conditions 3.6
and 3.7.
2017-IEA-REC05 – Update the EMP to include specific information on the frequency and location of
noise monitoring and the reporting and remedial requirements of PA 05_0098 conditions 3.6 and 3.7.
7.1.2

Other management plans

In addition to the ARRF EMP, the Project Approval and EPL require the following additional plans and
programs to be prepared and implemented:
•

Condition 2.26 and EPL O4.1 - Emergency Response Plan - Spring Farm Resource Recovery
Park, dated 02.01.16, version 4

•

Condition 2.26 - EQS Management System Manual (Safety Management System), dated
15.01.16, version 2

•

Condition 3.4 – Stormwater Management Plan

•

Condition 3.4 – Vegetation Management Plan

•

Condition 3.5 - Odour Monitoring Program

•

Condition 3.5a - Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) to control fugitive emissions from the
operations of the Garden Organics Plant

Emergency Response Plan
The Spring Farm Resource Recovery Park Emergency Response Plan (ERP), dated 02.01.16 was
submitted to DP&E for approval on 15.02.16. Approval from DP&E was not provided to the auditors
(refer to 2017-IEA-REC10). The ERP states that it was revised to incorporate the requirements of the
NSW Department of Planning Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory Paper No. 1, ‘Industry
Emergency Planning Guidelines’. A review against these guidelines was not undertaken by the
auditors.
The ERP includes the following:
•

Roles and responsibilities during an emergency

•

Training and testing requirements

•

Risk assessment

•

Communication requirements with neighbouring properties

•

Emergency response action plans for different types of incidents for example fire, fire in
greenwaste/mulch/compost, leachate or major chemical spill, odour scrubber failure.

The Site also has a Pollution Incident Response Management Plan (PIRMP), dated 02.01.16 as
required by the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO Act) for sites that hold an
EPL.
A detailed review of the adequacy of the ERP was not undertaken by the auditors as they are not
experts in emergency response.
EQS Management System Manual (Safety Management System)
The EQS Management System Manual, dated 15.01.16 was submitted to DP&E for approval on
15.02.16. Approval from DP&E was not provided to the auditors (refer to 2017-IEA-REC10). The SMS
provides an overview of the Environment, Quality and Safety (EQS) Management System employed
by SUEZ.
The EQS Management System Manual is applicable to all SUEZ operations, including Spring Farm
RRC. The manual includes SUEZ ‘Life-Saving Rules’ which are supported by SOPs and associated
documents to prevent and manage the associated risks with SUEZ businesses. The EQS
Management System Manual provides an overview of the scope of the management system (Section
1 “Introduction”), the field of application (Section 2 “Overview of SUEZ Recycling and Recovery”),
states the company’s policies, responsibilities, management commitments and addresses and/or
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references procedures that address the elements of the respective Standards. The SUEZ EQS
management system is structured upon the requirements of:
•

ISO14001:2004 – Environmental Management Systems – Requirements with guidance for use”

•

ISO9001:2008 – Quality Management Systems – Requirements; and

•

AS4801:2001 – Occupational Health and Safety Management Systems – Specification with
Guidance for use.

The auditors did not undertake an assessment of whether the EQS Management System Manual
meets the requirements of the Department’s Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory Paper No. 9,
‘Safety Management’.
Stormwater Management Plan
The original OEMP prepared by WSN included a Stormwater Management Plan prepared to meet the
requirements of CoA 3.4.
A separate Stormwater Management Plan to meet the requirements of CoA 3.4 has not been prepared
by SUEZ. The water management section of the EMP is high level describing the diversion of all
surface water runoff to the first flush tank but does not include specific requirements around frequency
of monitoring water in the first flush tank for reuse on site or transport off-site for treatment and
disposal. Maintenance of stormwater infrastructure is not provided. A map of the surface water
infrastructure on the ARRF would help illustrate where surface water is directed and identify sampling
points. The EMP should be updated to meet the requirements of condition 3.4 and include site specific
details about management and monitoring.
2017-IEA-REC06 – Include within the EMP a site specific Stormwater Management Plan which
addresses the relevant requirements of CoA 3.4. In particular details of the first flush system including
re-use and disposal of water, frequency of monitoring, maintenance of stormwater infrastructure, a
map / figure illustrating the surface water infrastructure and sampling points.
Vegetation Management Plan
The original OEMP prepared by WSN included a Vegetation Management Plan prepared to meet the
requirements of CoA 3.4. It is noted this included requirements relating to clearing and rehabilitation
associated with the construction of the project.
A separate Vegetation Management Plan to meet the requirements of CoA 3.4 has not been prepared
by SUEZ. The EMP identifies that management of vegetation is addressed in SOP 41 Site
Maintenance - Infrastructure Facilities (SOP 41). SOP 41 identifies several controls including
conducting site inspections for weeds and control/removal of noxious weeds. Although SOP 41
includes vegetation management measures it is recommended that the EMP includes specific details
for the Site. For example the SOP states that the Site should inspect vegetation and weeds regularly,
however regularly is not defined. The OEMP (June, 2006) specified monthly inspections.
2017-IEA-REC07 – Include within the EMP a site specific Vegetation Management Plan which
addresses the relevant requirements of CoA 3.4. In particular, details of the proposed program for
weed control at the site.
Odour Monitoring Program
A Formal Odour Monitoring Program to meet the requirements of CoA 3.5 had not been prepared by
SUEZ. A high level discussion of odour was included within the EMP with reference to the Odour
Management SOP. It is understood that weekly odour patrols were being undertaken and recorded in
‘Weekly Monitoring Rounds Records Sheet’. This should be reflected in the Odour Monitoring
Program.
2017-IEA-REC08 – Include within the EMP an Odour Monitoring Program which addresses the
requirements of CoA 3.5. The program should include details such as the frequency and location of
odour patrols, who conducts them, how they are recoded, what corrective actions are taken if odours
are detected and how odour complaints are investigated.
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Standard Operating Procedure for GOP Fugitive Emissions
A specific SOP for the Fugitive Emissions from the GOP to meet the requirements of CoA 3.5a had
not been prepared by SUEZ.
Refer to Recommendation ‘2017-IEA-REC 14’ under 3.5a
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Summary of Non-compliances and Recommendations

The auditors assessed compliance with Project Approval PA 05_0098 and EPL 12588. The findings of
this assessment are provided in Appendix A. The requirements considered to be non-compliant as
well as those where compliance could not be verified and the associated recommendations have been
consolidated and are summarised in Table 8.
For a number of requirements that were assessed as compliant or not applicable, Opportunities for
Improvement (OFIs) were made. These OFIs are summarised in Table 9.
Recommendations relating to observations of general environmental management, the adequacy of
the various plans / programs are summarised in Table 10.
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Summary of Non-compliances and Conditions assessed as not verified
Summary of Conditions / Requirements Assessed as Non-compliant or Not Verified and Recommendations

Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

1.1

Terms of Approval
The Proponent shall carry out the project generally in accordance with
the:
a. Major Project Application 05_0098, lodged with the Department of
Planning on 14 December 2005;
b. environmental assessment: Environmental Assessment:
Proposed Alternative Waste Technology Facility at Jacks Gully
Waste and Recycling Centre (WSN Environmental Solutions,
March 2006, Volumes 1 and 2);
c. the Statement of Commitments, prepared by WSN Environmental
Solutions and dated March 2006;
d. Responses to Submissions prepared by WSN Environmental
Solutions, dated 16 June 2006; and
e. Modification 1 (06_0098 Mod 1), change the property description
following subdivision;
f.
Modification 2 (06_0098 Mod 2), amendment to the land
description;
g. Modification application 05_0098 MOD 3, dated March 2010,
accompanied by documents titled Macarthur Resource Recovery
Park - Application under S. 75W of the Environmental Planning &
Assessment Act 1979 to Modify the Ministers Consent No.
05/0098 dated 7 September 2006 - Environmental Assessment,
As amended June 2010 and Jacks Gully AWT Plant Landfill Gas
Supply Hazards and Operability Study dated August 2009;
h. Modification Application 06_0098 MOD 4, dated September 2010,
accompanied by documents titled Macarthur Resource Recovery
Park - Application under S.75W of the Environmental Planning &
Assessment Act 1979 to Modify the Ministers Consent No.
05/0098 dated 7 September 2006 - Environmental Assessment,
dated September 2010; and

Compliance
Status
Not compliant
Low

Modification Application 05_0098 MOD 5, dated 30 October 2013,
accompanied by documents titled, Environmental Assessment: Modification
Application – Spring Farm Advanced Resource Recovery Technology
(ARRT) Facility, dated 30 October 2013, prepared by Cardno NSW/ACT,
and Response to Submissions to the Public Exhibition, Spring Farm
Resource Recovery Facility S.75W Modification Application (05_0098 MOD
5), dated 12 January 2015, prepared by Cardno NSW/ACT.
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Comment
A detailed review of the Environmental Assessments for the original consent, MOD 3 and MOD 4 was
not conducted as part of this audit.
The Site was originally approved under PA 05_0098 as an advanced waste treatment (AWT) facility
utilising technology known as ArrowBio. SUEZ bought the Site from the NSW Government in 2011.
SUEZ rebranded the ArrowBio facility to the Advanced Resource Recovery Technology (ARRT) or
Advanced Resource Recovery Facility (ARRF). This audit has focused the assessment against this
condition against the project requirements included in MOD 5 Environmental Assessment, as the
most recent proposal of activities undertaken on Site during the audit period.
MOD 5 was approved on the 10.12.15 and proposed the following major changes to the Project:
•
Increased the volume of municipal waste that may be processed on Site from 90,000 tpa to
130,000 tpa. Previously the Site was only approved to receive 130,000 tpa and process 90,000
tpa. This allowance was made in order to provide for the operation of the receival hall as a
transfer station. During the audit period the ARRF has not operated as a recovery facility instead
municipal waste received is transferred off-site.
3
•
Allow the Site to receive and process 520 m of liquid waste (comprising organic liquid waste,
leachate and industrial liquid waste) utilising existing on site infrastructure, for disposal to sewer.
During the audit period only leachate has been received at the Site for treatment. Treated liquid
waste was trucked off-site to a disposal facility. SUEZ is in discussion with Sydney Water to
install a permanent sewer connection point however SUEZ reported that due to the residential
development surrounding the Site formal approval (trade waste agreement) has not been
obtained.
Compliance against PA 05_0098, the Statement of Commitments, as applicable and associated
modifications have been assessed with commentary provided against specific items as detailed
below.
Section 2.3 of the main report compares the proposed activities at the ARRF outlined in the EA with
the operations undertaken during the audit period. This comparison indicates that during the audit
period the site was not operating at the capacity outlined in the EA and hence some of the benefits of
waste diversion and electricity production proposed were not being realised.
A number of non-compliances with PA 05_0098 were identified during the audit (refer to the
remainder of the report).
On the basis of the non-compliances with the Project Approval, this condition has been assessed as noncompliant.

Recommendations
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Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

2.13

The Proponent shall ensure that noise from the project at all existing
and proposed residences, including Glenlee House, does not exceed:
a. a LAeq (15 minute) noise emission criterion of 39 dB(A) during
the day/evening;
b. a LAeq (15 minute) noise emission criterion of 35 dB(A) during
the night; and
c. a LA1 r (1 minute) noise emission criterion of 45 dB(A) during the
night.

Not verified

Note: For the purposes of this condition, day is defined as the period from 7am to 6pm,

Comment

Recommendations

Hibbs and Associates undertook an annual audit in October 2015 which included unattended and
attended noise monitoring to calculate the noise at the nearest sensitive receiver. This assessment
found that the ARRF was in compliance with the statutory noise limits. No assessment has been
undertaken during the audit period, as required under condition 3.6. The Site identified that the 2016
annual noise assessment was postponed to allow road works and construction associated with the
residential development on the adjacent land to be completed, as nearest sensitive receivers will
change due to encroaching residential development.
On the basis that noise monitoring to verify compliance with the noise levels was not undertaken
during the audit period, this condition has been assessed as not verified.
No noise complaints were received for the ARRF during the audit period.

Refer to condition 3.6
recommendation.

Weighbridge hours are 6:00 am to 4:00 pm Monday-Friday for Macarthur Regional Organisation of
Councils (MACROC) trucks and public drop off and 8:00 am to 4:00 pm Saturday and Sunday for
public drop off.
Under contract with MACROC SUEZ receives Council waste from 6 am which is outside of the
permitted hours prescribed in this condition as such this condition has been assessed as not
compliant.
It is noted that the EA, dated March 2006, Section 27 Statement of Commitments stated that “the
AWT Facility will be open 6 am to 4 Monday to Friday for receival of materials and 6 am to 2 pm on
Public Holidays. On Weekends, the AWT Facility will be open from 8 am to 4 pm”.
As per condition 2.14, waste is received from 6:00 am on weekdays. SUEZ identified that due to
Council collection continuing over public holidays the facility receives waste between 6:00 am and
4:00 pm on public holidays (weekdays).
The site was reportedly closed on Christmas Day and New Year’s Day 2016 which both fell on
Sundays.
As per the sign at the facility entrance the Spring Farm RRP opening hours are:
•
Monday to Friday 6:00 am to 4:00 pm
•
Saturday and Sunday 8:00 am to 4:00 pm.
This condition has been assessed as not compliant as the Site receives waste prior to 7 am on
weekdays and operates on public holidays weekdays.

Refer to condition 2.15

Monday to Saturday, and 8am to 6pm, Sundays and Public Holidays. Evening is defined
as the period from 6pm to 10pm. Night is defined as the period from 10pm to 7am,
Monday to Saturday, and 10pm to 8am, Sundays and Public Holidays.
Noise emission limits apply under meteorological conditions of wind speeds up to 3 m/s
0

at 10 metres above ground level or temperature inversions conditions of 3 C/100m and
wind speed up to 2 m/s at 10 metres above the ground. To determine compliance with
this condition, noise from the development must be measured at the most affected point
within the residential boundary, or at the most affected point within 30 metres of the
dwelling where the dwelling is more than 30 metres from the boundary.
Noise from the site is to be measured at 1m from the dwelling facade to determine
compliance with the LA 1 (1 minute) noise criterion specified in condition 2.13c.
However, where it can be demonstrated that direct measurement of noise from the
development is impractical, the EPA may accept alternative means of determining
compliance (see Chapter 11 of the NSW Industrial Noise Policy). The modification
factors in Section 4 of the NSW Industrial Noise Policy shall also be applied to the
measured noise levels where applicable.

2.14

2.15

Transport
The Proponent shall ensure that heavy vehicles associated with the
project do not enter or exit the site between 10pm and 7 am, unless
these movements are due to circumstances beyond the control of the
Proponent.

Not compliant

Notwithstanding condition 2.14, the Proponent shall ensure that all
waste to be processed at the site is received between the following
hours:
a. 7:00 am to 5:00 pm, Mondays to Fridays, inclusive;
b. 8:00 am to 4:00 pm, Saturdays and Sundays; and

Not compliant

Medium

Medium

7:00 am to 2:00 pm on public holidays.

2.21

Mine Subsidence
The Proponent shall ensure that the project is designed to withstand
the following mine subsidence parameters:
a. Maximum subsidence:1,200 mm
b. Maximum strains: 1.5 mm
c. Maximum tilt: 5 mm/m

Not verified

Radius of curvature: 12,000 m
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The ARRF project was designed by WSN prior to SUEZ acquiring the site, therefore this condition
has not been able to be verified.
No physical evidence has been noted which would demonstrate that the ARRF facility has been
affected by mine subsidence.

2017-IEA-REC09
Request a modification to
condition 2.14 and 2.15 of
the PA to permit the Spring
Farm RRP to receive waste
via heavy vehicles from 6:00
am to 4:00pm, Mondays to
Fridays and public holidays
to reflect the Council
scheduled for kerbside
collection.
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Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

2.26

The Proponent shall develop and implement the plans and
systems set out under subsections a) to b). No later than two
months prior to the commencement of commissioning of MOD 5, or
within such further period as the Secretary may agree, the Proponent
shall submit for the approval of the Secretary documentation
describing those plans and systems. Commissioning shall not
commence until approval has been given by the Secretary.
a) the Proponent’s Emergency Plan and detailed emergency
procedures shall be updated to incorporate any changes due to MOD
5. The plan shall include detailed procedures for the safety of all
people outside of the development who may be at risk from the
development. The plan shall be in accordance with the Department’s
Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory Paper No. 1, ‘Industry
Emergency Planning Guidelines’; and

Compliance
Status
Not verified

Comment

Recommendations

SUEZ submitted the following documents to the DPE for approval in an email dated 15.02.16:
•
Emergency Response Plan – Spring Farm Resource Recovery Park, dated 02.01.16, version 4
•
Pollution Incident Response Management Plan (PIRMP), dated 02.01.16, version 6
•
EQS Management System Manual (Safety Management System), dated 15.01.16, version 2
Evidence of approval from DPE was not able to be provided as such this condition could not be
verified.

2017-IEA-REC10
Follow –up formal approval
from DPE.

The original OEMP was prepared by WSN. The Department of Planning (now DPE) approved the
OEMP in a letter dated 15.08.08 stating that the OEMP, dated June 2008 was prepared to meet the
requirements of Condition 3.3 and 3.4 of the approval. Assessment of compliance with submission
and approval prior to commencement of operations was not undertaken as it was outside the audit
period.
SUEZ was not implementing the WSN OEMP, instead it had prepared an updated EMP
(‘Environment Management Plan (EMP) – Spring Farm ARRF’) dated 19.12.16, following approval of
MOD 5 however this EMP was not approved by the Secretary. A review of the EMP against the
requirements of this condition found:
a. The EMP identifies that the ARRF operates under EPL 12588 and compliance with the legal and
regulatory compliance is set out in the Legislative and Other Requirements procedure (not
reviewed by the auditors). The EMP refers to the Project Approval as related to the construction
but does not discuss the ongoing operation of the site or the subsequent modifications. There is
not adequate description of the ARRF licences and regulatory approvals.
b. Figure 1.5 of the EMP identifies the key roles in the operational structure of the ARRF but does
not include the specific responsibilities of each role. Throughout the EMP reference to certain
roles is mentioned.
c. The EMP provides an overarching description of the environmental management areas required
to be managed at the ARRF. However as discussed in Section 7 of the report the description
included is high level and refers to SUEZ SOPs for specific details. The SOPs are not site
specific therefore there is insufficient information about what controls and monitoring is
undertaken at the Site.
d. Refer to condition 3.4.
Overall the EMP was not considered to adequately address the requirements of this condition and
was not approved by the Secretary. On this basis, this condition has been assessed as Noncompliant. Refer also to the review of the adequacy of the EMP in the main report.

2017-IEA-REC11
Update the EMP to address
the requirements of this
condition and submit to the
DPE for approval.

b) the Proponent’s Safety Management System shall be updated to
include any changes due to MOD 5. The document shall clearly specify
all safety related procedures, responsibilities and policies, along with
details of mechanisms for ensuring adherence to the procedures. Records
shall be kept on-site and shall be available for inspection by the Secretary
upon request. The Safety Management System shall be developed in
accordance with the Department’s Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory
Paper No. 9, ‘Safety Management’.
3.3

Operational Environmental Management Plan
Prior to the commencement of operations, the Proponent shall
prepare (and following approval implement) an Operation
Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) for the project. This plan
must describe the environmental management framework, practices
and procedures that would be followed during operations, and
include:
a. identification of all statutory and other obligations that the
Proponent is required to fulfil in relation to operation of the
development, including all approvals, licences, approvals and
consultations;
b. a description of the roles and responsibilities for all relevant
employees involved in the operation of the development;
c. overall environmental policies, principles and performance
measures that will be applied to the operation of the
development; and
d. the management plans listed under condition 3.4.
Operations shall not commence until the Secretary has approved the
OEMP.

Not compliant
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Medium

Refer also to main report for
additional recommendations
relating to the adequacy of
the EMP.
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Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

3.4

The OEMP for the project shall include the following Management
Plans:
a. a Stormwater Management Plan outlining the measures that
would be implemented to manage the stormwater generated by
the project. This plan shall be prepared in consultation with the
EPA, and include:
i.
details of the proposed stormwater management system for the
project, which must be designed as a first flush system to capture
the first 10 mm of stormwater for each m2 of catchment; and
ii. details of the program for the reuse of captured first flush
stormwater, whether as process water in the ArrowBio Plant, as
discharge to sewer, or tankering to an offsite treatment facility,
until such time as the Proponent has demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the EPA that the stormwater is suitable for
other management approaches.
b.

i.
ii.
iii
3.5

4
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Compliance
Status
Not compliant
Medium

a Vegetation Management Plan outlining the measures that
would be implemented to minimise the impacts of the project on
surrounding vegetation. This plan must be prepared in
consultation with DPI and Council, and include:
details of any natural watercourses or riparian areas to be
disturbed by the project;
details of the proposed program for the rehabilitation of disturbed
areas; and

Comment

Recommendations

The Stormwater Management Plan and Vegetation Management Plan included in the original OEMP
prepared by WSN and approved by the Department of Planning (now DPE) were not being
implemented by SUEZ.
A review of the updated EMP for the ARRF against the requirements of this condition found:
a. The EMP identifies that the management of water is set out in the Water Management SOP. The
SOP was under development at the time of the audit therefore was not able to be reviewed.
b. The EMP identifies that management of vegetation is addressed in SOP 41 Site Maintenance Infrastructure Facilities (SOP 41). Points (i) and (ii) address impacts resulting from the
construction of the facility as such as not in the scope of the audit. SOP 41 identifies several
controls including conducting site inspections for weeds and control/removal of noxious weeds.
Although SOP 41 includes vegetation management measures it is recommended that the EMP
includes specific details for the Site. For example the SOP states that the Site should inspect
vegetation and weeds regularly, however regularly is not defined. The OEMP (June, 2006)
specified monthly inspections. During the site inspection it was noted that the vegetated areas of
the site were overgrown with grass and weeds. The Site had experienced several weeks of
rainfall and reported weeding would be undertaken.
The EMP relies heavily on SUEZ SOPs, which the auditors consider guidance documents. The
auditors recommend adding site specific controls and monitoring timeframes into in the EMP.
Overall the EMP was not considered to adequately address the requirements of the Stormwater
Management Plan and the Vegetation Management Plan. On this basis, this condition has been
assessed as Non-compliant. Refer also to the review of the adequacy of the EMP in the main report.

2017-IEA-REC12
Update the EMP to
adequately address the
requirements of the
Stormwater Management
Plan and Vegetation
Management Plan.

Preparation of an odour assessment prior to commencement of operations at the Site is outside of
the audit scope therefore has not been assessed when determining compliance with this condition. It
was noted however that the Site does not have a formal odour monitoring procedure approved under
this condition.
The ARRF EMP states that odour will be managed in accordance with SOP 65 (Odour Management).
The SOP is an overarching procedure designed to guide odour management on SUEZ sites but does
not specifically relate to odour and / or monitoring undertaken at the ARRF. The SOP states that “all
sites must develop, implement and maintain a site EMP which includes procedures for management
and monitoring of odours. This document must include (but is not limited to):
•
Previously identified potentially odorous sources/activities (including potential external odour
sources and the location of neighbours);
•
Site design and features, with detailed odour control measures;
•
Maintenance schedules for the maintenance of odour prevention systems;
•
An odour monitoring schedule;
•
Training requirements; and
•
Housekeeping procedures.”
The EMP has a brief description of odour sources and controls but does not provide information of
odour monitoring, housekeeping procedures, or detailed odour control measures e.g. the biofilter).
Despite no formal procedure detailing the odour monitoring requirements the Compliance Officer
conducts weekly odour monitoring which is recorded in ‘Weekly Monitoring Rounds Records Sheet’ (a
sample of completed records was sighted by the auditors). Odour monitoring is undertaken at the
following locations:
8. Waterworth Drive, Narellan Vale
9. Welling Drive, Mt Annan
10. Mt Annan Drive, Mt Annan
11. Moyengully, Mt Annan
12. Camden Bypass, Elderslie
13. Richardson Road, Spring Farm
14. Riverside Spring Farm

2017-IEA-REC13
Prepare a formal Odour
Monitoring Program which
can be documented in the
ARRF EMP. The Odour
Monitoring Program must be
developed in accordance
with the Approved Methods
for the Modelling and
Assessment of Air Pollutants
in NSW (DEC, 2005), as a
minimum. Submit the
program to the Secretary for
approval.

details of the proposed program for weed control at the site.

Odour Monitoring
Prior to the commencement of operations associated with the
development, the Proponent shall prepare an ongoing odour
monitoring program to ensure compliance with condition 2.1 of this
approval throughout the life of the development, consistent with
Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants
in NSW (DEC, 2005).
The Program shall be submitted for the approval of the Secretary and
operations shall not commence until written approval has been
received from the Secretary.

Not compliant
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Condition
No.

3.5a

Summary of Condition / Requirement

The Proponent shall prepare and implement a Standard Operating
Procedure (SOP) to control fugitive emissions from the operations of
the Garden Organics Plant. The SOP shall be:
a. consistent with the existing Environmental Management Plan;
b. developed in consultation with Council; and

Compliance
Status

Not Compliant
Medium

submitted to the Secretary for approval within 3 months of approval of
Modification 4.

3.6

5
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Noise Monitoring
Within 90 days of the commencement of operations associated with
the development, and annually thereafter, the Proponent shall
assess the noise emission performance of the development during
a period in which the development is operating under normal
operating conditions. The assessment shall include, but not
necessarily be limited to:
a. noise monitoring, consistent with the guidelines provided in
the New South Wales Industrial Noise Policy (EPA, 2000), to
assess compliance with condition 2.13 of this approval;
b. a comparison of the results of the noise monitoring required
under a) above, and the predicted noise impacts detailed in the
documents listed under condition 1.1 of this approval; and
c. details of any entries in the Complaints Register relating to noise
impacts.
A report providing the results of the program shall be submitted to the
Secretary and the EPA within 28 days of completion of the testing
required under a).

Not compliant
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Low

Comment
Refer to Section 5.3 on the main report for a figure illustrating these locations.
The OEMP (June 2008) includes details for odour monitoring including, “weekly olfactory odour
monitoring undertaken in the suburbs surrounding and at the site boundary by the Environment and
Workforce Safety Officer”. Other controls within the OEMP have not been implemented during the
audit period including replacement of biofilter annually.
This condition has been assessed as not compliant as there is no existing Odour Monitoring Program
for the Site prepared in accordance with the Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of
Air Pollutants in NSW (DEC, 2005) and approved by the Secretary . It is however noted that odour
monitoring is undertaken weekly.
This requirement was introduced with Modification 4 which was approved on the 10 December 2010.
The Site reported that the following procedures and controls are implemented at the GOP to control
fugitive emissions:
•
SOP109 Phylloxera Compliance
•
Work Instruction – Tunnel Unloading (WI037)
•
Tunnel Loading (WI036) which describes the procedure for loading and unloading the
composting tunnels, controls include only opening tunnels during operational hours, turning on
the biofilter during loading.
In addition The Odour Unit Pty Ltd conducted a biofilter testing and condition assessment on 5 June
2014, as described in the report dated 11.07.14. The report provided an number of recommendations
including:
•
Monitoring of the material for dry patches and operation of the manual sprinkler system as
required to keep the material moist.
•
Monitoring of operating back-pressure to measure drying out of the biofilter medium, which is
natural for an aging biofilter but sudden drops in pressure should be investigated.
The Site could not demonstrate that the recommendations from the biofilter testing and condition
assessment had been implemented at the time of the audit.
The Site reported that the back pressure levels could not be verified as the machinery was not
operational at the time of the audit as it was being replaced, along with the biofilter material, as
discussed in Condition 2.1.
An SOP prepared in consultation with Council and approved by the DPE was not available at the time
of the audit therefore this condition is considered not compliant. However it is noted that the Site
implements other procedures and controls to control odour at the GOP (as discussed under Condition
2.1).
The last noise assessment was completed in October 2015 by Hibbs and Associates. No assessment
has been undertaken in the audit period for the period November 2015 to October 2016. The Site
identified that the 2016 annual noise assessment was postponed to allow road works and
construction associated with the residential development on the adjacent land to be completed, as
nearest sensitive receivers will change due to encroaching residential development.
Compliance with noise levels was assessed under condition 2.13.
As the Site has not completed an annual noise assessment in 2016 this condition is considered not
compliant.

Recommendations

2017-IEA-REC14
Incorporate the requirements
of this condition in to the
EMP for the Site (or as
stand-alone SOP as
appendix to the EMP) and
submit to Council for
consultation and DPE for
approval.

2017-IEA-REC15
Ensure that noise
assessments are undertaken
and submitted to EPA and
the Secretary within 28 days
of receiving the assessment.

AECOM

Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

3.7

If the results of the monitoring required under conditions 3.5 and 3.6
indicate that the operation of any component of the development,
when operating under design loads and normal operating conditions,
exceeds the limits imposed under conditions 2.1 and/or 2.13 of this
approval, the Proponent shall provide details of remedial measures to
be implemented and a timetable for implementation to reduce
emissions to the levels required.
Details of the remedial measures shall be submitted to the Secretary
for approval, and be accompanied by evidence that the EPA is
satisfied that the remedial measures are acceptable.

C2

C3

6
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Compliance
Status
Not verified

Comment

Recommendations

The 2015 noise assessment, discussed in condition 3.6, recorded no exceedance of noise limits in
condition 2.13. Weekly odour monitoring undertaken by the Compliance Officer did not identify odour
emissions from the Site.
The 2016 noise audit and odour audit had not been undertaken at the time of the audit therefore this
condition could not be verified for the audit period.

Regular Reporting
The Proponent shall provide regular reporting on the environmental
performance of the Project on its website, in accordance with the
reporting arrangements in any plans or programs approved under
the conditions of this approval.

Not compliant

Independent Environmental Audit
Within 1 year of the date of approval to Modification 5, and every 3
years thereafter, unless the Secretary directs otherwise, the
Proponent shall commission and pay the full cost of an Independent
Environmental Audit of the Project. This audit must:
a. be conducted by a suitably qualified, experienced and
independent team of experts whose appointment has been
endorsed by the Secretary;
b. led by a suitably qualified auditor, and include experts in fields
specified by the Secretary;
c. include consultation with the relevant agencies;
d. assess the environmental performance of the Project and assess
whether it is complying with the requirements in this approval,
and any other relevant approvals and relevant EPL/s (including
any assessment, plan or program required under the approvals);
e. review the adequacy of any approved strategy, plan or program
required under the abovementioned approvals; and

Administrative
non-compliance

Low

recommend measures or actions to improve the environmental performance of
the Project, and/or any strategy, plan or program required under the
approvals.
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The EMP does not discuss public reporting arrangements.
The EPA requires licensee’s to publish pollution monitoring data required by an EPL on their website.
The only monitoring required by the Sites EPL is noise monitoring. Noise monitoring for 2015 and
2013, prior to the audit period was available on the SUEZ website.
SUEZ is required by Condition C5 to undertake an Annual Review which reviews the environmental
performance of the project. The Annual Review is required by Condition C8 to be published on the
Site’s website. It is expected that the requirement for the preparation and publishing of the Annual
Review would be included within the EMP.
SUEZ attends monthly Community Reference Group (CRG) meetings and provide an update of
operations undertaken at the Spring Farm RRP including:
Environmental complaints
Environmental management
Environmental monitoring
However minutes from the above meetings were not available on the website. On the basis that
regular reporting on the environmental performance of the Project was not being undertaken, this
Condition has been assessed as non-compliant. Refer also to condition C8 for additional information
on access to information on the SUEZ website.
a) The auditors were approved by the DPE on 27.01.17. The audit site inspection was undertaken on
the 21 and 22 March 2017. This was not within one year of the approval of MOD 5 (approved on
10.12.15) and did not meet the timing requirement of the condition. On this basis, the condition has
been assessed as an Administrative non-compliance.
b) The Secretary did not specify that the audit team include experts in any fields.
c) Refer to Section 3 of the main report for discussion of the outcome of the consultation with relevant
Agencies
d) This Compliance Matrix documents the review compliance with the requirements of the Project
Approval and EPL.
e) A review of the adequacy of strategies and plans / programs is provided in Section 7 of the main
report.
f) Recommendations for improvement are provided in this Compliance Matrix and in the main report
and are summarised in Section 8 of the main report.

2017-IEA-REC16
Update the EMP to include
requirements for reporting
environmental performance
of the ARRF on the SUEZ
website. In particular the
requirement to prepare and
publish an Annual Review
report.

AECOM
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Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

C5

Annual Review
Within 1 year of the date of approval to Modification 5, and every
year thereafter, the Proponent shall review the environmental
performance of the Project. This review must:
a. describe the operations that were carried out in the previous
calendar year, and the operations that are proposed to be carried
out over the next year;
b. include a comprehensive review of the monitoring results and
complaints records of the project over the previous calendar
year, which includes a comparison of the results against the:
i.
the relevant statutory requirements, limits or performance
measures/criteria;
ii. requirements of any plan or program required under this approval;
iii. the monitoring results of previous years; and
iv. the relevant predictions in the EA;
c. identify any non-compliance over the last year, and describe
what actions were (or are being) taken to ensure compliance;
d. identify any trends in the monitoring data over the life of the
Project;
e. identify any discrepancies between the predicted and actual
impacts of the Project, and analyse the potential cause of any
significant discrepancies; and

Compliance
Status

Comment

Recommendations

Administrative
non-compliance

An Annual Review for the period 12.12.15 to 31.12.16 had not been prepared at the time of the audit.
The Site indicated that they would be preparing and submitting an Annual Review in the next few
months. On the basis that the timing of the Annual Review was not met, this condition has been
assessed as an administrative non-compliance.

2017-IEA-REC17
Prepare an Annual Review
for the period 12.12.15 to
31.12.16 and submit to DPE.

Administrative
non- compliance

During the audit period (d) was triggered following approval of MOD 5.
SUEZ updated the Site’s EMP on the 19.12.16.
The plan was not updated within 3 months of approval of MOD 5 therefore this condition is
considered not compliant.

2017-IEA-REC18
Review the EMP following
submission of the IEA and
submit to DPE for approval
as required under Condition
C7.

describe what measures will be implemented over the next year to
improve the environmental performance of the Project.
C6

Revision of Strategies, Plans and Programs
Within 3 months of the submission of an:
a. annual review under Condition C5 above;
b. incident report under Condition C1 above;
c. audit under Condition C3 above; or
d. any modification to this consent,
the Proponent shall review, and if necessary revise, the strategies,
plans, and programs required under this approval.
Note: This is to ensure the strategies, plans and programs are
updated on a regular basis, and incorporate any recommended
measures to improve the environmental performance of the Project.
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AECOM

Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

C7

The Proponent shall ensure that the operation of the Project is
undertaken in accordance with all relevant updated and/or amended
strategies, management plans and programs approved by the
Secretary (or as revised and approved by the Secretary), unless
otherwise agreed by the Secretary.

C8

8
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Access to Information
The Proponent shall:
a. make copies of the following publicly available on its website:
i.
the documents referred to in Condition 1.1;
ii. all current statutory approvals for the Project;
iii. all approved strategies, plans and programs required under the
conditions of this consent;
iv. a comprehensive summary of the monitoring results of the
Project, reported in accordance with the specifications in any
conditions of this approval, or any approved plans and programs;
v. a complaints register, updated on a monthly basis;
vi. the annual reviews of the Project;
vii. any independent environmental audit of the Project, and the
Proponent’s response to the recommendations in any audit; and
viii. any other matter required by the Secretary; and
b. keep this information up to date.

Compliance
Status
Non-compliant
Medium

Not compliant
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Low

Comment

Recommendations

The following strategies, management plans and programs are required by this Project Approval:
•
OEMP
•
Stormwater Management Plan
•
Vegetation Management Plan
•
Emergency Response Plan
•
Odour Monitoring Program
As discussed under Condition 3.3 the revised EMP was not approved by the Secretary. There was
some evidence to show that the EMP was being implemented (SOPs, checklists, training register)
however the EMP was considered to not adequately define how the environmental impacts of the
project would be managed and was not a very implementable plan. Refer also to main report for
further discussion of the adequacy of the EMP.
As discussed under Condition 3.4, the revised EMP did not adequately address the requirements of
the Stormwater Management Plan however stormwater was being managed at the site and a first
flush system was in place as discussed under Condition 2.4.
As discussed under Condition 3.4, the revised EMP did not adequately address the requirements of
the Vegetation Management Plan. The EMP refers to SOP 41 Site Maintenance - Infrastructure
Facilities (SOP 41). This SOP states that the Site should inspect vegetation and weeds regularly,
however does not define a frequency. The OEMP (June, 2006) specified monthly inspections. During
the site inspection it was noted that the vegetated areas of the site were overgrown with grass and
weeds. The Site had experienced several weeks of rainfall and reported weeding would be
undertaken.
As discussed under Condition 3.5, a formal Odour Monitoring Program was not prepared and
approved by the DP&E however odour monitoring was being undertaken (refer condition 3.5).
Emergency Response Plan (ERP) was submitted to DPE for review on 12.02,16, feedback or
approval from the DPE was not provided to the auditors (refer to condition 2.25). There was some
evidence to show that the ERP was being implemented (training register). Implementation of the ERP
was not assessed in detail.
On the basis that the amended EMP (including Stormwater Management Plan and Vegetation
Management Plan) was not approved by the Secretary and was not considered to be adequate and
easy to implement, this Condition was assessed as non-compliant.
At the time of the audit the SUEZ website had the following documents publicly available:
•
The PIRMP
•
A link to the EPL
The following documents listed in this condition were not available on the website:
•
The documents referred to in Condition 1.1 (the Project Approval and Modifications and
accompanying environmental assessments);
•
The EMP including the Vegetation Management Plan and Stormwater Management Plan, Odour
Monitoring Program etc
•
A copy of the Annual Review for the period (12.12.15 to 31.12.16)
A complaints register, updated on a monthly basis

As per recommendations
made under conditions
specific to the management
plans.
Refer also to the main report
for recommendations relating
to the adequacy of the
management plans

2017-IEA-REC19
Ensure the following
documents are publicly
available on the website:
•
The documents referred
to in Condition 1.1 (the
Project Approval and
Modifications and
accompanying
environmental
assessments);
•
The EMP including the
Vegetation
Management Plan and
Stormwater
Management Plan,
Odour Monitoring
Program etc
•
A copy of the Annual
Review for the period
(12.12.15 to 31.12.16)
•
A complaints register,
updated on a monthly
basis
•
A copy of this IEA report

AECOM

Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

Comment

EPL
12588
A1.1

What the licence authorises and regulates
This licence authorises the carrying out of the scheduled activities
listed below at the premises specified in A2. The activities are listed
according to their scheduled activity classification, fee-based activity
classification and the scale of the operation.
Unless otherwise further restricted by a condition of this licence, the
scale at which the activity is carried out must not exceed the
maximum scale specified in this condition.
Fee Based Activity
Scale
Scheduled Activity

Administrative
noncompliance

As discussed in condition L2.1 EPL 12588 was varied in April 2016. As part of this variation ‘Nonthermal treatment of liquid waste’ was added as a Fee Based Activity. Prior to April 2016 the ARRF
was not licensed under EPL 12588 to accept and process liquid waste. A discussion of this noncompliance is provided under condition L2.1.
Refer to PA 0054, Condition 2.9 for a discussion of total volumes received on Site from 01.01.16 to
31.12.16. Electricity generation ceased in 2013 and the gas engines at the ARRF have been removed
from the Site. The auditors sighted the 2016 Renewable Energy Target report, dated 01.02.17,
prepared by SUEZ which stated that total energy generation was 0 MWh.
This condition has been assessed as not compliant based on the acceptance of liquid waste prior to
the licence variation being issued on 01.04.16.

Not verified

A copy of the original licence application and licence variation applications approved on 01.04.16 and
12.09.16 were not available for review.
It is recommended that the Site retains a copy of the original licence application and subsequent
licence variations as applicable to the ARRF.
This condition was not able to be verified.

Not compliant
Low

As per Project Approval condition 2.9 the ARRF received general waste (putrescible and nonputrescible), garden waste (non-putrescible) and liquid waste (leachate) during the audit period, in
accordance with this condition. No grease trap and liquid food waste was received during the audit
period.
However, as discussed under A1.1, MOD 5 was granted on the 10.12.15 which approved the ARRF
to accept liquid waste (leachate and organic liquid waste), not previously accepted at the Site, for
treatment at the Tank Farm prior to disposal to sewer.
SUEZ was issued an Official Caution by the EPA, dated 11.03.16 for receiving and storing liquid
waste from February 2015 through to January 2016. Following the Official Caution the EPA
supported SUEZ’ request for the temporary transport and storage of leachate at the ARRF to prevent
leachate discharging to the creek at the Kemps Creek facility, with several conditions:

A3.1

Composting

Composting

> 50000 T annual
capacity to receive
organics

Electricity
generation

Generation of
electrical power
otherwise than from
coal, diesel or gas

0 - 250 GWh annual
generating capacity

Waste processing
(non-thermal
treatment)

Non-thermal
treatment of general
waste

Any annual
processing capacity

Waste processing
(non-thermal
treatment)

Non-thermal
treatment of liquid
waste

Any annual
processing capacity

Resource recovery

Recovery of general
waste

Any general waste
recovered

Works and activities must be carried out in accordance with the
proposal contained in the licence application, except as expressly
provided by a condition of this licence.
In this condition the reference to "the licence application" includes a
reference to:
a. the applications for any licences (including former pollution
control approvals) which this licence replaces under the
Protection of the Environment Operations (Savings and
Transitional) Regulation 1998; and
b. the licence information form provided by the licensee to the EPA to
assist the EPA in connection with the issuing of this licence.

L2.1

9
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Waste
The licensee must not cause, permit or allow any waste to be received
at the premises, except the wastes expressly referred to in the column
titled “Waste” and meeting the definition, if any, in the column titled
“Description” in the table below.
Any waste received at the premises must only be used for the
activities referred to in relation to that waste in the column titled
“Activity” in the table below.
Any waste received at the premises is subject to those limits or
conditions, if any, referred to in relation to that waste contained in the
column titled “Other Limits” in the table below.
This condition does not limit any other conditions in this licence.
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Recommendations

2017-IEA-REC20
Obtain a copy of the Original
EPL Application and
subsequent variation
requests and ensure
compliance with the
application(s).

AECOM

Condition
No.
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Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

Code

Waste

Description

Activity

Other Limits

NA

Leachate

Leachate
from other
SUEZ's
licensed
waste
facilities

Waste
processing
(nonthermal
treatment)

The maximum
quantity of liquid
food waste,
grease trap waste
and leachate
combined,
received at the
premises must
not exceed 520
cubic metres per
day.

As defined in
Schedule 1
of the POEO
Act, in force
from time to
time

Waste
processing
(nonthermal
treatment)

As defined in
Schedule 1
of the POEO
Act, in force
from time to
time

Waste
processing
(nonthermal
treatment)

As defined in
Schedule 1
of the POEO
Act, in force
from time to
time

Composting
Resource
recovery
Waste
processing

As defined in
Schedule 1
of the POEO
Act, in force
from time to
time

Composting
Resource
recovery
Waste
processing

NA

K120

NA

NA

Grease
Trap Waste
(Liquid)

Liquid Food
Waste

General
solid waste
(putrescible)

General
solid waste
(nonputrescible)

Waste
storage

Waste
storage

Waste
storage

The maximum
quantity of liquid
food waste,
grease trap waste
and leachate
combined,
received at the
premises must
not exceed 520
cubic metres per
day.
The maximum
quantity of liquid
food waste,
grease trap waste
and leachate
combined,
received at the
premises must not
exceed 520 cubic
metres per day.
NA

(nonthermal
treatment)
NA

(nonthermal
treatment)
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Comment
•

It is temporary. SUEZ was required to submit a report the EPA by Friday 29.01.16 detailing how
the leachate will be managed and disposed of. To which SUEZ responded in an email dated
29.01.16.
•
Leachate volumes recorded at the weighbridge would be monitored and managed. The volume
3
to be transported and stored at Spring Farm is limited to 2,000 m (or 2,000 tonnes as per the
weighbridge).
•
SUEZ must submit daily reports to the EPA on volumes transported from Kemps Creek. SUEZ
advised the EPA that they would provide the EPA weekly reports starting 01.02.16.
The auditors were provided with the weekly reports provided to EPA and weighbridge data from
MANDALAY, which identified that 2,002.06 tonnes of leachate was received from 26.01.16 to the
04.03.16. The auditors were also provided weighbridge data from 01.01.16 to 31.03.16 which had a
total of 2,006.78 tonnes of liquid waste received on site. Weighbridge data from 12.12.15 to 31.12.15
had no liquid waste reported.
EPL 12588 was varied on the 01.04.16 to include:
•
Condition A1.1 – added non-thermal treatment of liquid waste as a fee based activity and
specified the activity scale as “any tonnes treated”.
•
Condition L2.1 – added the following types of wastes to the licence:
Food waste as defined by the Act;
Grease trap waste as defined by the Act;
Leachate from other SUEZ’ licensed waste facilities.
•
Condition 5.1 – updated the operation hours to: 0600 hours to 1800 hours.
This condition has been assessed as not compliant due to the Site accepting leachate prior to the
EPL variation being issued on the 01.04.16. It is noted however that this non-compliance has been
addressed.

Recommendations

AECOM
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Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

L2.2

The authorised amount of waste permitted on the premises cannot
exceed 6,500 tonnes at any one time.

Not verified

L3.1

Noise Limits
Noise from the premises must not exceed the sound pressure levels
(noise limits) presented in the table below. Note the limits represent
the sound pressure level (noise) contribution, at the nominated
receiver locations in the table.
For the purpose of this condition:
•
Day is defined as the period from 7am to 6pm Monday to
Saturday and 8am to 6pm Sundays and Public Holidays,
•
Evening is defined as the period from 6pm to 10pm, and
•
Night is defined as the period from 10pm to 7am Monday to
Saturday and 10pm to 8pm Sundays and Public Holidays.
Noise Assessment Day/Evening
Night
Night
Location
(LAeq(15min)) (L
(L
Aeq(15min)) A1(1min))

Not verified

All existing and
proposed
residences including
Glenlee House

39

Compliance
Status

35

45
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Comment
The Site provides the EPA through the ‘Waste and Resource Reporting Portal’ (WARRP) a report on
th
the 14 of every month which includes opening stock, amount in and closing stock. The numbers
provided are considered conservative as they do not allow for allow for losses. The WARP Report for
the following months was reviewed by the auditors:
•
August 2016 reported 5,458.26 tonnes.
•
January 2016 – 7,188.07 tonnes.
•
February 2016 – 7,786 tonnes.
The authorised amount was exceeded in January and February 2016. SUEZ reported that these
exceedances were a result of the moisture content of the organics material when it enters to site
versus leaving the site.
SUEZ has been in discussions with the EPA about allowing a factor for moisture loss during
processing at the GOP, which impacts on the calculation of tonnes received versus tonnes taken off
site. The EPA updated the WARRP functionality on the 01.05.17, to account for “Mass loss at
Intermediary Facilities”. The new functionality has been introduced to take account of circumstances
where changes in mass occur, for example moisture loss at organics processing facilities. This
update will ensure that the quantity of waste recorded in the WARRP reflects the actual quantity of
waste at a facility.
Refer to PA condition 2.13

Recommendations

Refer to PA condition 3.6
recommendation

AECOM

Spring Farm Independent Environmental Audit – IEA - Spring Farm Advanced
Resource Recovery Facility

8.2

1

Additional Opportunities for Improvement

The following table has been reproduced from Appendix A. For details on the requirement, and for
further discussion of the issue, please refer directly to the table in Appendix A. Many
recommendations are based around continuous improvement opportunities identified during the audit
and do not necessarily represent immediate potential non-compliance issues.
Table 9

Recommendations for Improved Compliance and Continuous Improvement

Reference

OFI #

Recommendation

Section
5.1

2017-IEA-OFI01

Encourage the reporting of all environmental incidents / licence
breaches / near misses in SIMS (including minor spills and
incidents not related to spills) to identify opportunities for
continuous improvement.

Section
5.2

2017-IEA-OFI02

Whilst the investigation above was considered thorough, an
opportunity for improvement exists, to include a prompt to also
investigate the activities undertaken at the ARRT, in particular for
odours described as “organic”. This could include for example:
inspection of biofilter, confirmation that biofilter is operational and
no odours detected at the biofilter; inspection of the tunnel
composting area, have any tunnels been left open? are there any
other sources of odour?

CoC 2.4

2017-IEA-OFI03

Add an appropriate schedule for the maintenance and de-sludge
of the first flush tank into MAINPAC.

CoC 2.4

2017-IEA-OFI04

Consider undertaking integrity testing of the first flush tank and
include integrity testing at an appropriate frequency within
MAINPAC.

CoC 2.9

2017-IEA-OFI05

Consider modifying the Project Approval so that the limits of
waste received and process on site align with those permitted
under the EPL are to remove the possibility of a non-compliance
with the Project Approval in the future.

CoC 2.25

2017-IEA-OFI06

Review hazard studies and identify any actions that will come on
line in next six months. Add these recommendations as a CAR in
SIMS with individual actions to ensure they are managed and
tracked.

CoC 3.5a

2017-IEA-OFI07

Use the recommendations from The Odour Unit biofilter condition
assessment to develop an inspection checklist to verify optimal
operation of the biofilter.

CoC 3.5b

2017-IEA-OFI08

Request the DPE give an extension to the odour audit to “within
six months of receiving high organic liquid waste at Site”.

EPL 1.1

2017-IEA-OFI09

Include SUEZ monitoring criteria in the EMP for reuse / disposal
of water from the first flush tank.

EPL L2.2

2017-IEA-OFI10

Update the EMP to include the process undertaken to calculate
the mass loss at the GOP.
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AECOM

Reference

Spring Farm Independent Environmental Audit – IEA - Spring Farm Advanced
Resource Recovery Facility

OFI #

Recommendation

EPL O2.1

2017-IEA-OFI11

Include scheduled maintenance into MAINPAC for plant and
equipment with an environmental function such as first flush tank
cleaning / integrity testing, replacement of biofilter, filters for
extraction.

EPL O5.1

2017-IEA-OFI12

Seek to remove the requirement relating to the Construction
Environmental Management Plan in the next review of the EPL.
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2

AECOM

8.3

Spring Farm Independent Environmental Audit – IEA - Spring Farm Advanced
Resource Recovery Facility

3

Summary of additional Recommendations

A summary of the recommendations made as a result of the adequacy review of the management
plans (Section 7.0) and site observations (Section6.0) is provided in Table 10.
Table 10 Summary of Recommendations and OFIs relating to Management Plans and Site observations

Source

#

Recommendation

Site
observation

2017-IEA-REC01

Undertake general housekeeping around the air intake pipes
for the GOP composting tunnels

Site
observation

2017-IEA-REC02

Develop a site specific weeding program and implement weed
control at the site.

Environmental
Management
Plan

2017-IEA-REC03

•

Update the Statutory Requirements section of the EMP to
include reference to the Project Approval and
Modifications as related to the operations of the ARRF,
not only construction as it currently described, include a
summary of these documents and how they will be
managed by the Site. Include other ARRF regulatory
requirements including operation of the GOP in
accordance with “The pasteurised garden organics order
2016” issued by the EPA and NSW Department of
Primary Industries (DPI) requirements for the “movement
of composts and pasteurised products including mulches
and soil conditioners from the Phylloxera Infected Zone
(PIZ) of NSW to other parts of NSW for use as a soil
amendment product”.

•

Review section 1.9 ‘Update and Version Control
Requirements’ with the requirements listed in
PA 05_0098, condition C6 and C7.

•

Update the roles and responsibility in the EMP to meet the
requirements of PA 05_0098 condition 3.3.

•

Update the hours of operation following consultation with
DP&E, refer to PA 05_0098, Condition 2.15 and EPA,
refer to EPL condition L4.1.

•

Provide additional detail on ARRF operations including
information on the approval under MOD 5 and the
timeframe for operating the facility in accordance with
MOD 5 including acceptance and treatment of High
Organic liquid waste and processing and recovery of
MSW in the waste processing complex. Describe the
operations currently undertaken.

•

Update legislation references for example the Protection
of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2005
was replaced by the Protection of the Environment
Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014.

•

Update ‘Section 4.1 Waste Acceptance, Stockpiling and
Material Export’ of the EMP to reflect waste approved
under PA 05_0098 and EPL 12588.
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Recommendation
•

Update reporting requirements in the EMP to include
preparation of an Annual Report for submission to DP&E,
Annual Report as required by the EPL and other reporting
requirements as required.

•

Add requirement to make information publicly available of
the SUEZ website as per PA 05_0098, condition C2 and
C8.

Update the EMP to include discussion of the depositional dust
goals in the original Project Approval Statement of
2
Commitments (4 g/m /month) and commitment to undertake
dust monitoring to track compliance with these goals
(frequency of monitoring, location points, trigger values,
corrective actions and who undertakes the monitoring).
Include timeframe for operation of the third dust gauge
following haul road construction works being completed.

Environmental
Management
Plan - Dust

2017-IEA-REC04

Environmental
Management
Plan -Noise

2017-IEA-REC05

Update the EMP to include specific information on the
frequency and location of noise monitoring and the reporting
and remedial requirements of PA 05_0098 conditions 3.6 and
3.7.

Environmental
Management
Plan –
Stormwater
Management
Plan

2017-IEA-REC06

Include within the EMP a site specific Stormwater Management
Plan which addresses the relevant requirements of CoA 3.4. In
particular details of the first flush system including re-use and
disposal of water, frequency of monitoring, maintenance of
stormwater infrastructure, a map / figure illustrating the surface
water infrastructure and sampling points.

Environmental
Management
Plan –
Vegetation
Management
Plan

2017-IEA-REC07

Include within the EMP a site specific Vegetation Management
Plan which addresses the relevant requirements of CoA 3.4. In
particular, details of the proposed program for weed control at
the site.

EMP – Odour
Monitoring
Program

2017-IEA-REC08

Include within the EMP an Odour Monitoring Program which
addresses the requirements of CoA 3.5. The program should
include details such as the frequency and location of odour
patrols, who conducts them, how they are recoded, what
corrective actions are taken if odours are detected and how
odour complaints are investigated.
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Limitations

AECOM Australia Pty Limited (AECOM) has prepared this report in accordance with the usual care
and thoroughness of the consulting profession for the use of SUEZ Environment Pty Ltd and only
those third parties who have been authorised in writing by AECOM to rely on this Report.
It is based on generally accepted practices and standards at the time it was prepared. No other
warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the professional advice included in this Report.
It is prepared in accordance with the scope of work outlined in our proposal dated 22 November 2016.
Where this Report indicates that information has been provided to AECOM by third parties, AECOM
has made no independent verification of this information except as expressly stated in the Report.
AECOM assumes no liability for any inaccuracies in or omissions to that information.
This Report was prepared between March 2017 and 27 June 2017 and is based on the conditions
encountered and information reviewed at the time of preparation. AECOM disclaims responsibility for
any changes that may have occurred after this time.
This Report should be read in full. No responsibility is accepted for use of any part of this report in any
other context or for any other purpose or by third parties. This Report does not purport to give legal
advice. Legal advice can only be given by qualified legal practitioners.
Except as required by law, no third party may use or rely on this Report unless otherwise agreed by
AECOM in writing. Where such agreement is provided, AECOM will provide a letter of reliance to the
agreed third party in the form required by AECOM.
To the extent permitted by law, AECOM expressly disclaims and excludes liability for any loss,
damage, cost or expenses suffered by any third party relating to or resulting from the use of, or
reliance on, any information contained in this Report. AECOM does not admit that any action, liability
or claim may exist or be available to any third party.
Except as specifically stated in this section, AECOM does not authorise the use of this Report by any
third party.
It is the responsibility of third parties to independently make inquiries or seek advice in relation to their
particular requirements and proposed use of the site.
Any estimates of potential costs which have been provided are presented as estimates only as at the
date of the Report. Any cost estimates that have been provided may therefore vary from actual costs
at the time of expenditure.
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A-1

Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

Comment

Recommendations

1.1

Terms of Approval
The Proponent shall carry out the project generally in accordance with the:
a. Major Project Application 05_0098, lodged with the Department of Planning
on 14 December 2005;
b. environmental assessment: Environmental Assessment: Proposed
Alternative Waste Technology Facility at Jacks Gully Waste and Recycling
Centre (WSN Environmental Solutions, March 2006, Volumes 1 and 2);
c. the Statement of Commitments, prepared by WSN Environmental Solutions
and dated March 2006;
d. Responses to Submissions prepared by WSN Environmental Solutions,
dated 16 June 2006; and
e. Modification 1 (06_0098 Mod 1), change the property description following
subdivision;
f.
Modification 2 (06_0098 Mod 2), amendment to the land description;
g. Modification application 05_0098 MOD 3, dated March 2010, accompanied
by documents titled Macarthur Resource Recovery Park - Application under
S. 75W of the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979 to Modify
the Ministers Consent No. 05/0098 dated 7 September 2006 Environmental Assessment, As amended June 2010 and Jacks Gully AWT
Plant Landfill Gas Supply Hazards and Operability Study dated August
2009;
h. Modification Application 06_0098 MOD 4, dated September 2010,
accompanied by documents titled Macarthur Resource Recovery Park Application under S.75W of the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act
1979 to Modify the Ministers Consent No. 05/0098 dated 7 September 2006
- Environmental Assessment, dated September 2010; and
i.
Modification Application 05_0098 MOD 5, dated 30 October 2013,
accompanied by documents titled, Environmental Assessment:
Modification Application – Spring Farm Advanced Resource Recovery
Technology (ARRT) Facility, dated 30 October 2013, prepared by Cardno
NSW/ACT, and Response to Submissions to the Public Exhibition,
Spring Farm Resource Recovery Facility S.75W Modification Application
(05_0098 MOD 5), dated 12 January 2015, prepared by Cardno NSW/ACT.

Not compliant
Low risk

Refer to specific
recommendations
throughout.

1.2

If there is any inconsistency between the above, the conditions of this approval
shall prevail to the extent of the inconsistency.
The Proponent shall comply with any reasonable requirement/s of the
Secretary arising from the Department's assessment of:
a. any reports, plans or correspondence that are submitted by the
Proponent in accordance with this approval; and
b. the implementation of any actions or measures contained in those
reports, plans or correspondence submitted by the Proponent.

Noted

A detailed review of the Environmental Assessments for the original consent, MOD 3
and MOD 4 was not conducted as part of this audit.
The Site was originally approved under PA 05_0098 as an advanced waste treatment
(AWT) facility utilising technology known as ArrowBio. SUEZ bought the Site from the
NSW Government in 2011. SUEZ rebranded the ArrowBio facility to the Advanced
Resource Recovery Technology (ARRT) or Advanced Resource Recovery Facility
(ARRF). This audit has focused the assessment against this condition against the
project requirements included in MOD 5 Environmental Assessment, as the most
recent proposal of activities undertaken on Site during the audit period.
MOD 5 was approved on the 10.12.15 and proposed the following major changes to
the Project:
•
Increased the volume of municipal waste that may be processed on Site from
90,000 tpa to 130,000 tpa. Previously the Site was only approved to receive
130,000 tpa and process 90,000 tpa. This allowance was made in order to
provide for the operation of the receival hall as a transfer station. During the audit
period the ARRF has not operated as a recovery facility instead municipal waste
received is transferred off-site.
•
Allow the Site to receive and process 520 m 3 of liquid waste (comprising organic
liquid waste, leachate and industrial liquid waste) utilising existing on site
infrastructure, for disposal to sewer. During the audit period only leachate has
been received at the Site for treatment. Treated liquid waste was trucked off-site
to a disposal facility. SUEZ is in discussion with Sydney Water to install a
permanent sewer connection point however SUEZ reported that due to the
residential development surrounding the Site formal approval (trade waste
agreement) has not been obtained.
Compliance against PA 05_0098, the Statement of Commitments, as applicable and
associated modifications have been assessed with commentary provided against
specific items as detailed below.
Section 2.3 of the main report compares the proposed activities at the ARRF outlined
in the EA with the operations undertaken during the audit period. This comparison
indicates that during the audit period the site was not operating at the capacity outlined
in the EA and hence some of the benefits of waste diversion and electricity production
proposed were not being realised.
A number of non-compliances with PA 05_0098 were identified during the audit (refer
to the remainder of the report).
On the basis of the non-compliances with the Project Approval, this condition has
been assessed as non-compliant.
Noted

Compliant

The Site reported that no correspondence had been received from the Secretary
during the audit period.
Requirements arising from the assessment of strategies, plans and audits are
discussed underneath the specific requirement relating to the plan, strategy or audit.

Within 3 months of the date of the approval for 05_0098 MOD 3 the
Proponent shall:
a. obtain and provide copies to the Secretary all necessary building
certificate(s) from Camden City Council for all buildings and structures the
subject of modification application 05_0098 MOD 3; and
b. ensure that all new buildings and structures, and any alterations or
additions to existing buildings and structures, are constructed in
accordance with the relevant requirements of the Building Code of
Australia.
Notes:
•
Under Part 4A of the EP&A Act, the Applicant is required to obtain

Not triggered

MOD 3 was approved on the 10.12.10 and related to the retrospective approval of a
constructed gas pipeline from the former landfill to the tank farm.
The Site reported that no new buildings or structures, or alterations or additions to
existing buildings were undertaken during the audit period; as such this condition has
not been triggered.

1.3

1.4
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Condition
No.

2.1

Summary of Condition / Requirement
construction and occupation certificates for the proposed building works.
•
Part 8 of the EP&A Regulation sets out the requirements for the certification
of the project.
•
As the 1998 consent was issued under the Unamended Act it refers to
Building Applications which have been replaced with Construction
Certificates under the Amended Act. As such, all reference to Building
Applications in the 1998 consent shall be noted as references to
Construction Certificates. In accordance with the clause 20 of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment (Savings and Transitional)
Regulation 1998, as the Minister issued a Building Approval, the Minister is
the Principal Certifying Authority.
Air Quality
The Proponent shall not cause or permit the emission of offensive odours from
the site, as defined under Section 129 of the Protection of the Environment
Operations Act 1997.

Compliance
Status

Comment

Compliant

The ARRF has not processed municipal solid waste (MSW) or high organic liquid
waste during the audit period. As a result the potential sources of odour and the
potential impacts have been reduced from what was assessed in the EA for MOD 5. In
addition landfill operations ceased.
In order to manage potential impacts from the operations at the ARRF SUEZ
implemented the following management and mitigation measures to manage potential
odour impacts during the audit period:
Waste receival hall:
•
Waste was delivered in enclosed vehicles.
•
Handling of MSW was undertaken in a fully enclosed building. The MOD 5 EA
stated that an air extraction system equipped with ozone injection to treat odours
before discharging to the atmosphere would be implemented at the Waste
Receival and Processing Hall. The Tank Farm Manager stated that the ozone
injection was not used as there was no processing of MSW undertaken. The
ARRT receival hall operated as a transfer station for MSW (putrescible and nonputrescible) during the audit period. The controls implemented instead included
air filter exhaust fans.
•
High speed roller shutters on the receival hall. The auditors noted that the roller
doors were operating during the audit site inspection.
•
Coordinated waste deliveries to avoid prolonged periods where vehicle access
doors to the building are open. The auditors saw efficient drop off of waste
material, i.e. no queuing of vehicles. There are two roller doors for putrescible
MSW and two doors for non-putrescible MSW.
•
Daily cleaning of floors in the waste receival hall, using odour neutralising agents
during incidents and immediate spill clean-up. No wet cleaning was being
undertaken. Dry cleaning with front load excavator was used. Waste was being
taken in and sent straight out.
Garden Organics Plant (GOP):
•
A biofilter was used to treat extracted air from the compost tunnels. SUEZ
reported that the biofilter is replaced every 3-5 years as required. The biofilter
was scheduled for replacement prior to August 2017. An ‘Operational Purpose
Deduction Certificate’ issued by the EPA, dated 25.08.16, was sighted by the
auditors which approves SUEZ to replace 300 tonnes of biofilter media at the
Site. The auditors noted that the odour from the biofilter was earthy and not
strong.
•
Composting was being undertaken in fully enclosed tunnels
•
No stockpiling of finished product outside (finished product was stored inside the
tunnel until sale).
•
Monthly checklists were being completed which include assessment of odour.
In addition to these controls the Compliance Officer monitors odour via a weekly
Odour Patrol (on a different day each week). The officer drives to locations chosen
based on main wind direction, direct fence line to neighbours and local garden centre.
Makes notes of wind direction, weather and if any odours are noticeable. The auditors
sighted examples of the Odour Patrol checklist.
As discussed in Section 27 of EA dated March 2009, Statement of Commitments, the
ARRF committed to “no exceedances of the 99th percentile 2 odour unit goal in any

Recommendations
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Condition
No.

2.2

2.3

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

The Proponent shall design, construct, operate and maintain the project in a
manner that prevents and/or minimises dust emissions from the site.

Compliant

The Proponent shall ensure that all vehicles entering or leaving the site with a
load that may generate offensive odours or dust emissions are covered at all
times.

Compliant

Comment
existing or future residential areas at a distance of more than 70 m from the site”.
Weekly monitoring during the audit period did not report any odours generated from
the Site.
The auditors reviewed SUEZ complaints management system to assess compliance
with this condition.
Three complaints were received during the audit period. All three complaints were
related to odour, however only one complaint was attributed to the activities at the
ARRF. The remaining two complaints were received for odours reportedly generated
from the adjacent landfill. The landfill ceased filling operations on 12.05.16. No odour
complaints have been received post ceasing landfill operations.
The complaint record related to odour from the ARRF was received on the 5.05.16
and closed out on the 12.05.16. A copy of a complaint was provided to the auditors.
The operations including truck movements at the ARRF were undertaken on a
hardstand surface or fully enclosed, the exception was the GOP receival and
processing area, which was covered but not fully enclosed.
SUEZ has a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) 41 Site Maintenance –
Infrastructure Facilities which includes suggested dust controls. Spring Farm staff are
reportedly trained in the SOP 41.
SUEZ reported the following controls are implemented to control dust emissions from
the hardstand areas and truck movements:
•
Street sweeping.
•
A water cart is located on site for dust suppression during dry weather conditions.
•
Trucks must be covered.
Dust controls implemented at the GOP included:
•
SUEZ reported that trommelling of organics is not undertaken in high winds.
SUEZ reported that determination for whether to stop works is based on visual
monitoring.
Section 27 of EA dated March 2009, Statement of Commitments, committed to “dust
deposition in the surrounding area will remain within the EPA guideline limit of 4
g/m2 month, measured as average dust deposition rates at all three existing gauges”.
The Site undertakes monthly dust gauge monitoring at two locations. The auditors
sighted laboratory reports for the months of Jun-Jul (17.06.16-18.07.16), Aug-Sept
(16.08.16-19.09.16), Sept-Oct (20.09.16-17.10.16), Oct-Dec (17.10.16-08.12.16), DecJan (08.12.16-17.01.17), Jan-Feb (17.01.17-21.02.17) and Feb-Apr (21.02.1710.04.17). Dust levels for these months did not exceed 4 g/m 2. The SUEZ Compliance
Officer explained that the third dust gauge (Easting 291708.89, Northing 6227453)
was not operational during the audit period due to the construction of a new haul
access road in the neighbouring housing development. The dust gauge is located in
the vicinity of the construction works therefore has been removed while the road is
under construction. It was reported that this monitoring point will be reinstated once
roadworks and the residential development works have been completed.

Recommendations

2017-IEA-REC04
Update the EMP to include
discussion of the
depositional dust goals in the
original Project Approval
Statement of Commitments
2
(4 g/m /month) and
commitment to undertake
dust monitoring to track
compliance with these goals
(frequency of monitoring,
location points, trigger
values, corrective actions
and who undertakes the
monitoring). Include
timeframe for operation of
the third dust gauge following
haul road construction works
being completed.

The Site completes a monthly checklist which includes assessment of visual dust.
SUEZ receives waste at the Spring Farm Resource Recovery Park (RRP) in enclosed
garbage trucks. Waste and processed organics from the GOP are transported in
covered trailers.
The Site has signage which states that trucks loads must be covered, sighted by the
auditors. Movement of waste off-site was not sighted by the auditors.
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Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

Comment

Recommendations

2.4

The Proponent shall ensure that all areas involving the handling, treatment
or storage of waste and outputs must be sealed, with all runoff directed to a first
flush system.

Compliant

The ARRT facility, tank farm and GOP are directed to a first flush system. The Site’s
Compliance Officer conducts monthly first flush water monitoring for TSS, ammonia,
pH, grease (sent to ALS for analysis).
During the site inspection it was noted that the ARRF had an earthen / cement bund
around the perimeter of the Site. In addition the tank farm was bunded and chemical
tanks in the Tank Farm were individually bunded. Stormwater from the ARRF is
directed to the Site’s first flush system.
The ARRT receival hall is enclosed. The GOP is covered but not fully enclosed. The
compost tunnel process is fully enclosed.
The first flush tank was scheduled for pump out (de-sludge) in mid-2017. It was
reported that integrity testing of the tank had not been undertaken.
To maintain site infrastructure SUEZ utilise a system called MAINPAC. The ARRF was
not managed through MAINPAC during the audit period however SUEZ has a program
for implementation of MAINPAC across its operations. It was reported that the
stormwater infrastructure including the tank maintenance schedule will be included
MAINPAC.
The AWT refers to the MSW receival and processing hall and associated processing
tank. These tanks have reportedly been removed as no MSW processing has been
conducted since 2012/13. During the audit period the facility has only operated as a
transfer station.
The bund around the perimeter of the tank farm appears to be adequate. The auditors
viewed an email, dated 19.05.16, from SUEZ to DPE with information regarding the
Site’s bunding. The email states that “the current bund capacity provides 2,198 m 3 of
storage as calculated by a qualified surveyor. SUEZ largest tank is 3,000 m 3. Given
that the Site did not have the required 110% capacity SUEZ decided to reduce the
size of the largest tank to 1,809 m 3 by installing two 50 mm overflow pipes at 9 m and
10.9 m level as a contingency measure. The auditors saw several overflow pipes on
the tank which this email referred.
Chemical tanks were individually bunded. Calculations done on site showed that
these chemical tanks had bunding with a capacity greater than 110%.
During the site inspection it was noted that the ARRF had an earthen / cement bund
around the perimeter of the Site.
The ArrowBio plant was decommissioned in 2012/13 therefore this condition was not
assessed for the audit period.

2017-IEA- OFI03
Add an appropriate schedule
for the maintenance and desludge of the first flush tank
into MAINPAC.

2.5

The proponent shall construct bunds to ensure that above-ground tanks and
vats including those used for treating or processing waste/water slurry and
tanks for storing wastewater from these activities, are surrounded with a bund
with a capacity of 110% or greater than that of the largest tank within the bund.
Areas to be bunded include:
a. the AWT process building and tank farm; and
b. the perimeter of the AWT site.

Compliant

2.6

Stormwater Management
The Proponent shall ensure that process wastewater from the ArrowBio plant
is kept separate from the stormwater management system and is stored in
a reservoir or tank engineered and designed in accordance with the
requirements of the EPA's (1999) Environmental Guidelines: Assessment,
Classification and Management of Liquid and Non-Liquid Wastes.

Not assessed

2.7

Prior to the irrigation or reuse of process wastewater from the ArrowBio plant
on or off site, the Proponent shall provide evidence, to the satisfaction of the
Secretary, that the EPA is satisfied with the standard of the wastewater for its
intended application. Irrigation or reuse of process wastewater shall not
commence until written approval has been provided by the Secretary.
This condition does not apply to any wastewater intended to be reused in the
process as makeup water.

Not assessed

The ArrowBio plant was decommissioned in 2012/13 therefore this condition was not
assessed for the audit period. As part of decommissioning process SUEZ reported
that excess process water was sent to the Lidcombe Liquid Waste Treatment Plant for
treatment and disposal.

2.8

Waste Management
The Proponent shall not cause, permit or allow any materials or waste
generated outside the site to be received at the site for storage, resource
recovery, processing, or disposal on the site, except as expressly permitted by
an EPL.

Compliant

Refer to EPL Condition O6.

2017-IEA-OFI04
Consider undertaking
integrity testing of the first
flush tank and include
integrity testing at an
appropriate frequency within
MAINPAC.
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No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

Comment

Recommendations

2.9

The Proponent shall not receive or process on the site more than:
a. 130,000 tonnes per year of General Solid Waste;
b. 25,000 tonnes per year of Garden Waste;
c. 5,000 tonnes per year of Organic Waste; and
3
d. 520 m per day of Liquid Waste comprising liquid organic waste and
leachate.

Compliant

The weighbridge uses the MANDALAY management system to record waste volumes
into and out of the Spring Farm RRP. SUEZ provided the auditors with an export of the
MANDALAY records from 01.01.16 to 31.12.16.
From 1.01.16 to 31.12.16 the following was received on site:
•
Garden waste - 20,251.97 tonnes
•
Liquid Waste (leachate) – 21,897.14 tonnes (m 3)
•
General Solid Waste - 85,374.79 tonnes
•
No organic (biosolid) waste accepted.
From 1.01.16 t0 31.12.16 the following was processed on site:
•
Garden waste - 20,251.97 tonnes
3
•
Liquid Waste (leachate) – 21,897.14 tonnes (m )
SUEZ shut down the ARRF in 2012/13 therefore did not process any municipal solid
waste during the audit period. The ARRF receival hall operated as a transfer station
where municipal waste received on site was sent off-site to a licensed disposal facility.
It is noted that the licensed waste acceptance limits are different in EPL 12588, refer
to condition A1.1 and L2.1. As per PS 05_0098. It is recommended that the project
approval and EPL are made consistent to remove the possibility of a non-compliance
with the Project Approval in the future.

2017-IEA-OFI05
Consider modifying the
Project Approval so that the
limits of waste received and
process on site align with
those permitted under the
EPL are to remove the
possibility of a noncompliance with the Project
Approval in the future.

2.10

Prior to applying any organic outputs to land, the Proponent shall fully
characterise the organic outputs to be applied to land with supporting
laboratory analysis and propose an appropriate specification to ensure this
waste-derived material is fit for its intended purpose.
AS4454 Composts, soil conditioners and mulches and the EPA's Environmental
Guidelines: Use and Disposal of Biosolids Products (1997) shall not be the sole
determinants of the suitability (or otherwise) of this material for land application.
The characterisation and proposed specification shall be provided to the EPA,
and evidence of the EPA 's approval shall be provided to the Secretary within
two weeks of the approval being granted.

Compliant

The requirement to submit an approved procedure prior to the audit period was not
verified and has been superseded by Part 9 of the Protection of the Environment
Operations (Waste) Regulations 2014 (the Waste Regulations) which states that the
EPA may grant exemption in relation to the application of waste to land.
The GOP produces pasteurised garden organics which is mulch and/or garden
organics that have undergone the process of pasteurisation as a minimum.
Pasteurised garden organics are sold by SUEZ to primarily agricultural customers.
Under the requirements of the Waste Regulation application of waste to land must
meet the requirements of an order and exemption. The Site processed green waste in
accordance with the requirements of:
•
“The pasteurised garden organics order 2014”, which commenced on the
24.11.14 and was revoked on 25.04.16.
•
“The pasteurised garden organics order 2016”, which commenced on 25.04.16.
The consumer is required to comply with the requirements of “The pasteurised garden
organics exemption 2016”. Consumer compliance with the exemption has not been
assessed as part of this audit.
The auditors reviewed a sample of six (between September 2016 and January 2017)
laboratory reports provided by SUEZ, to assess compliance of the pasteurised
organics produced at the GOP against the testing requirements provided in Table 1 of
‘The pasteurised garden organics order 2016’. For each sample the laboratory
reported compliance with the limits for ‘glass, metal and rigid plastics > 2 mm’, and
‘plastics – light flexible or film > 5 mm’.
SUEZ operates a NATA accredited laboratory ay Kemps Creek. It is noted that the test
are undertaken in accordance with AS 4554-2012 as required under the Order.
In addition to the requirements of the EPA Order, SUEZ must comply with the
requirements of the NSW Department of Primary Industries (DPI) to allow the
“movement of composts and pasteurised products including mulches and soil
conditioners from the Phylloxera Infected Zone (PIZ) of NSW to other parts of NSW for
use as a soil amendment product”.
SUEZ ‘SOP109 Phylloxera Compliance’ details SUEZ requirements for compliance
with the DPI requirements. These controls included:
•
Training requirements
•
Roles and responsibilities including the Certificate Controller
•
Receival procedure.
•
Tunnel monitoring including temperature control and monitoring via the SCADA
computerised system.
•
Tunnel Process Parameters Log sheet which must be completed daily to record
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2.12

Noise
The Proponent shall undertake all construction activities associated with the
development that would generate an audible noise at any premises beyond
the boundary of the site between the following hours:
a. 7:00 am to 6:00 pm, Mondays to Fridays, inclusive;
b. 8:00 am to 1:00 pm, Saturdays; and
c. at no time on Sundays or public holidays
unless otherwise approved in writing by the Secretary.

Not assessed

2.13

The Proponent shall ensure that noise from the project at all existing and
proposed residences, including Glenlee House, does not exceed:
a. a LAeq (15 minute) noise emission criterion of 39 dB(A) during the
day/evening;
b. a LAeq (15 minute) noise emission criterion of 35 dB(A) during the night;
and
c. a LA1 r (1 minute) noise emission criterion of 45 dB(A) during the night.
Note: For the purposes of this condition, day is defined as the period from 7am
to 6pm, Monday to Saturday, and 8am to 6pm, Sundays and Public Holidays.
Evening is defined as the period from 6pm to 10pm. Night is defined as the
period from 10pm to 7am, Monday to Saturday, and 10pm to 8am, Sundays and
Public Holidays.
Noise emission limits apply under meteorological conditions of wind speeds up
to 3 m/s at 10 metres above ground level or temperature inversions conditions of
30C/100m and wind speed up to 2 m/s at 10 metres above the ground. To
determine compliance with this condition, noise from the development must be
measured at the most affected point within the residential boundary, or at the
most affected point within 30 metres of the dwelling where the dwelling is more
than 30 metres from the boundary.
Noise from the site is to be measured at 1m from the dwelling facade to
determine compliance with the LA 1 (1 minute) noise criterion specified in
condition 2.13c. However, where it can be demonstrated that direct
measurement of noise from the development is impractical, the EPA may accept
alternative means of determining compliance (see Chapter 11 of the NSW
Industrial Noise Policy). The modification factors in Section 4 of the NSW
Industrial Noise Policy shall also be applied to the measured noise levels where
applicable.

Not verified

Comment

Recommendations

tunnel performance.
•
Temperature specifications – 58-60°C for about 8 hours then 45–50°C for 6-8
days.
•
Transportation and records requirements.
The auditors sighted the ‘Certificate of Accreditation for a Compliance Agreement
Arrangement’, issued by DPI for the following periods:
21.08.16 to 21.08.17
21.08.15 to 21.08.16
The certification from DPI certifies the movement of pasteurised or composted garden
organics from a NSW PIZ to other parts of NSW.
To document that pasteurised organics meet DPI requirements SUEZ issue a ‘Plant
Health Assurance Certificate’ to customers who are taking product to a non-PIZ zone.
A generic copy of the Plant Health Assurance Certificate was provided to the auditors.
DPI conducts annual audits to verify compliance with the DPI certification. DPI
conducted an audit on the 07.11.16. The auditors were provided with the audit report
which stated that the Site was operating in accordance with this certification for the
August 2015 to August 2016 period.
No construction activities were undertaken during the audit therefore this condition
was not assessed.

Hibbs and Associates undertook an annual audit in October 2015 which included
unattended and attended noise monitoring to calculate the noise at the nearest
sensitive receiver. This assessment found that the ARRF was in compliance with the
statutory noise limits. No assessment has been undertaken during the audit period, as
required under condition 3.6. The Site identified that the 2016 annual noise
assessment was postponed to allow road works and construction associated with the
residential development on the adjacent land to be completed, as nearest sensitive
receivers will change due to encroaching residential development.
On the basis that noise monitoring to verify compliance with the noise levels was not
undertaken during the audit period, this condition has been assessed as not verified.
No noise complaints were received for the ARRF during the audit period.

Refer to condition 3.6
recommendation.

6 of 27

Original Consent – black text; Mod 1 – green text; Mod 2 – blue text; Mod 3 – purple text; Mod 4 – red text: Mod 5 – orange text;

Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

Comment

Recommendations

2.14

Transport
The Proponent shall ensure that heavy vehicles associated with the project do
not enter or exit the site between 10pm and 7 am, unless these movements
are due to circumstances beyond the control of the Proponent.

Not compliant
Medium

Refer to condition 2.15

2.15

Notwithstanding condition 2.14, the Proponent shall ensure that all waste to be
processed at the site is received between the following hours:
a. 7:00 am to 5:00 pm, Mondays to Fridays, inclusive;
b. 8:00 am to 4:00 pm, Saturdays and Sundays; and
c. 7:00 am to 2:00 pm on public holidays.

Not compliant
Medium

Weighbridge hours are 6:00 am to 4:00 pm Monday-Friday for Macarthur Regional
Organisation of Councils (MACROC) trucks and public drop off and 8:00 am to 4:00
pm Saturday and Sunday for public drop off.
Under contract with MACROC SUEZ receives Council waste from 6 am which is
outside of the permitted hours prescribed in this condition as such this condition has
been assessed as not compliant.
It is noted that the EA, dated March 2006, Section 27 Statement of Commitments
stated that “the AWT Facility will be open 6 am to 4 Monday to Friday for receival of
materials and 6 am to 2 pm on Public Holidays. On Weekends, the AWT Facility will
be open from 8 am to 4 pm”.
As per condition 2.14, waste is received from 6:00 am on weekdays. SUEZ identified
that due to Council collection continuing over public holidays the facility receives waste
between 6:00 am and 4:00 pm on public holidays (weekdays).
The site was reportedly closed on Christmas Day and New Year’s Day 2016 which
both fell on Sundays.
As per the sign at the facility entrance the Spring Farm RRP opening hours are:
•
Monday to Friday 6:00 am to 4:00 pm
•
Saturday and Sunday 8:00 am to 4:00 pm.
This condition has been assessed as not compliant as the Site receives waste prior to
7 am on weekdays and operates on public holidays weekdays.

2.16

The Proponent shall take all reasonable steps to inform vehicles carrying waste
to/from the development from MACROC Councils to use the following routes:
a. Narellan Road, Camden Bypass, Springs Road, Richardson Road and the
current right of way, when accessing the site from the north or east; and/or
b. Old Hume Highway, Camden Bypass, Springs Road, Richardson Road and
the current right of way, when accessing the site from the south or west,
prior to the finalisation of public access to the proposed arterial road referred to in
the documents listed under condition 1.1.

Not triggered

Public access to the proposed arterial road referred to in the original EA was
completed outside of the audit period.

2.17

Upon finalisation of public access to the proposed arterial road referred to in the
documents listed under condition 1.1, the Proponent shall take all reasonable
steps to inform vehicles carrying waste to/from the development from MACROC
Councils to use the following routes:
a. Narellan Road, Camden Bypass, arterial road and new public road when
accessing the site from the north or east; and/or
b. Old Hume Highway, Camden Bypass, arterial road and new public road
when accessing the site from the south or west.

Compliant

At the time of the audit a new arterial road was under construction (referred to as Haul
Road).
Trucks were accessing the Site via Narellan Road, Camden Bypass, Liz Kernohan
Drive, Richardson Road, Springs Road.
With the completion of the new access arterial road the trucks will no longer travel
down Richardson Road and Springs Road.
No records were sighted which notified drivers of the correct route, however the
Compliance Manager stated that trucks take the route listed above.

2.18

Prior to finalisation of public access to the proposed road network referred to in
the documents listed under condition 1.1, the Proponent shall pay Council
$13,194 annually for the maintenance of the local roads used by the AWT Facility.
However, upon finalisation of public access to the proposed road network, the
Proponent shall pay Council $5,124 annually.
Note: This contribution is subject to indexation by the Implicit Price Deflator, as
published by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.

Compliant

Camden Council invoice SUEZ annually.
Three invoices, dated 27.03.15, 26.11.15 and 08.03.17 were sighted by the auditors.
The auditors contacted Council as part of the consultation for this audit. The Council
did not report any issues with payment of road maintenance fees.

2.19

Prior to the receipt of waste from non-MACROC Councils, the Proponent shall
provide to Council details of vehicle access routes to the site for vehicles carrying
waste from non-MACROC Councils. Evidence of consultation with Council shall
be provided to the satisfaction of the Secretary.

Not triggered

The Site identified that no non-MACROC Councils deposited waste to the ARRT
and/or GOP.

2.20

The Proponent shall ensure that vehicles associated with the project do not park,
queue or stand in any of the road reserves outside the site.

Compliant

The auditors observed that there is enough space for trucks to queue within the SUEZ
property if required.

2017-IEA-REC09
Request a modification to
condition 2.14 and 2.15 of
the PA to permit the Spring
Farm RRP to receive waste
via heavy vehicles from 6:00
am to 4:00pm, Mondays to
Fridays and public holidays
to reflect the Council
scheduled for kerbside
collection.
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2.21

Mine Subsidence
The Proponent shall ensure that the project is designed to withstand the
following mine subsidence parameters:
a. Maximum subsidence:1,200 mm
b. Maximum strains: 1.5 mm
c. Maximum tilt: 5 mm/m
d. Radius of curvature: 12,000 m

Not verified

The ARRF project was designed by WSN prior to SUEZ acquiring the site, therefore
this condition has not been able to be verified.
No physical evidence has been noted which would demonstrate that the ARRF facility
has been affected by mine subsidence.

2.22

Visual
The Proponent shall ensure that all external lighting associated with the project:
a. does not create a nuisance to surrounding properties or roadways; and
b. complies with AS 4282(/NT) 1995 - Control of Obtrusive Effects of Outdoor
Lighting.
Hazards
The Proponent shall ensure that Liquefied Natural Gas is not used at the site.

Compliant

The ARRF has street lights and flood lights on the composting tunnels which are
triggered by a sensor.
No complaints have been received in relation to lighting.
No new lightening has been constructed during the audit period therefore
conformance with AS 4282 was not assessed.

Compliant

2.24

Prior to the commissioning the gas pipeline, the Proponent shall:
a. implement the proposed safeguards and actions listed in Appendix A of the
HAZOP study report (AECOM, 26 August 2009)
b. prepare and implement a Commissioning Procedure; and
c. prepare and implement a Safety and Operating Plan (SAOP);
for the pipeline based on Australian Standard AS/NZS 4645.1-2008 -Gas
Distribution Networks, Part 1:- Network Management, to the satisfaction of the
Secretary.

Not assessed

The Site reported that no liquefied natural gas was used on site during the audit
period.
A copy of a Notification of dangerous goods on premises form was provided to the
auditors, which does not list LNG as a dangerous good on the premises.
The gas pipeline was commissioned by WSN prior to the audit period.
EDL operate a facility to capture/use landfill gas from the old landfill (not within the
scope of this audit). No gas was transported via the gas pipeline to the ARRF during
the audit period as such this condition is not applicable.

2.25

The Proponent shall prepare the studies set out under subsections a) to b) (the
pre-construction studies). Construction associated with MOD 5, other than
preliminary works that are outside the scope of the hazard studies, shall not
commence until the recommendations of the study have been considered and,
where appropriate, acted upon:
a. a Hazard and Operability Study for MOD 5, chaired by an independent
qualified person. The study shall be consistent with the Department’s
Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory Paper No. 8, ‘HAZOP Guidelines’;
and
b. a Final Hazard Analysis for MOD 5, consistent with the Department’s
Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory paper No 6 “Hazard Analysis”. The
document shall be prepared and submitted to the Department no later than
one month prior to the commencement of construction of MOD 5 (other
than preliminary works), or within such further period as the Secretary may
agree.

Compliant

2.23

The following reports were prepared by AXYS Consulting and submitted to DPE in an
email dated 27.04.16 to address the requirements of section (a) of this condition:
•
HAZOP Report for Leachate Treatment, Revision 3, dated 12.04.16
•
HAZOP Report for High Organic Liquid Treatment, Revision 2, dated 12.04.16
The following report was prepared by AXYS Consulting and submitted to DPE in an
email dated 27.04.16 to address the requirements of section (b) of this condition:
•
Final Hazard Analysis, Risk Assessment Report, Spring Farm – Tank Farm,
Revision 3, dated 12.04.16

Recommendations

2017-IEA-OFI06
Review hazard studies and
identify any actions that will
come on line in next six
months. Add these
recommendations as a CAR
in SIMS with individual
actions to ensure they are
managed and tracked.

Construction works associated with MOD 5 commenced in January 2017. These
works were limited to minor alterations to tank farm infrastructure.
The HAZOP studies provide a list of recommendations in Attachment 1 of each
respective report under ‘treatment options’. The recommendations had not been fully
actioned when the audit took place as only minor works to upgrade the tank farm had
been undertaken. Recommendations that had been implemented included monitoring
of tank levels which were reportedly included in SCADA.
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2.26

The Proponent shall develop and implement the plans and systems set out
under subsections a) to b). No later than two months prior to the
commencement of commissioning of MOD 5, or within such further period as
the Secretary may agree, the Proponent shall submit for the approval of the
Secretary documentation describing those plans and systems. Commissioning
shall not commence until approval has been given by the Secretary.
a. the Proponent’s Emergency Plan and detailed emergency procedures
shall be updated to incorporate any changes due to MOD 5. The plan shall
include detailed procedures for the safety of all people outside of the
development who may be at risk from the development. The plan shall be
in accordance with the Department’s Hazardous Industry Planning
Advisory Paper No. 1, ‘Industry Emergency Planning Guidelines’; and
b. the Proponent’s Safety Management System shall be updated to
include any changes due to MOD 5. The document shall clearly
specify all safety related procedures, responsibilities and policies, along
with details of mechanisms for ensuring adherence to the procedures.
Records shall be kept on-site and shall be available for inspection by the
Secretary upon request. The Safety Management System shall be
developed in accordance with the Department’s Hazardous Industry
Planning Advisory Paper No. 9, ‘Safety Management’.

Not verified

SUEZ submitted the following documents to the DPE for approval in an email dated
15.02.16:
•
Emergency Response Plan – Spring Farm Resource Recovery Park, dated
02.01.16, version 4
•
Pollution Incident Response Management Plan (PIRMP), dated 02.01.16, version
6
•
EQS Management System Manual (Safety Management System), dated
15.01.16, version 2
Evidence of approval from DPE was not able to be provided as such this condition
could not be verified.

2017-IEA-REC10
Follow –up formal approval
from DPE.

3.1

Construction Environmental Management Plan
Prior to the commencement of construction, the Proponent shall prepare (and
following approval implement) a Construction Environmental Management
Plan (CEMP) for the project. This plan must outline the environmental
management practices and procedures that would be implemented during each
stage of construction, and include:
a. a description of all activities to be undertaken on the site during
construction of the project, including an indication of stages of construction,
where relevant;
b. statutory and other obligations that the Proponent is required to fulfil
during construction, including all approvals, consultations and agreements
required from authorities and other stakeholders;
c. details of how the environmental performance of the construction works
would be monitored, and what actions would be taken to address
identified adverse environmental impacts;
d. a description of the roles and responsibilities for all relevant employees
involved in the construction of the project
e. the management plans listed under condition 3.2; and
f.
complaints handling procedures during construction and site preparation.
Site preparation and construction works associated with any stage of the project
shall not commence until the Secretary has approved the CEMP for that stage.

Not assessed

The CEMP was prepared to address construction of the ARRF including:
Engineered fill platform;
Buildings and foundations;
Municipal solid waste processing plant
Garden organics processing plant;
Gas power plant;
External infrastructure to site; and
Internal infrastructure within site.
These works were completed prior to the audit period therefore have not been
reviewed as part of this audit.

3.2

The CEMP for the project shall include the following Management Plans:
a. A Soil and Water Management Plan to detail measures to minimise the
incidence of erosion and salinity during construction of the project. This
plan must be prepared in consultation with the EPA, DPI and Council, and
include:
i.
an assessment of the potential salinity risk during construction;
ii. a description of the proposed erosion and sediment control
measures, which must be consistent with best practice, and in general
accordance with Landcom's publications Soil and Water
Management for Urban Development and the Managing Urban
Stormwater - Soils and Construction;
iii. details of any stormwater control dams, including evidence that such
dams have sufficient capacity to cater for the 901 percentile 5 day
rainfall event;

Not assessed

The CEMP was prepared to address construction of the ARRF. These works were
completed prior to the audit period and as such have not been reviewed as part of this
audit.
It is noted however that the Site has a Traffic Management Plan for the operation of
the Site.
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iv.

b.

c.

details of the pollutant parameters of any pumped discharges from
stormwater detention dams, including a limit of less than 50mg/L of
Total Suspended Solids. No discharges shall contain water that has
come into contact with waste;
v. a description of procedures that would be implemented to ensure that
the erosion and sediment control measures are maintained at all
times, and to address any erosion, should it occur; and
vi. a description of the decommissioning procedures for the proposed
erosion and sediment control measures at the completion of
construction.
A Noise Management Plan to detail measures to manage and minimise
noise emissions during construction. The plan must be prepared in
consultation with the EPA, and include:
i.
identification of all work areas, site compounds and access routes
(both private and public) to be used during construction;
ii. identification of the specific activities that will be carried out and
associated noise
iii. sources occurring at each of the locations identified under condition
3.2b)i);
iv. identification of all potentially affected sensitive receivers;
v. a comparison of predicted noise emissions with the construction
noise and vibration objectives identified in the documents listed
under condition 1.1 for construction periods greater than 26 weeks;
vi. details of all noise mitigation measures to be implemented during
construction, including the early erection of operational noise control
barriers;
vii. monitoring measures for construction noise; and
viii. procedures for notifying residents of construction activities that are
likely to affect their noise and vibration amenity, and measures to
receive, record and respond to complaints.
a Traffic Management Plan to detail measures to manage and minimise
the impact of construction traffic associated with the project. This plan must
be prepared in consultation with the EPA, Council and Landcom, and
include:
i.
details of predicted construction traffic volumes and proposed access
routes in light of the planned closure of Springs Road, and proposed
mitigation measures for the impact of construction vehicles on these
routes;
ii. best noise practice in the selection and maintenance of construction
vehicle fleets and specific procedures for drivers to minimise road
traffic noise impacts, including limits to compression braking and
movement scheduling where appropriate;
iii. clauses in conditions of employment, or in contracts, of drivers that
require adherence to the noise minimisation procedures referred to in
condition 3.3c)ii) and communication strategies for non-WSN owned
and operated vehicles to ensure these procedures are implemented;
iv. a system of audited management practices that identifies nonconformances, initiates and monitors corrective and preventative
action and assesses the implementation of the Traffic Management
Plan.
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3.3

Operational Environmental Management Plan
Prior to the commencement of operations, the Proponent shall prepare (and
following approval implement) an Operation Environmental Management
Plan (OEMP) for the project. This plan must describe the environmental
management framework, practices and procedures that would be followed
during operations, and include:
a. identification of all statutory and other obligations that the Proponent is
required to fulfil in relation to operation of the development, including all
approvals, licences, approvals and consultations;
b. a description of the roles and responsibilities for all relevant employees
involved in the operation of the development;
c. overall environmental policies, principles and performance measures that
will be applied to the operation of the development; and
d. the management plans listed under condition 3.4.
Operations shall not commence until the Secretary has approved the OEMP.

Not compliant
Medium

2017-IEA-REC11
Update the EMP to address
the requirements of this
condition and submit to the
DPE for approval.

The OEMP for the project shall include the following Management Plans:
a. a Stormwater Management Plan outlining the measures that would be
implemented to manage the stormwater generated by the project. This
plan shall be prepared in consultation with the EPA, and include:
i.
details of the proposed stormwater management system for the project,
which must be designed as a first flush system to capture the first 10 mm of
stormwater for each m2 of catchment; and
ii. details of the program for the reuse of captured first flush stormwater,
whether as process water in the ArrowBio Plant, as discharge to sewer, or
tankering to an offsite treatment facility, until such time as the Proponent
has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the EPA that the stormwater is
suitable for other management approaches.

Not compliant
Medium

The original OEMP was prepared by WSN. The Department of Planning (now DPE)
approved the OEMP in a letter dated 15.08.08 stating that the OEMP, dated June
2008 was prepared to meet the requirements of Condition 3.3 and 3.4 of the approval.
Assessment of compliance with submission and approval prior to commencement of
operations was not undertaken as it was outside the audit period.
SUEZ was not implementing the WSN OEMP, instead it had prepared an updated
EMP (‘Environment Management Plan (EMP) – Spring Farm ARRF’) dated 19.12.16,
following approval of MOD 5 however this EMP was not approved by the Secretary. A
review of the EMP against the requirements of this condition found:
a. The EMP identifies that the ARRF operates under EPL 12588 and compliance
with the legal and regulatory compliance is set out in the Legislative and Other
Requirements procedure (not reviewed by the auditors). The EMP refers to the
Project Approval as related to the construction but does not discuss the ongoing
operation of the site or the subsequent modifications. There is not adequate
description of the ARRF licences and regulatory approvals.
b. Figure 1.5 of the EMP identifies the key roles in the operational structure of the
ARRF but does not include the specific responsibilities of each role. Throughout
the EMP reference to certain roles is mentioned.
c. The EMP provides an overarching description of the environmental management
areas required to be managed at the ARRF. However as discussed in Section 7
of the report the description included is high level and refers to SUEZ SOPs for
specific details. The SOPs are not site specific therefore there is insufficient
information about what controls and monitoring is undertaken at the Site.
d. Refer to condition 3.4.
Overall the EMP was not considered to adequately address the requirements of this
condition and was not approved by the Secretary. On this basis, this condition has
been assessed as Non-compliant. Refer also to the review of the adequacy of the
EMP in the main report.
The Stormwater Management Plan and Vegetation Management Plan included in the
original OEMP prepared by WSN and approved by the Department of Planning (now
DPE) were not being implemented by SUEZ.
A review of the updated EMP for the ARRF against the requirements of this condition
found:
a. The EMP identifies that the management of water is set out in the Water
Management SOP. The SOP was under development at the time of the audit
therefore was not able to be reviewed.
b. The EMP identifies that management of vegetation is addressed in SOP 41 Site
Maintenance - Infrastructure Facilities (SOP 41). Points (i) and (ii) address
impacts resulting from the construction of the facility as such as not in the scope
of the audit. SOP 41 identifies several controls including conducting site
inspections for weeds and control/removal of noxious weeds. Although SOP 41
includes vegetation management measures it is recommended that the EMP
includes specific details for the Site. For example the SOP states that the Site
should inspect vegetation and weeds regularly, however regularly is not defined.
The OEMP (June, 2006) specified monthly inspections. During the site inspection
it was noted that the vegetated areas of the site were overgrown with grass and
weeds. The Site had experienced several weeks of rainfall and reported weeding
would be undertaken.
The EMP relies heavily on SUEZ SOPs, which the auditors consider guidance
documents. The auditors recommend adding site specific controls and monitoring
timeframes into in the EMP.
Overall the EMP was not considered to adequately address the requirements of the
Stormwater Management Plan and the Vegetation Management Plan. On this basis,
this condition has been assessed as Non compliant. Refer also to the review of the
adequacy of the EMP in the main report.

3.4

b.

i.
ii.
iii.

a Vegetation Management Plan outlining the measures that would be
implemented to minimise the impacts of the project on surrounding
vegetation. This plan must be prepared in consultation with DPI and
Council, and include:
details of any natural watercourses or riparian areas to be disturbed by the
project;
details of the proposed program for the rehabilitation of disturbed areas;
and
details of the proposed program for weed control at the site.

Refer also to main report for
additional recommendations
relating to the adequacy of
the EMP.

2017-IEA-REC12
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Stormwater Management
Plan and Vegetation
Management Plan.
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3.4a

Meteorological monitoring
The Proponent shall operate a meteorological station on the site that
complies with the requirements in the latest version of the Approved Methods
for Sampling and Analysis of Air Pollutants in New South Wales.

Compliant

3.5

Odour Monitoring
Prior to the commencement of operations associated with the development, the
Proponent shall prepare an ongoing odour monitoring program to ensure
compliance with condition 2.1 of this approval throughout the life of the
development, consistent with Approved Methods for the Modelling and
Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW (DEC, 2005).
The Program shall be submitted for the approval of the Secretary and operations
shall not commence until written approval has been received from the Secretary.

Not compliant
Low risk

WSN reportedly operated a weather station prior to SUEZ operation of the Site which
has since been decommissioned. In March 2016 SUEZ installed a new Weather
Maestro Automatic Weather Station. The auditors were provided with a copy of the
AWS & Installation Confirmation Report provided by Envirodata Weather Stations Pty
Ltd. The report identifies that the weather station was installed to meet the
requirements of the Site’s EPL, in line with the NSW EPA Approved Methods for the
Sampling and Analysis of Air Pollutants in New South Wales.
The Compliance Officer receives a weather alerts on her mobile phone and can log
into the meteorological stations software program ‘Weathermation’ to download
weather data.
The auditors observed the process of obtaining information from the meteorological
station.
The weather station is located at
Latitude : -34.073505 degrees
Longitude: 150.749636 degrees
Preparation of an odour assessment prior to commencement of operations at the Site
is outside of the audit scope therefore has not been assessed when determining
compliance with this condition. It was noted however that the Site does not have a
formal odour monitoring procedure approved under this condition.
The ARRF EMP states that odour will be managed in accordance with SOP 65 (Odour
Management). The SOP is an overarching procedure designed to guide odour
management on SUEZ sites but does not specifically relate to odour and / or
monitoring undertaken at the ARRF. The SOP states that “all sites must develop,
implement and maintain a site EMP which includes procedures for management and
monitoring of odours. This document must include (but is not limited to):
•
Previously identified potentially odorous sources/activities (including potential
external odour sources and the location of neighbours);
•
Site design and features, with detailed odour control measures;
•
Maintenance schedules for the maintenance of odour prevention systems;
•
An odour monitoring schedule;
•
Training requirements; and
•
Housekeeping procedures.”
The EMP has a brief description of odour sources and controls but does not provide
information of odour monitoring, housekeeping procedures, or detailed odour control
measures e.g. the biofilter).
Despite no formal procedure detailing the odour monitoring requirements the
Compliance Officer conducts weekly odour monitoring which is recorded in ‘Weekly
Monitoring Rounds Records Sheet’ (a sample of completed records was sighted by
the auditors). Odour monitoring is undertaken at the following locations:
1. Waterworth Drive, Narellan Vale
2. Welling Drive, Mt Annan
3. Mt Annan Drive, Mt Annan
4. Moyengully, Mt Annan
5. Camden Bypass, Elderslie
6. Richardson Road, Spring Farm
7. Riverside Spring Farm
Refer to Section 5.3 on the main report for a figure illustrating these locations.
The OEMP (June 2008) includes details for odour monitoring including, “weekly
olfactory odour monitoring undertaken in the suburbs surrounding and at the site
boundary by the Environment and Workforce Safety Officer”. Other controls within the
OEMP have not been implemented during the audit period including replacement of
biofilter annually.
This condition has been assessed as not compliant as there is no existing Odour
Monitoring Program for the Site prepared in accordance with the Approved Methods
for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW (DEC, 2005) and approved
by the Secretary . It is however noted that odour monitoring is undertaken weekly.

Recommendations

2017-IEA-REC13
Prepare a formal Odour
Monitoring Program which
can be documented in the
ARRF EMP. The Odour
Monitoring Program must be
developed in accordance
with the Approved Methods
for the Modelling and
Assessment of Air Pollutants
in NSW (DEC, 2005), as a
minimum. Submit the
program to the Secretary for
approval.
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Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

Comment

Recommendations

3.5a

The Proponent shall prepare and implement a Standard Operating Procedure
(SOP) to control fugitive emissions from the operations of the Garden Organics
Plant. The SOP shall be:
a. consistent with the existing Environmental Management Plan;
b. developed in consultation with Council; and
c. submitted to the Secretary for approval within 3 months of approval of
Modification 4.

Not
Compliant
Medium

This requirement was introduced with Modification 4 which was approved on the 10
December 2010.
The Site reported that the following procedures and controls are implemented at the
GOP to control fugitive emissions:
•
SOP109 Phylloxera Compliance
•
Work Instruction – Tunnel Unloading (WI037)
•
Tunnel Loading (WI036) which describes the procedure for loading and unloading
the composting tunnels, controls include only opening tunnels during operational
hours, turning on the biofilter during loading.
In addition The Odour Unit Pty Ltd conducted a biofilter testing and condition
assessment on 5 June 2014, as described in the report dated 11.07.14. The report
provided an number of recommendations including:
•
Monitoring of the material for dry patches and operation of the manual sprinkler
system as required to keep the material moist.
•
Monitoring of operating back-pressure to measure drying out of the biofilter
medium, which is natural for an aging biofilter but sudden drops in pressure
should be investigated.
The Site could not demonstrate that the recommendations from the biofilter testing
and condition assessment had been implemented at the time of the audit.
The Site reported that the back pressure levels could not be verified as the machinery
was not operational at the time of the audit as it was being replaced, along with the
biofilter material, as discussed in Condition 2.1.
An SOP prepared in consultation with Council and approved by the DPE was not
available at the time of the audit therefore this condition is considered not compliant.
However it is noted that the Site implements other procedures and controls to control
odour at the GOP (as discussed under Condition 2.1).
During the audit period the ARRF had accepted leachate from other SUEZ sites for
storage and treatment but reportedly had not accepted high organic liquid waste.
The Site began discussions with DP&E via email on 10.03.17, seeking an extension in
timing for undertaking an odour audit on the basis that the Tank Farm had not
commenced full operation as outlined in the EA (i.e. it had not commenced receival or
processing of high organics material), and therefore an Odour Audit would not be able
to assess the odour impact predications made in the EA for MOD5. SUEZ formally
requested an extension from DP&E to condition 3.5b via letter, dated 15.05.17.
SUEZ was awaiting a response from DPE at the time of writing.
The auditors agree that the odour audit would be more relevant when the tank farm is
in full operation and the potential odour impacts are at their worst.
Given that the tank farm had not commenced full operation as outlined in the EA at the
time of the audit, this condition has been assessed as not triggered.

2017-IEA-REC14
Incorporate the requirements
of this condition in to the
EMP for the Site (or as
stand-alone SOP as
appendix to the EMP) and
submit to Council for
consultation and DPE for
approval.

3.5b

Odour Audit
The Proponent shall carry out an Odour Audit of the Project no later than 6
months after the commencement of operation of the tank farm. The audit must:
a. be carried out by a suitably qualified and experienced independent
person(s), whose appointment has been endorsed by the Secretary;
b. audit the Project in full operation;
c. include a summary of odour complaints and any actions that were carried
out to address the complaints;
d. validate the Project against odour impact predictions in Modification
Application 05_0098 MOD 5;
e. review design and management practices in the Project against
industry best practice for odour management; and
f.
include an action plan that identifies and prioritises any odour mitigation
measures that may be necessary to reduce odour emissions.

Not triggered

2017-IEA-OFI07
Use the recommendations
from The Odour Unit biofilter
condition assessment to
develop an inspection
checklist to verify optimal
operation of the biofilter.

2017-IEA-OFI08
Request the DPE give an
extension to the odour audit
to “within six months of
receiving high organic liquid
waste at Site”.

Note: The odour audit may be prepared so that it addresses the requirements
of this consent and the EPL for the Development.
3.5c

The Proponent shall comply with any reasonable requirement/s of the Secretary
arising from the Department’s assessment of the Odour Audit.

Not triggered

The odour audit had not been undertaken at the time of the audit as such this
condition had not been triggered.
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No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

Comment

Recommendations

3.6

Noise Monitoring
Within 90 days of the commencement of operations associated with the
development, and annually thereafter, the Proponent shall assess the noise
emission performance of the development during a period in which the
development is operating under normal operating conditions. The assessment
shall include, but not necessarily be limited to:
a. noise monitoring, consistent with the guidelines provided in the New
South Wales Industrial Noise Policy (EPA, 2000), to assess compliance
with condition 2.13 of this approval;
b. a comparison of the results of the noise monitoring required under a)
above, and the predicted noise impacts detailed in the documents listed
under condition 1.1 of this approval; and
c. details of any entries in the Complaints Register relating to noise impacts.
A report providing the results of the program shall be submitted to the
Secretary and the EPA within 28 days of completion of the testing required under
a).

Not compliant
Low risk

The last noise assessment was completed in October 2015 by Hibbs and Associates.
No assessment has been undertaken in the audit period for the period November
2015 to October 2016. The Site identified that the 2016 annual noise assessment was
postponed to allow road works and construction associated with the residential
development on the adjacent land to be completed, as nearest sensitive receivers will
change due to encroaching residential development.

2017-IEA-REC15
Ensure that noise
assessments are undertaken
and submitted to EPA and
the Secretary within 28 days
of receiving the assessment.

If the results of the monitoring required under conditions 3.5 and 3.6 indicate that
the operation of any component of the development, when operating under
design loads and normal operating conditions, exceeds the limits imposed under
conditions 2.1 and/or 2.13 of this approval, the Proponent shall provide details of
remedial measures to be implemented and a timetable for implementation to
reduce emissions to the levels required.
Details of the remedial measures shall be submitted to the Secretary for
approval, and be accompanied by evidence that the EPA is satisfied that the
remedial measures are acceptable.

Not verified

4.1

Compliance
Prior to the commencement of construction and operations, the Proponent
shall certify in writing to the satisfaction of the Secretary that it has complied
with all the applicable conditions of this approval.

Not assessed

Auditors unable to verify whether satisfaction of the Secretary was sought however
this is considered outside of the audit period. Compliance with the conditions of this
approval relevant to operations is being assessed by this IEA.

C1

Incident Reporting
The Proponent shall notify, at the earliest opportunity, the Secretary and
any other relevant agencies of any incident that has caused, or threatens to
cause, material harm to the environment. For any other incident associated
with the Project, the Proponent shall notify the Secretary and any other
relevant agencies as soon as practicable after the Proponent becomes aware
of the incident. Within 7 days of the date of the incident, the Proponent shall
provide the Secretary and any relevant agencies with a detailed report on
the incident, and such further reports as may be requested.

Compliant

SUEZ recorded no incidents during the audit period at the ARRF.
In the event of an incident the Site reportedly follows the Incident Reporting and
Corrective Action Procedure (PROC008) which states that:
•
An initial incident report is raised by Compliance Officer, Supervisor or Manager
in SIMS.
•
SIMS automatically notifies Site Manager all other SUEZ Infrastructure site
Managers and corporate management (depending on level of severity)
•
CAR report is raised with more detailed information and actions
•
The Site Manager and EQS Manager responsible for contacting relevant
agencies, as required under the Site’s PIRMP.
All workers have personal hazard ID book, ring Supervisor, Compliance Officer or
Manager to respond to incident.
SIMS has category for environmental incident (also quality, safety and assets).
During the audit the Compliance Officer generated a report of all incidents in SIMS for
the audit period. A review of this report indicated there weren’t any incidents reported
which caused or threatened material harm to the environment.

3.7

Compliance with noise levels was assessed under condition 2.13.
As the Site has not completed an annual noise assessment in 2016 this condition is
considered not compliant.

The 2015 noise assessment, discussed in condition 3.6, recorded no exceedance of
noise limits in condition 2.13. Weekly odour monitoring undertaken by the Compliance
Officer did not identify odour emissions from the Site.
The 2016 noise audit and odour audit had not been undertaken at the time of the audit
therefore this condition could not be verified for the audit period.
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No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

Comment

Recommendations

C2

Regular Reporting
The Proponent shall provide regular reporting on the environmental
performance of the Project on its website, in accordance with the reporting
arrangements in any plans or programs approved under the conditions of this
approval.

Not compliant
Low risk

2017-IEA-REC16
Update the EMP to include
requirements for reporting
environmental performance
of the ARRF on the SUEZ
website. In particular the
requirement to prepare and
publish an Annual Review
report.

C3

Independent Environmental Audit
Within 1 year of the date of approval to Modification 5, and every 3 years
thereafter, unless the Secretary directs otherwise, the Proponent shall
commission and pay the full cost of an Independent Environmental Audit of the
Project. This audit must:
a. be conducted by a suitably qualified, experienced and independent team of
experts whose appointment has been endorsed by the Secretary;
b. led by a suitably qualified auditor, and include experts in fields specified by
the Secretary;
c. include consultation with the relevant agencies;
d. assess the environmental performance of the Project and assess whether it
is complying with the requirements in this approval, and any other relevant
approvals and relevant EPL/s (including any assessment, plan or program
required under the approvals);
e. review the adequacy of any approved strategy, plan or program required
under the abovementioned approvals; and
f.
recommend measures or actions to improve the environmental
performance of the Project, and/or any strategy, plan or program required
under the approvals.

Administrative
noncompliance

The EMP does not discuss public reporting arrangements.
The EPA requires licensee’s to publish pollution monitoring data required by an EPL
on their website. The only monitoring required by the Sites EPL is noise monitoring.
Noise monitoring for 2015 and 2013, prior to the audit period was available on the
SUEZ website.
SUEZ is required by Condition C5 to undertake an Annual Review which reviews the
environmental performance of the project. The Annual Review is required by Condition
C8 to be published on the Site’s website. It is expected that the requirement for the
preparation and publishing of the Annual Review would be included within the EMP.
SUEZ attends monthly Community Reference Group (CRG) meetings and provide an
update of operations undertaken at the Spring Farm RRP including:
Environmental complaints
Environmental management
Environmental monitoring
However minutes from the above meetings were not available on the website. On the
basis that regular reporting on the environmental performance of the Project was not
being undertaken, this Condition has been assessed as non-compliant. Refer also to
condition C8 for additional information on access to information on the SUEZ website.
a) The auditors were approved by the DPE on 27.01.17. The audit site inspection was
undertaken on the 21 and 22 March 2017. This was not within one year of the
approval of MOD 5 (approved on 10.12.15) and did not meet the timing requirement of
the condition. On this basis, the condition has been assessed as an Administrative
non-compliance.
b) The Secretary did not specify that the audit team include experts in any fields.
c) Refer to Section 3 of the main report for discussion of the outcome of the
consultation with relevant Agencies
d) This Compliance Matrix documents the review compliance with the requirements of
the Project Approval and EPL.
e) A review of the adequacy of strategies and plans / programs is provided in Section
7 of the main report.
f) Recommendations for improvement are provided in this Compliance Matrix and in
the main report and are summarised in Section 8 of the main report.

C4

Within three months of commissioning this audit, or as otherwise agreed by
the Secretary, the Proponent shall submit a copy of the audit report to the
Secretary, together with its response to any recommendations contained in the
audit report.

Not triggered

Noted. To be assessed in future audits.
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No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

Comment

Recommendations

C5

Annual Review
Within 1 year of the date of approval to Modification 5, and every year
thereafter, the Proponent shall review the environmental performance of the
Project. This review must:
a. describe the operations that were carried out in the previous calendar year,
and the operations that are proposed to be carried out over the next year;
b. include a comprehensive review of the monitoring results and complaints
records of the project over the previous calendar year, which includes a
comparison of the results against the:
i.
the relevant statutory requirements, limits or performance measures/criteria;
ii. requirements of any plan or program required under this approval;
iii. the monitoring results of previous years; and
iv. the relevant predictions in the EA;
c. identify any non-compliance over the last year, and describe what actions
were (or are being) taken to ensure compliance;
d. identify any trends in the monitoring data over the life of the Project;
e. identify any discrepancies between the predicted and actual impacts of the
Project, and analyse the potential cause of any significant discrepancies;
and
f.
describe what measures will be implemented over the next year to
improve the environmental performance of the Project.

Administrative
noncompliance

An Annual Review for the period 12.12.15 to 31.12.16 had not been prepared at the
time of the audit. The Site indicated that they would be preparing and submitting an
Annual Review in the next few months. On the basis that the timing of the Annual
Review was not met, this condition has been assessed as an administrative noncompliance.

2017-IEA-REC17
Prepare an Annual Review
for the period 12.12.15 to
31.12.16 and submit to DPE.

C6

Revision of Strategies, Plans and Programs
Within 3 months of the submission of an:
a. annual review under Condition C5 above;
b. incident report under Condition C1 above;
c. audit under Condition C3 above; or
d. any modification to this consent,
the Proponent shall review, and if necessary revise, the strategies, plans, and
programs required under this approval.
Note: This is to ensure the strategies, plans and programs are updated on a
regular basis, and incorporate any recommended measures to improve the
environmental performance of the Project.

Administrative
noncompliance

During the audit period (d) was triggered following approval of MOD 5.
SUEZ updated the Site’s EMP on the 19.12.16.
The plan was not updated within 3 months of approval of MOD 5 therefore this
condition is considered not compliant.

2017-IEA-REC18
Review the EMP following
submission of the IEA and
submit to DPE for approval
as required under Condition
C7.

C7

The Proponent shall ensure that the operation of the Project is undertaken in
accordance with all relevant updated and/or amended strategies, management
plans and programs approved by the Secretary (or as revised and approved
by the Secretary), unless otherwise agreed by the Secretary.

Noncompliant
Medium

The following strategies, management plans and programs are required by this Project
Approval:
•
OEMP
•
Stormwater Management Plan
•
Vegetation Management Plan
•
Emergency Response Plan
•
Odour Monitoring Program
As discussed under Condition 3.3 the revised EMP was not approved by the
Secretary. There was some evidence to show that the EMP was being implemented
(SOPs, checklists, training register) however the EMP was considered to not
adequately define how the environmental impacts of the project would be managed
and was not a very implementable plan. Refer also to main report for further
discussion of the adequacy of the EMP.
As discussed under Condition 3.4, the revised EMP did not adequately address the
requirements of the Stormwater Management Plan however stormwater was being
managed at the site and a first flush system was in place as discussed under
Condition 2.4.
As discussed under Condition 3.4, the revised EMP did not adequately address the
requirements of the Vegetation Management Plan. The EMP refers to SOP 41 Site
Maintenance - Infrastructure Facilities (SOP 41). This SOP states that the Site should
inspect vegetation and weeds regularly, however does not define a frequency. The
OEMP (June, 2006) specified monthly inspections. During the site inspection it was
noted that the vegetated areas of the site were overgrown with grass and weeds. The

As per recommendations
made under conditions
specific to the management
plans.
Refer also to the main report
for recommendations relating
to the adequacy of the
management plans
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Condition
No.

C8

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Access to Information
The Proponent shall:
a. make copies of the following publicly available on its website:
i.
the documents referred to in Condition 1.1;
ii. all current statutory approvals for the Project;
iii. all approved strategies, plans and programs required under the conditions
of this consent;
iv. a comprehensive summary of the monitoring results of the Project, reported
in accordance with the specifications in any conditions of this approval, or
any approved plans and programs;
v. a complaints register, updated on a monthly basis;
vi. the annual reviews of the Project;
vii. any independent environmental audit of the Project, and the Proponent’s
response to the recommendations in any audit; and
viii. any other matter required by the Secretary; and
b. keep this information up to date.

Compliance
Status

Not compliant
Low risk

Comment
Site had experienced several weeks of rainfall and reported weeding would be
undertaken.
As discussed under Condition 3.5, a formal Odour Monitoring Program was not
prepared and approved by the DP&E however odour monitoring was being undertaken
(refer condition 3.5).
Emergency Response Plan (ERP) was submitted to DPE for review on 12.02,16,
feedback or approval from the DPE was not provided to the auditors (refer to condition
2.26). There was some evidence to show that the ERP was being implemented
(training register). Implementation of the ERP was not assessed in detail.
On the basis that the amended EMP (including Stormwater Management Plan and
Vegetation Management Plan) was not approved by the Secretary and was not
considered to be adequate and easy to implement, this Condition was assessed as
non-compliant.
At the time of the audit the SUEZ website had the following documents publicly
available:
•
The PIRMP
•
A link to the EPL
The following documents listed in this condition were not available on the website:
•
The documents referred to in Condition 1.1 (the Project Approval and
Modifications and accompanying environmental assessments);
•
The EMP including the Vegetation Management Plan and Stormwater
Management Plan, Odour Monitoring Program etc
•
A copy of the Annual Review for the period (12.12.15 to 31.12.16)
•
A complaints register, updated on a monthly basis

Recommendations

2017-IEA-REC19
Ensure the following
documents are publicly
available on the website:
•
The documents referred
to in Condition 1.1 (the
Project Approval and
Modifications and
accompanying
environmental
assessments);
•
The EMP including the
Vegetation Management
Plan and Stormwater
Management Plan,
Odour Monitoring
Program etc
•
A copy of the Annual
Review for the period
(12.12.15 to 31.12.16)
•
A complaints register,
updated on a monthly
basis
•
A copy of this IEA report
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Compliance
Status
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EPL
12588
A1.1

What the licence authorises and regulates
This licence authorises the carrying out of the scheduled activities listed below
at the premises specified in A2. The activities are listed according to their
scheduled activity classification, fee-based activity classification and the scale
of the operation.
Unless otherwise further restricted by a condition of this licence, the scale at
which the activity is carried out must not exceed the maximum scale specified
in this condition.
Fee Based Activity
Scale
Scheduled Activity

Administrative
noncompliance

As discussed in condition L2.1 EPL 12588 was varied in April 2016. As part of this
variation ‘Non-thermal treatment of liquid waste’ was added as a Fee Based Activity.
Prior to April 2016 the ARRF was not licensed under EPL 12588 to accept and
process liquid waste. A discussion of this non-compliance is provided under condition
L2.1.
Refer to PA 0054, Condition 2.9 for a discussion of total volumes received on Site
from 01.01.16 to 31.12.16. Electricity generation ceased in 2013 and the gas engines
at the ARRF have been removed from the Site. The auditors sighted the 2016
Renewable Energy Target report, dated 01.02.17, prepared by SUEZ which stated
that total energy generation was 0 MWh.
This condition has been assessed as not compliant based on the acceptance of liquid
waste prior to the licence variation being issued on 01.04.16.

Noted

Noted.

Not verified

A copy of the original licence application and licence variation applications approved
on 01.04.16 and 12.09.16 were not available for review.
It is recommended that the Site retains a copy of the original licence application and
subsequent licence variations as applicable to the ARRF.
This condition was not able to be verified.

A2.1

Composting

Composting

> 50000 T annual
capacity to receive
organics

Electricity generation

Generation of electrical
power otherwise than
from coal, diesel or gas

0 - 250 GWh annual
generating capacity

Waste processing
(non-thermal
treatment)

Non-thermal treatment
of general waste

Any annual processing
capacity

Waste processing
(non-thermal
treatment)

Non-thermal treatment
of liquid waste

Any annual processing
capacity

Resource recovery

Recovery of general
waste

Any general waste
recovered

Premise or plant to which this licence applies
The licence applies to the following premises:
Premises Details

Recommendations

ECOLIBRIUM MIXED WASTE AND ORGANICS FACILITY
RICHARDSON ROAD
SPRING FARM
NSW 2570
PART LOT 2 DP 1076817, PART LOT 33 DP 1096463, LOT 35 DP
1098588,
PART LOT 21 DP 1125616
A3.1

Works and activities must be carried out in accordance with the proposal
contained in the licence application, except as expressly provided by a
condition of this licence.
In this condition the reference to "the licence application" includes a reference
to:
a. the applications for any licences (including former pollution control
approvals) which this licence replaces under the Protection of the
Environment Operations (Savings and Transitional) Regulation 1998; and
b. the licence information form provided by the licensee to the EPA to assist
the EPA in connection with the issuing of this licence.

2017-IEA-REC20
Obtain a copy of the Original
EPL Application and
subsequent variation
requests and ensure
compliance with the
application(s).
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No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

Compliance
Status

Comment

Recommendations

L1.1

Pollution of Waters
Except as may be expressly provided in any other condition of this licence, the
licensee must comply with section 120 of the Protection of the Environment
Operations Act 1997.

Compliant

Section 120 of the POEO Act relates to the prohibition of pollution of waters, and
provides:
(1) A person who pollutes any waters is guilty of an offence.
(2) In this section:
"pollute" waters includes cause or permit any waters to be polluted.
The auditors interpret this provision to mean non-compliance with EPL discharge
limits, amongst other potential actions.
The Compliance Officer undertakes monthly monitoring of the first flush tank to
determine if captured water is suitable for reuse on Site. Samples are analysed for
Total Suspended Solids (TSS), ammonia (N), pH and oil and grease an compared
against the following limits:.
•
TSS = 50 mg/L
•
N = 0.9mg/L
•
pH = 6.5 – 8.5
It was reported that if the sample tested exceeds the limits provided above, the water
from the first flush tank is not reused on Site. Water but disposed off-site to an
appropriate facility.
Overflow from the first flush tank is discharged to the landfill dam, where monitoring of
discharge from the dam is captured under the requirements of EPL 5105. The Site
reported that no exceedances of EPL 5105 water monitoring requirements were
reported in 2016. Compliance with EPL 5105 is out of the scope of this audit therefore
has not been assessed.

2017-IEA-OFI09
Include SUEZ monitoring
criteria in the EMP for reuse /
disposal of water from the
first flush tank.

L2.1

Waste
The licensee must not cause, permit or allow any waste to be received at the
premises, except the wastes expressly referred to in the column titled “Waste”
and meeting the definition, if any, in the column titled “Description” in the table
below.
Any waste received at the premises must only be used for the activities referred
to in relation to that waste in the column titled “Activity” in the table below.
Any waste received at the premises is subject to those limits or conditions, if
any, referred to in relation to that waste contained in the column titled “Other
Limits” in the table below.
This condition does not limit any other conditions in this licence.

Not compliant
Low risk

As per Project Approval condition 2.9 the ARRF received general waste (putrescible
and non-putrescible), garden waste (non-putrescible) and liquid waste (leachate)
during the audit period, in accordance with this condition. No grease trap and liquid
food waste was received during the audit period.
However, as discussed under A1.1, MOD 5 was granted on the 10.12.15 which
approved the ARRF to accept liquid waste (leachate and organic liquid waste), not
previously accepted at the Site, for treatment at the Tank Farm prior to disposal to
sewer.
SUEZ was issued an Official Caution by the EPA, dated 11.03.16 for receiving and
storing liquid waste from February 2015 through to January 2016. Following the
Official Caution the EPA supported SUEZ’ request for the temporary transport and
storage of leachate at the ARRF to prevent leachate discharging to the creek at the
Kemps Creek facility, with several conditions:
•
It is temporary. SUEZ was required to submit a report the EPA by Friday 29.01.16
detailing how the leachate will be managed and disposed of. To which SUEZ
responded in an email dated 29.01.16.
•
Leachate volumes recorded at the weighbridge would be monitored and
managed. The volume to be transported and stored at Spring Farm is limited to
2,000 m3 (or 2,000 tonnes as per the weighbridge).
•
SUEZ must submit daily reports to the EPA on volumes transported from Kemps
Creek. SUEZ advised the EPA that they would provide the EPA weekly reports
starting 01.02.16.
The auditors were provided with the weekly reports provided to EPA and weighbridge
data from MANDALAY, which identified that 2,002.06 tonnes of leachate was received
from 26.01.16 to the 04.03.16. The auditors were also provided weighbridge data
from 01.01.16 to 31.03.16 which had a total of 2,006.78 tonnes of liquid waste
received on site. Weighbridge data from 12.12.15 to 31.12.15 had no liquid waste
reported.
EPL 12588 was varied on the 01.04.16 to include:
•
Condition A1.1 – added non-thermal treatment of liquid waste as a fee based
activity and specified the activity scale as “any tonnes treated”.

Code

Waste

Description

Activity

Other Limits

NA

Leachate

Leachate
from other
SUEZ's
licensed
waste
facilities

Waste
processing
(non-thermal
treatment)

The maximum quantity of
liquid food waste, grease
trap waste and leachate
combined, received at the
premises must not
exceed 520 cubic metres
per day.

As defined in
Schedule 1
of the POEO
Act, in force
from time to
time

Waste
processing
(non-thermal
treatment)

NA

Grease
Trap Waste
(Liquid)

Waste
storage

Waste
storage

The maximum quantity of
liquid food waste, grease
trap waste and leachate
combined, received at
the premises must not
exceed 520 cubic metres
per day.

19 of 27

Original Consent – black text; Mod 1 – green text; Mod 2 – blue text; Mod 3 – purple text; Mod 4 – red text: Mod 5 – orange text;

Condition
No.

Summary of Condition / Requirement

K120

Liquid Food
Waste

As defined in
Schedule 1
of the POEO
Act, in force
from time to
time

Waste
processing
(non-thermal
treatment)
Waste
storage

Compliance
Status

NA

L2.2

General
solid waste
(putrescible)

General
solid waste
(nonputrescible)

As defined in
Schedule 1
of the POEO
Act, in force
from time to
time

Composting
Resource
recovery
Waste
processing

As defined in
Schedule 1
of the POEO
Act, in force
from time to
time

Composting
Resource
recovery
Waste
processing

Recommendations

•

Condition L2.1 – added the following types of wastes to the licence:
Food waste as defined by the Act;
Grease trap waste as defined by the Act;
Leachate from other SUEZ’ licensed waste facilities.
•
Condition 5.1 – updated the operation hours to: 0600 hours to 1800 hours.
This condition has been assessed as not compliant due to the Site accepting leachate
prior to the EPL variation being issued on the 01.04.16. It is noted however that this
non-compliance has been addressed.

The maximum quantity of
liquid food waste, grease
trap waste and leachate
combined, received at the
premises must not
exceed
520 cubic metres per day.

NA

Comment

NA

(non-thermal
treatment)
NA

(non-thermal
treatment)

The authorised amount of waste permitted on the premises cannot exceed 6,500
tonnes at any one time.

Not verified

The Site provides the EPA through the ‘Waste and Resource Reporting Portal’
(WARRP) a report on the 14th of every month which includes opening stock, amount in
and closing stock. The numbers provided are considered conservative as they do not
allow for allow for losses. The WARP Report for the following months was reviewed by
the auditors:
•
August 2016 reported 5,458.26 tonnes.
•
January 2016 – 7,188.07 tonnes.
•
February 2016 – 7,786 tonnes.
The authorised amount was exceeded in January and February 2016. SUEZ reported
that these exceedances were a result of the moisture content of the organics material
when it enters to site versus leaving the site.
SUEZ has been in discussions with the EPA about allowing a factor for moisture loss
during processing at the GOP, which impacts on the calculation of tonnes received
versus tonnes taken off site. The EPA updated the WARRP functionality on the
01.05.17, to account for “Mass loss at Intermediary Facilities”. The new functionality
has been introduced to take account of circumstances where changes in mass occur,
for example moisture loss at organics processing facilities. This update will ensure that
the quantity of waste recorded in the WARRP reflects the actual quantity of waste at a
facility.

2017-IEA-OFI10
Update the EMP to include
the process undertaken to
calculate the mass loss at
the GOP.
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Comment

Recommendations

L3.1

Noise Limits
Noise from the premises must not exceed the sound pressure levels (noise
limits) presented in the table below. Note the limits represent the sound
pressure level (noise) contribution, at the nominated receiver locations in the
table.
For the purpose of this condition:
•
Day is defined as the period from 7am to 6pm Monday to Saturday and
8am to 6pm Sundays and Public Holidays,
•
Evening is defined as the period from 6pm to 10pm, and
•
Night is defined as the period from 10pm to 7am Monday to Saturday and
10pm to 8pm Sundays and Public Holidays.
Noise Assessment
Day/Evening
Night
Night
Location
(LAeq(15min)) (L Aeq(15min)) (L A1(1min))

Not verified

Refer to PA condition 2.13

Refer to PA condition 3.6
recommendation

All existing and
proposed residences
including Glenlee House

39

35

45

L3.2

The noise emission limits identified in the above table apply under
meteorological conditions of :
a. Wind speeds up to 3m/s at 10 metres above the ground level; or
b. Temperature inversion conditions of up to 30C/100m and wind speed up
to 2m/s at 10 metres above the ground.

-

Refer to PA condition 2.13

L3.3

Noise from the premises is to be measured at the most affected point within the
residential boundary, or at the most affected point within 30 metres of the
dwelling where the dwelling is more than 30 metres from the boundary, to
determine compliance with the noise levels in the licence.

-

Refer to PA condition 2.13

L3.4

Noise from the premises is to be measured at 1m from the dwelling façade to
determine compliance with LA1 (1 minute) noise level in the Licence.
Where is can be demonstrated that direct measurement of noise from the
premises is impractical, the EPA may accept alternative means of determining
compliance. See Chapter 11 of the NSW Industrial Noise Policy.

-

Refer to PA condition 2.13

L4.1

Hours of Operation
For the purpose of controlling potential odour emissions, the activities listed in
condition L5.2 shall only be conducted during the hours of 0600 hrs to 1800
hrs.

Compliant

Refer to PA condition 2.14 and 2.15.

L4.2

The following activities shall only be conducted during the operating hours
specified in condition L5.1:
a. Dewatering and handling of the ArrowBio Digestate outside the waste
water treatment vessels.
b. Removal of general solid waste (residual) from the Waste Process Hall,
Waste Receival Hall and Waste Water Treatment Plant.
c. Opening of compost tunnels, handling and processing of composted
material and loading compost for transport
d. Other activities likely to cause odorous emissions.

Compliant

The activities described in (a) are no longer undertaken at the ARRF.
Refer to PA condition 2.15.

Refer to PA condition 2.15
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L5.1

Potentially Offensive Odour
No condition of this licence identifies a potentially offensive odour for the
purposes of section 129 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act
1997.
Note: Section 129 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997,
provides that the licensee must not cause or permit the emission of any
offensive odour from the premises but provides a defence if the emission is
identified in the relevant environment protection licence as a potentially
offensive odour and the odour was emitted in accordance with the conditions
of a licence directed at minimising odour.

Compliant

Refer to PA condition 2.1.

O1.1

Activities must be carried out in a competent manner
Licensed activities must be carried out in a competent manner.
This includes:
a. the processing, handling, movement and storage of materials and
substances used to carry out the activity; and
b. the treatment, storage, processing, reprocessing, transport and disposal of
waste generated by the activity.

Compliant

The ARRF recorded no incidents during the reporting period indicating that activities
were carried out in a competent manner.
SUEZ maintains an overarching training needs matrix in accordance REG008. The
training needs matrix was developed by SUEZ Corporate to reflect the generic training
requirements of SUEZ forms, guides, manuals, plans, registers (REG), SOPs, Work
Instructions (WI), procedures required for each position (responsibility). Underneath
the training needs matrix, each site has a Site Training Matrix (REG004). The Site
Training Matrix includes a list of all staff at the Spring Farm RRP and the training
allocated to each person based on role and responsibility. The auditors observed the
Site Training Matrix during the site inspection and noted that Spring Farm employees
were allocated training on SOP65 Odour Management, SOP039 Waste Handling and
Disposal, WI036 tunnel loading and unloading, the Emergency Response Plan and
PIRMP amongst others.
Training on the ARRF EMP was last conducted on the 3.03.17 and 31.03.16, as
evidenced by the signed attendance sheet. SUEZ reported that EMP training is
provided to employees once every 3 years or when incidents or updates to the plan
occur.
ERP training (including PIRMP) was conducted in June 2016.
Given no incidents were reported during the audit period, minimal (3) complaints were
received from the community (refer to PA 05_0058, condition 2.1) and a robust
training procedure is implemented at the Site, this condition has been assessed as
compliant.

O2.1

Maintenance of Plant and Equipment
All plant and equipment installed at the premises or used in connection with
the licensed activity:
a. must be maintained in a proper and efficient condition; and
b. must be operated in a proper and efficient manner.

Compliant

The Site has a number of work instructions (WI) and forms which were being used to
record maintenance of plant and equipment on a daily, weekly and monthly frequency.
Daily inspections were completed using pre-start checklists for different types of
equipment including:
•
Form 9 (trailers and trucks); and
•
Form 42 (mobile plant).
It was reported that if items are actioned (e.g. faulty equipment) the supervisor
completes a vehicle condition report to report faults, this report actions repairs via a
generated work order through the MAINPAC system (if available). MAINPAC allows
tracking of regulatory tasks, maintenance history, assigning of responsibilities and
triggering reoccurring activities, or corrective actions/maintenance as it arises.
MAINPAC has traditionally been used to maintain plant however at the time of the
audit, MAINPAC was not being implemented at the ARRF for scheduled maintenance.
SUEZ reported that a national program has been actioned to implement MAINPAC
across all SUEZ sites.
The Site demonstrated how MAINPAC works for the Material Recovery Facility (MRF)
at the Spring Farm RRP (outside the scope of the audit). Items such as the odour
suppression system at the MRF were included in MAINPAC.
SUEZ reported that during a community reference group meeting in 2016 it was
identified that MAINPAC should be used more broadly to manage scheduled

Recommendations

2017-IEA-OFI11
Include scheduled
maintenance into MAINPAC
for plant and equipment with
an environmental function
such as first flush tank
cleaning / integrity testing,
replacement of biofilter,
filters for extraction.
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Recommendations

maintenance of health and safety and environmental repairs and replacements etc.
The weekly inspection checklist (Form 26) of plant was noted to include the wash
down of vehicles.
The Site also reported that other work instructions are in the process of being
prepared including a ‘Leachate Disposal from the ARRT – WI0047’.
The monthly checklist was noted to include a check of spill kits.
It was identified during the audit that there is no procedure for maintenance of the first
flush tank. Given that MAINPAC is to be implemented across SUEZ sites it is
recommended that maintenance of environmental equipment including stormwater
drain, traps, tanks, and air quality emission controls such as the biofilter are scheduled
into MAINPAC at the appropriate frequency.
O3.1

Dust
All operations and activities occurring at the premises must be carried out in a
manner that will minimise the emission of dust from the premises.

Compliant

Refer to PA condition 2.2.

O4.1

Emergency Response
The licensee must maintain, and implement as necessary, a current emergency
response plan for the premises. The licensee must keep the emergency
response plan on the premises at all times. The emergency response plan must
document systems and procedures to deal with all types of incidents (e.g. spills,
explosions or fire) that may occur at the premises or that may be associated with
activities that occur at the premises and which are likely to cause harm to the
environment. If a current emergency response plan does not exist at the date on
which this condition is attached to the licence, the licensee must develop an
emergency response plan within three months of that date.

Compliant

The Spring Farm ERP, which covers operations at the ARRF was updated on the
01.01.16, as required by PA condition 2.26. The ERP includes ‘action plans’ for events
including but not limited to, explosions, leachate or major chemical spill, toxic air
emissions, odour scrubber failure and fire.

O5.1

Construction Environmental Management Plan
The licensee must implement the actions outlined in the document titled
“Construction Environmental Management Plan” dated August 2006.
The Construction Environmental Management Plan includes the following
plans:
a. a Soil and Management Plan;
b. a Noise Management Plan; and
c. a Traffic Management Plan.

Not assessed

This condition is not considered part of the audit period as construction was completed
prior to the audit period.

O6.1

Waste Processing Outside of Buildings
Processing of waste shall only occur in the buildings constructed for that
purpose.

Compliant

During the site inspection it was observed that waste was transported to the ARRF
tank farm, MSW receival hall and GOP in enclosed trucks. Liquid waste was pumped
directly into closed tanks. MSW was unloaded from the truck directly into the receival
hall using high speed shutter doors. Garden organics unloaded at the GOP were being
unloaded directly into the GOP receival area which was covered (but not fully
enclosed). Waste processing was seen to only occur in the designated areas. It was
noted that following pasteurisation of garden organics there is an optional shedding
process which occurs adjacent to the composting tunnels in an uncovered area. The
Site reported that pasteurised product is stored in the compost tunnel until sale.

O7.1

Bunding
The licensee must ensure, prior to commencement of operation of the waste
facility, that all above-ground tanks and vats including those used for treating
or processing waste/water slurry and tanks for storing wastewater for these
activities are surrounded by a bund with a capacity of 110% or greater than
that of the largest tanks within the bund. Areas to be bunded include:
a. the AWT process building and tank farm; and
b. the perimeter of the AWT site.

Compliant

Refer to PA 0054 condition 2.5.

Refer to recommendation in
PA condition 2.2.

2017-IEA-OFI12
Consider seeking to remove
this requirement in the next
review of the EPL.
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M1.1

Monitoring Records
The results of any monitoring required to be conducted by this licence or a load
calculation protocol must be recorded and retained as set out in this condition.

Not triggered

Monitoring is not required under EPL 12588, therefore this condition is not applicable.

M1.2

All records required to be kept by this licence must be:
a. in a legible form, or in a form that can readily be reduced to a legible form;
b. kept for at least 4 years after the monitoring or event to which they relate
took place; and
c. produced in a legible form to any authorised officer of the EPA who asks to
see them.

Not triggered

Monitoring is not required under EPL 12588 therefore this condition is not applicable.
SUEZ has a Records Management procedure (PROC009) which outlines the process
for identifying, collecting, indexing, filling, accessing, storing and disposal of all records
related to the Management System. The Site reportedly keeps all monitoring required
under the Project Approval in accordance with this condition.

M1.3

The following records must be kept in respect of any samples required to be
collected for the purposes of this licence:
a. the date(s) on which the sample was taken;
b. the time(s) at which the sample was collected;
c. the point at which the sample was taken; and
d. the name of the person who collected the sample.

Not triggered

Monitoring is not required under EPL 12588 therefore this condition is not applicable.

M2.1

Recording of Pollution Complaints
The licensee must keep a legible record of all complaints made to the licensee
or any employee or agent of the licensee in relation to pollution arising from any
activity to which this licence applies.

Compliant

SUEZ has an Incident Reporting and Corrective Action Procedure (PROC008) which
details the process for handling complaints. SUEZ described the process of managing
community complaints as follows:
•
SUEZ has a customer complaints hotline which is advertised on the SUEZ
website and on the sign at the entrance to the Spring Farm RRP (1300 651 116).
•
When a complaint is made an incident is raised in SIMS (SUEZ Integrated
Management System). Information included in the complaint record includes
whether the customer wants a called back, if related to odour, rating out of 10 of
odour, what type of smell.
•
The EQS Department raise a corrective action, which is sent to compliance officer
on Site, who gathers background information for the complaint including daily
weather, waste records (type and quantity), and incidents reported on Site.
•
Compliance Officer enters their investigation data into SIMS.
•
Signed off by State Manager and Site Manager, EQS Manager, prior to being
closed out.
The complaint record for the one complaint related to odour from the ARRF / Organics
facility was provided to the auditors.

M2.2

The
a.
b.
c.

Compliant

The following information was recorded as demonstrated by a Corrective Action
Report (CAR) provided to the auditors for the only complaint related to ARRF / GOP
activities during the audit period (dated 05.05.16):
•
Site details (location)
•
Time and date reported
•
A copy of original communications from complainant
•
Complainant details as provided (name, mobile number, address).
•
Call back request (yes, no),
•
Nature of complaint (observation)
•
Actions taken, action required in the SUEZ system.

d.
e.
f.

record must include details of the following:
the date and time of the complaint;
the method by which the complaint was made;
any personal details of the complainant which were provided by the
complainant or, if no such details were provided, a note to that effect;
the nature of the complaint;
the action taken by the licensee in relation to the complaint, including any
follow-up contact with the complainant; and
if no action was taken by the licensee, the reasons why no action was
taken.

M2.3

The record of a complaint must be kept for at least 4 years after the complaint
was made.

Compliant

SUEZ reported that the data management systems (SIMS) stores records indefinitely.

M2.4

The record must be produced to any authorised officer of the EPA who asks to
see them.

Not triggered

During the audit period the Site reported that the EPA did not request a record
therefore this condition has not been triggered.

M3.1

Telephone Complaints Line
The licensee must operate during its operating hours a telephone complaints
line for the purpose of receiving any complaints from members of the public in
relation to activities conducted at the premises or by the vehicle or mobile plant,
unless otherwise specified in the licence.

Compliant

SUEZ has a customer service hotline (1300 651 116) which is advertised on the SUEZ
website and on the sign at the entrance to the Spring Farm RRP.

Recommendations
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M3.2

The licensee must notify the public of the complaints line telephone number and
the fact that it is a complaints line so that the impacted community knows how to
make a complaint.

Compliant

SUEZ has a sign at the entrance of the Spring Farm RRP which provides the SUEZ
information phone number. A SUEZ contact number is provided on the SUEZ website.

M3.3

The preceding two conditions do not apply until 3 months after: the date of the
issue of this licence.

Noted

Noted.

R1.1

Annual Return Documents
The licensee must complete and supply to the EPA an Annual Return in the
approved form comprising:
1. a Statement of Compliance,
2. a Monitoring and Complaints Summary,
3. a Statement of Compliance - Licence Conditions,
4. a Statement of Compliance - Load based Fee,
5. a Statement of Compliance - Requirement to Prepare Pollution Incident
Response Management Plan,
6. a Statement of Compliance - Requirement to Publish Pollution Monitoring
Data; and
7. a Statement of Compliance - Environmental Management Systems and
Practices.
At the end of each reporting period, the EPA will provide to the licensee a copy
of the form that must be completed and returned to the EPA.

Compliant

SUEZ submitted an Annual Return for the reporting period (10.10.15 to 10.10.16).
During the reporting period a non-compliance was raised for receival of liquid waste
(leachate) prior to EPL variation in April 2016.

R1.2

An Annual Return must be prepared in respect of each reporting period, except
as provided below.
Note: The term "reporting period" is defined in the dictionary at the end of this
licence. Do not complete the Annual Return until after the end of the reporting
period.

Noted

Noted

R1.3

Where this licence is transferred from the licensee to a new licensee:
a. the transferring licensee must prepare an Annual Return for the period
commencing on the first day of the reporting period and ending on the
date the application for the transfer of the licence to the new licensee is
granted; and
b. the new licensee must prepare an Annual Return for the period
commencing on the date the application for the transfer of the licence is
granted and ending on the last day of the reporting period.
Note: An application to transfer a licence must be made in the approved form
for this purpose.

Not triggered

Not applicable

R1.4

Where this licence is surrendered by the licensee or revoked by the EPA or
Minister, the licensee must prepare an Annual Return in respect of the period
commencing on the first day of the reporting period and ending on:
a. in relation to the surrender of a licence - the date when notice in writing of
approval of the surrender is given; or
b. in relation to the revocation of the licence - the date from which notice
revoking the licence operates.

Not triggered

Not applicable

R1.5

The Annual Return for the reporting period must be supplied to the EPA via
eConnect EPA or by registered post not later than 60 days after the end of each
reporting period or in the case of a transferring licence not later than 60 days
after the date the transfer was granted (the 'due date').

Compliant

The Annual Return Reporting period is 10.10.15 to 09.10.16. The Annual Return was
received by the EPA on the 01.12.16 as stated on the EPA website.

R1.6

The licensee must retain a copy of the Annual Return supplied to the EPA for a
period of at least 4 years after the Annual Return was due to be supplied to the
EPA.

Compliant

Annual Returns from 2006 to 2016 are maintained by SUEZ, as sighted by the
auditors.

Recommendations
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R1.7

Within the Annual Return, the Statements of Compliance must be certified and
the Monitoring and Complaints Summary must be signed by:
a. the licence holder; or
b. by a person approved in writing by the EPA to sign on behalf of the
licence holder.

Compliant

The Annual Return was signed by the SUEZ Chief Executive Officer on the 28.11.16.

R1.8

After the licensee's premises cease to be used for the purpose to which the
licence relates or in the event that the licensee ceases to carry out the activity
that is subject of this licence, that licensee must:
a. remove and lawfully dispose of all liquid and non-liquid waste stored on
the licensee's premises; and
b. rehabilitate the site, including conducting an assessment of and if required
remediation of any site contamination.

Not triggered

Not applicable

R1.9

In the event of an earthquake, storm, fire, flood or any other event where it is
reasonable to suspect that a pollution incident has occurred, is occurring or is
likely to occur, the licensee (whether or not the premises continue to be used
for the purposes to which the licence relates) must:
a. make all efforts to contain firewater on the licensee's premises,
b. make all efforts to control air pollution from the licensee's premises,
c. make all efforts to contain any discharge, spill or run-off from the
licensee's premises,
d. make all efforts to prevent flood water entering the licensee's premises,
e. remediate and rehabilitate any exposed areas of soils and/or waste,
f.
lawfully dispose of all liquid and solid waste(s) stored on the premises that
is not already securely disposed of,
g. at the request of the EPA monitor groundwater beneath the licensee's
premises and its potential to migrate from the licensee's premises, at the
request of the EPA monitor surface water leaving the licensee's premises;
and
h. ensure the licensee's premises is secure.

Not triggered

An earthquake, storm, fire, flood or pollution event did not occur during the audit
period therefore this condition has not been triggered. It was noted that the Site has an
ERP and PIRMP for the Site which would be implemented in the event of an
emergency. The Site has three firewater tanks and three spill kits available.

R.1.10

While the licensee's premises are being used for the purpose to which the
licence relates, the licensee must:
a. Clean up any spill, leak or other discharge of any waste(s) or other
material(s) as soon as practicable after it becomes known to the licensee
or to one of the licensee's employees or agents.
b. In the event(s) that any liquid and non-liquid waste(s) must be removed
and lawfully disposed of as soon as practicable or in accordance with any
direction given by the EPA.

Not triggered

Not triggered. No spills, leaks or discharges were recorded in audit period.

R2.1

Notification of Environmental Harm
Notifications must be made by telephoning the Environment Line service on
131 555

Not triggered

The Site reported no incidents of environmental harm during the audit period.

R2.2

The licensee must provide written details of the notification to the EPA within 7
days of the date on which the incident occurred.
Note: The licensee or its employees must notify all relevant authorities of
incidents causing or threatening material harm to the environment immediately
after the person becomes aware of the incident in accordance with the
requirements of Part 5.7 of the Act.

Not triggered

Not triggered

Recommendations
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R3.1

Written Report
Where an authorised officer of the EPA suspects on reasonable grounds that:
a. where this licence applies to premises, an event has occurred at the
premises; or
b. where this licence applies to vehicles or mobile plant, an event has
occurred in connection with the carrying out of the activities authorised by
this licence, and the event has caused, is causing or is likely to cause
material harm to the environment (whether the harm occurs on or off
premises to which the licence applies), the authorised officer may request
a written report of the event.

Not triggered

Not triggered

R3.2

The licensee must make all reasonable inquiries in relation to the event and
supply the report to the EPA within such time as may be specified in the
request.

Not triggered

Not triggered

R3.3

The request may require a report which includes any or all of the following
information:
a. the cause, time and duration of the event;
b. the type, volume and concentration of every pollutant discharged as a
result of the event;
c. the name, address and business hours telephone number of employees or
agents of the licensee, or a specified class of them, who witnessed the
event;
d. the name, address and business hours telephone number of every other
person (of whom the licensee is aware) who witnessed the event, unless
the licensee has been unable to obtain that information after making
reasonable effort;
e. action taken by the licensee in relation to the event, including any followup contact with any complainants;
f.
details of any measure taken or proposed to be taken to prevent or
mitigate against a recurrence of such an event; and
g. any other relevant matters.

Not triggered

Not triggered

R3.4

The EPA may make a written request for further details in relation to any of the
above matters if it is not satisfied with the report provided by the licensee. The
licensee must provide such further details to the EPA within the time specified in
the request.

Not triggered

Not triggered

G1.1

Copy of Licence Kept at the Premises or Plant
A copy of this licence must be kept at the premises to which the licence applies.

Compliant

The licence is maintained in the GO facility office and ARRF office or electronically on
the SUEZ system.

G1.2

The licence must be produced to any authorised officer of the EPA who asks to
see it

Not triggered

Not triggered

G1.3

The licence must be available for inspection by any employee or agent of the
licensee working at the premises.

Compliant

The licence is maintained in the GO facility office and ARRF office or electronically on
the SUEZ system.

Recommendations
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