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Executive Summary
Proponent and Proposed Development
The proponent, Scottsdale Pork, operate a piggery and boning room in Scottsdale Tasmania.
For years, they relied on existing operators of the Devonport JBS Abattoir to process their livestock
and secure supply to their existing boning operation. The sudden decision in November 2018 to
close the JBS facility, left no alternative avenue for the majority of local Tasmanian producers to
process their pigs. TQM, Tasmanian Quality Meats, were able to negotiate a temporary lease of
the JBS pig processing facility. This lease expired November, 2019, with the intention to cease
operations by that date. A further extension was granted to July 2020.

Scottsdale Pork have therefore decided to develop a new processing plant to process their stock
locally. This will secure their business survival and allow full control of their production chain. It
also provides opportunities to assist other farmers affected by the existing Devonport processing
facility shutdown.
The total proposed production capacity of the new processing plant will be 120 pigs per day based
on 5 days per week operation with opportunity for sales expansion and service kills. This amounts
to 9 tonnes of product a day and about 2000 tonnes of meat per annum.
EPA approval
A Notice Of intent was submitted to the EPA for a new facility as part of the proposed
development application on May 24, 2019. Following an internal board review the EPA classified
the facility as a level 2B activity and on July 8 issued the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Project Specific Guidelines. This report addresses the Specific and General EIS Guidelines.
Timing and Scope of Development
Approval is being sought for the development as described in this application. With limited time
available before TQM Devonport’s closure, it is anticipated that work will start as soon as approval
is obtained to ensure continuity of the operations. Completion is expected within 20-26 weeks of
approval.
The processing operations will be built to the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry,
(formerly AQIS) construction guidelines for export. The facilities will include the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Animal lairage
Process rooms
Chiller rooms and
Holding Chiller / product transport
Anaerobic and Aerobic Ponds

The new site would also have on-site irrigation re-use of all wastewater. The wastewater collected
from the plant will be filtered and treated through a series of Anaerobic and Aerobic ponds and
then discharged to irrigatable land. Plants have been selected to target specific waste nutrient
uptake and winter transpiration capability.
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Key Environmental Factors
The key environmental issues are,
a) Potential impacts to land due to the irrigation of agricultural land with treated
wastewater. There is also potential for the wastewater to contaminate surface and
ground water.
To manage this potential impact, the following buffers will be established from nearby
natural features.
• A 100m wide buffer bordering the Great Forester River
• A 50m wide buffer bordering the drainage line west of Zone 1 (and the drainage line
north of Zone 2
• A 25m buffer strip bordering native vegetation to the south of Zone 1 and also to the
regenerating land to the east of both Zones.
The irrigation zones are identified in the re-use report (Appendix B)
b) Nutrient loading has been calculated using the formulas provided in the Reuse Guidelines.
There is sufficient area for all reuse water to be applied within the reuse area both in a
median year and a 90th percentile year. Also, the average root zone salinity has been
calculated and is considered low and suitable for moderate sensitive crops.
c) Odour from the plant has the potential to impact air quality in the area. However, given
the distance of the proposal site from residential receivers, odour is not expected to have
a significant impact. The modelling results show that environmental nuisance or
environmental harm is highly unlikely.
d) There is also the potential for the proposal to generate dust during construction and also
from livestock, particularly during windy weather. The frequency of movements is not
expected to add significant quantities of dust. Most roads will be sealed. Unsealed roads
in the transitional and the construction period will be wetted.
e) No threatened flora species were identified within, or around, the proposed works area.
Additionally, no threatened fauna or fauna dens or nests were identified within the
proposed works area. Disturbance to inactive Wedge Tail eagle’s nests was considered
low risk based on the proposed traffic and operating hours of the proposed plant.

SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020
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1

Introduction

Scottsdale Pork is a family owned company for cutting and packaging meat. The majority of the
documentation refers to Scottsdale Pork as the initiators of the proposal but the new business
will be a separate operation with separate staffing and management. The proposed project will
be referred to as Ten Mile Enterprises Meat Facility and will be a separate entity to Scottsdale
pork.
Title of the proposal is Ten Mile Enterprises Meat Facility
The proponent details are as follows,
Ten Mile Enterprises Pty/Ltd as trustee for Ten Mile Enterprises Unit Trust
Ten Mile Enterprises Pty/Ltd (trading name)
67 William Street, Scottsdale TAS 7260
PO Box 332
ACN 612 356 055
For further information, contact details:
Mr. Daniel Unwin,
67 William Street
Scottsdale, Tasmania 7260
PO Box 332
P: 03 6352 2696
F: 1300 736 058
Proponent Background
Scottsdale Pork is a family owned business that has been operated from Tasmania's north-east
for over 20 years.
The business operates a piggery in the Cuckoo Valley. The piggery includes eco-shelters to provide
pigs with a safe and protected environment. The feed is mixed on-farm without growth promoters
nor routine medications.
Scottsdale Pork have also recently built a boning and packaging room in Scottsdale to have more
control of the quality of their product from “Paddock to Plate”. Most of their production is sold
in Tasmanian retail stores and via partnerships with interstate customers.
Operating a processing facility complements existing operations and ensures product supply
security and quality control from livestock to customer.
Budget and Construction Status
The budget for the process is approximately $2.5 million AUD. The building design has been
completed and construction development approval is being sought from council. Dorset council
have requested a traffic impact statement (Appendix D) and preliminary designs. The
Development Application approval is mainly dependant on EPA approval.

SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020
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Standards for Construction
The abattoir is to be used for slaughter of livestock to produce meat mainly for local processing
and consumption. As a meat processing facility, the plant is to be constructed to AQIS
Construction Guidelines as described in the Construction and Equipment Guidelines for Export
Meat. Formal Site Approval by the Commonwealth Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry (AQIS) is not required under current legislation, however, the guidelines provide a high
standard for livestock handling, food processing hygiene and secure safe storage with optimum
shelf life.
In general, the AQIS requirements can be summarised as having: 1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Adequate and sterilised water supply.
Adequate electrical supply.
Effluent disposal through enclosed drainage lines.
Sewage disposal by septic tank.
Paved and drained surroundings.
Adequate services and ventilation.
Product handling and Waste disposal.
Construction techniques to eliminate contamination and ease cleanability and
sanitisation.

The facility will also be compliant with the
1. All Australian Standards and mainly the Australian standard AS 4696—2007 Hygienic
production and transportation of meat and meat products for human consumption.
2. Worksafe Tasmania
3. Air EPP Environmental Protection Policy (Air Quality) 2004
4. All local and national legislation and codes of practice
5. The National Construction Code 2019 and the relevant Australian standards.

2

Proposal Description
General

The proposed production capacity of the new processing plant will be for 600 pigs per week
including capacity sales expansion and service kill. This amounts to approximately 9 tonnes of
product a day and about 2000 tonnes of meat per annum. Accordingly, this is considered a very
low production Abattoir.
Most of the activities will be done by manual operations on moving carcass. The equipment
utilised will include the latest technology in automatic pig scalding and dehairing machines.
(Appendix H)
Process Description
The proximity of the processing plant to the existing company piggery minimises the transport
requirements and stress on livestock as well as providing safe biosecurity separation. Pigs can be
then transported in low numbers to the site. The company places a high priority on low stress
stock movement.
Below is a process description of the operation in brief detail,

SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020
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Pigs Arrive on
Truck

Lairage

Transport

Holding

Guided to
plant restrainer

Chilling

Stick and bleed

Scald and
Dehair

Inspection

Offals Removal

Figure: 1 Product Process Flow Diagram

a) The daily livestock to be processed is transported to the Lairage shed on the West side of
the building.
b) The Drover guides pigs into a restraining crate at a rate of around 20 per hour. Pigs are
then stunned electrically prior to processing.
c) The stunned pigs are tipped onto a horizontal belt conveyor for sticking and bleeding.
d) The carcass is discharged into a hot water scald tank for dehairing preparation.
e) The carcasses are then fed by the machine into dehairing beaters/rollers and the hair
automatically scrapped off.
f) Singeing flame is applied for removing any remaining bristles etc.
g) The carcass is then discharged onto a fixed table for operator inspection and shaving
remnant hair patches, if any.
h) Once complete an operator shackles the legs to a lifting arm and activate an elevator hoist
to raise the carcass to an overhead conveyor.
i) Carcass is cut for offals removal.
j) Offals are removed and placed in trays for inspection.
k) Offal and carcass are inspected to ensure they meet regulation requirements and Suspect
product is diverted off the main conveyor. Any minor contamination is trimmed and put
in waste bins.
l) Edible offal is chilled and packed in another room.
m) Material not recovered is transferred via chutes to waste bins for transporting off site to
an accredited animal waste processing operation.
n) The majority of carcasses are then split into “sides” with an electric saw before being
washed.
o) The final product is then weighed and labelled prior to being sent to railed chiller rooms
for refrigeration.
p) The chillers will cool the carcass sides from approx. 38 ᵒC to 5 ᵒC in 6 to 10 hours.
q) Once chilled all product is held at temperature of 1-2 ᵒC to be later despatched for further
processing off site.
A layout of the plant process is presented in Figure 2 on the next page.

SP Pig Processing Facility
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Figure 2: Plant Layout
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Wastewater and solid waste
Water and solid waste minimisation and reuse is an integral part of a modern facility. The
processing facility should be using 27 kL of water daily and be more efficient than similar older
plants. The water will be treated on site using proven methods of treatment in Anaerobic and
Aerobic ponds. A Division 4 dam permit is being sought by Scottsdale for the ponds. All
construction will comply with the Tasmanian Division 4 Permit Dam Works Code 2015.
Within the assessed area there is a total of 8.9ha of available land that the reuse water can be
applied to. Currently this is sown with 4.9ha of Lucerne and 4ha of pasture. There is sufficient area
for all reuse water to be applied within this area both in a median year and a 90th percentile year.
There is also a further 6.6ha of land available to be utilised in the future, which will allow for
pasture renovation, crop rotation, and irrigated area rotation to ensure long term sustainability
and avoid a build-up of nutrients in the soil, which could lead to environmental issues.
Solid waste will be minimal and estimated to be 2-4 1 tonne bins per day. The organic waste
solids will be sold to Western Tiers Proteins render plant for processing into meat meal.
Electrical Supply
The electrical supply demand for the proposed plant is expected to be 100 kVA. Tasnetworks have
been contracted to provide power to the site . The works are in progress and nearly complete.
Total electrical power usage is expected to be approximately 3500 MJ/day with a peak Demand
of 90kW.
Water Supply
In general, the water consumption per carcass can be managed to be significantly less compared
to large meatworks and processing plants. Process washdown and cleaning operations are
contained in a small footprint more so where offal processing is minimalistic.
An average daily water requirement of approximately 27 kilolitres is required . The site includes
two registered instream dams. Southern Filtration Pty Ltd have tested the both dams for annual
quantity and quality. Dam ID 396 has a capacity of 9ML, while dam ID 397 has a capacity of 4.5
ML. The plant will require a total of 7ML per annum based on a maximum of 260 working days.
Water from the dam will be filtered and stored in a 54000 litres tank filled overnight in preparation
for plant usage. The proponent has applied for the relevant licence and DPIPWE are working on a
transfer of the allocations associated with Dam 396 and Dam 397 (Allocations 6171, 6172, 6173).
The Abattoir requirements is calculated as follows;
27.2 kL per day x 52 (assuming 50 weeks + 10 overtime days of operation per annum) x 5 (days
per week) = 7.07 ML per annum. Laboratory Analysis of the water confirmed that with filtration
and chlorination, the water is potable to local and national standards. AQIS require water be
chlorinated to a minimum of 2 ppm and stored in retention/diffusion for 20-30 minutes.
More than half the water (55%) used will be heated and stored at a temperature of 85 degrees
Celsius. At this temperature, water is considered sterile and doesn’t require chlorination.
42oC water for hand wash basins and showers will be sourced from tempering/mixing valves.
LPG Gas
The site will have LPG storage tanks totalling 2000 litres. The tanks will be installed on site and
filled by the energy supplier.
LPG is used for hot water heating and singeing. Total daily usage will be in the order of 10,000
MJ/Day.
SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020
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The Water heater unit will be an unattended operation, similar to many commercial and
residential units.
Animal Welfare and OHS
The livestock pig receival area, the holding pens and stock movement raceways entry race will be
designed to minimise animal stress. The crowd pen will be about half full. As a pig producer
Scottsdale Pork understand humane handling techniques. The design will consider the
recommendations of the US livestock handling specialist Temple Grandin.
Pigs will not be tight against the gates but rather have more room to turn. The lower stress levels
can be monitored by the low squealing levels and will be applied to all areas of animal movement
in this facility.
Drovers will have a walkway around the pens to ensure safety and easy access.
Labour Utilisation
The new processing plant equipment and line layout incorporates improved ergonomic designs
at work stations. Operators will have time to do multiple tasks without the need to change
stations or participate in strenuous activities.
It is intended that the manning productivity on a “operators per pig processed ratio” basis will
help Scottsdale Pork be competitive against high volume plants.
These improvements in labour utilisation are essential for the economic viability of the plant.
.
Operational Hours and Management
The new processing facility will process pigs 5 days a week. The operational hours will be from
5:00 am to 6:00 pm during the week. Approximately 10 people will be employed on site. Site
management will be will be performed by the existing Scottsdale Pork boning operation
management team. It is anticipated that 10 extra days will be required to meet annual volume
due to holidays, lost production, lack of livestock and other interruptions. The extra days would
be limited to 10 per annum.
Access and Traffic
Traffic on the adjacent roads will be a minimal. A TIA has been submitted to council and is
attached. Appendix D
The movements will be as follows,
1. Livestock trucks transporting pigs predominantly from the nearby company piggery twice a
day.
2. There will be also two loads of carcass loadout in refrigerated semitrailer trucks per day
3. One small truck load of waste.
4. 10 employee vehicles arriving and leaving and
5. Potentially 8 visitors per day at different times.
Construction
The proposed development will be built about 7 km radially away from the nearest town of
Scottsdale at least 0.5 km from any residential building owned by others.
The processing building will include,
•
•
•

A single storey galvanised steel framed building
Concrete floor slabs
Colorbond faced XFLAM (Fire resistant) insulated panel walls and ceilings.

SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020

Page11

•
•
•
•

Colorbond fascia and roof as indicated on the drawings provided.
The lairage area will be a covered open shed, with a concrete suspended slab. The edge
will include a retaining kerb to fully contain liquid and solid waste. The pens will be
galvanised steel fencing style material. to accommodate one days’ nominal production.
Livestock unloading facilities would be provided to allow same level discharge of animals
from trucks to yards and avoid restrictive movement on ramps and races.
Roadworks adjacent to the plant would include drained concrete aprons where vehicles
turn and load or supply product. (Stock, Finished Product or Waste)

This construction will be similar to the existing Scottsdale Pork, boning facility. The floor area of
the proposed process building is divided as follows,
a. 150 m2 of elevated lairage/open shed area
b. 212 m2of processing area and
c. 170 m2 of Chiller storage.
Other site buildings / facilities include,
• A 130 m2 staff amenity building be constructed 6m away from the plant. This will be similar
in construction to a demountable temporary hut, to accommodate process worker
amenity, meals area, and administrative activity.
• Maintenance will also have a small “double garage” style workshop shed. To be located
adjacent to the carpark.
• Parking for 20 cars with access off Ten Mile Track.
• There are two watercourses that are crossed via the existing access route to the proposed
abattoir site. Refer to figures 6 for locations of these existing crossing points. These
crossings will be widened, compactable rock and culverts will be added, and A grade road
base gravel applied as a finish layer. Edge protection and appropriate signage will be
installed. All works will comply with Wetlands and Waterways Works Manual and any
applicable bushfire access standards.
• To ensure the access route is contained entirely on the land owned by Ten Mile
Enterprises P/L, the crossover/entry point will be moved slightly north. This also improves
“line of sight” for the intersection. Refer to Appendix D (Traffic Impact Assessment)
• The existing roads will be widened, compacted and sealed in places to allow traffic.
• Heavy duty sealed aprons for articulated vehicle manoeuvring adjacent to the unloading
ramps and docks.
• All pond construction will comply with the Tasmanian Division 4 Permit Dam Works Code
2015. The base and sides will be constructed from a low permeability clay liner (k<1x10–
9 m/s) as per the guidelines.
Commissioning
Scottsdale Pork would like to proceed with the works as soon as approval is obtained. Due to small
size of the plant, the construction will be in the order of 3-4 months including start-up ramp. Local
business is very supportive of the plan. There is an urgency caused by the proposed closure of the
Devonport processing plant, and the implications for Scottsdale Pork and other processors
suggests that this plant needs to be operational within a short period. The plant must operate by
the end of October.
An Indicative Program for the completion of the entire works is set out below.

SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
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Figure 3 Program of works
The commissioning period should be completed once product is processed at a rate of 100 per
day and chilled to the correct temperature.
Location of the Processing Plant
The proposed processing plant would be constructed on 349 Ten Mile Track, Springfield,
Tasmania. The sites set-out and location is presented in Lean Projects drawing TP-18-01 Rev H.
attached.
The title documentation for this land is included in this submission. The location Map as below,
indicates the site area.

SP Pig Processing Facility
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Figure 4: Location of nearest town and distance to proposed plant
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Site Plan
Scottsdale Pig processing plant will be located east of 349 Ten Mile Track, Springfield, on a farm road,
approximately 8 km south east of Scottsdale. The site has rural or sustainable forestry on south and East
side boundary.

Figure 5: Site building set-out and access

SP Pig Processing Facility
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Figure 6: Overall site Plan including contours, waterways
and internal drainage lines
SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020
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Figure 7: Location of sensitive uses in proximity to Abattoir Site
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Figure 8: Surrounding Land titles mainly used for pasture with sustainable forestry to the South and South East
(Refer to re-use document for detail)
SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020
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Climate
Scottsdale has a mild climate with warm summers and cool, wet winters. Extremes have ranged
from 37.7 °C (99.9 °F) to -4.7 °C (23.5 °F). The average annual rainfall is 987.1 mm (38.8 in).

Table 1: Long term climate statistics, BoM weather station SCOTTSDALE (WEST MINSTONE
ROAD): 091219
Wind Direction patterns
There is variation in wind speed and direction respectively at the Scottsdale Pork’s site. Wind speeds
are relatively high during the day dropping typically to below 2 m/s during the night. The wind
direction data shows and absence of southerly winds during the night and infrequent winds from the
north throughout. Refer to the Appendix A for more graphical details.

Offsite infrastructure
The site is self-sufficient.
• Electrical Power lines were extended to the site recently to supply water pumps.
• Water dams are available on site and have the capacity required for the demand. Filtration
and chlorination will be local.
• LPG will be transport to storage vessels on site on a weekly or fortnightly arrangement.
• A minor road adjustment at the entrance location from Ten Mile Track to allow for a 9m
turn radius for semitrailers has been included in the design and TIA.

3

Project Alternatives

As outlined in the Executive Summary, the closure of JBS’s Abattoir at Quoiba in November 2018,
has left Tasmanian Pork producers stranded, with no facility in Tasmania to process pigs beyond
November 2020 (after the 2 year lease agreement ends with JBS and TQM) This new proposed
state of the art facility at Springfield Tasmania will provide a reliable and efficient kill service for
all pig producers in Tasmania, and is absolutely essential for the survival of the Pork Industry in
Tasmania, which contributes approximately 15 Million to the Tasmanian economy.
With regards to the site selected for this development - the planning scheme provides the
opportunity for the current site to be considered for approval of an abattoir.
SP Pig Processing Facility
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A number of sites were considered. Key points that were considered when assessing the sites
included those as outlined below (in no particular order):
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.

Price & market availability
Planning zone & encumbrances
Biodiversity/ Commonwealth triggers
Proximity to existing houses
Natural cross-fall/ water courses
Irrigation possibilities
Proximity from Scottsdale’s boning room
Electricity availability
Telecommunication availability
Water availability
Road access

The proposed site was also used for more than a thousand Livestock pigs for many years. The
land is bounded by forestry land to the east and south and agricultural land to the north and west
along with very low-density residential housing. It is preferred when consideration of the above
points was taken into account with respect to all of the sites visited.
Scottsdale Pork also operate a piggery in Cuckoo Valley less than 8 km from the location.

4

Public consultation

Extensive consultation has been conducted to date in the form of council meetings, individual
meetings and offers for follow up. It is anticipated that these consultation formats will continue
to be the main forms of consultation employed into the future, along with the development of a
public meeting.
Stakeholders identified and consulted to date included those listed below:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.

TQM who offered to assist with operational information
Environmental Consultants
Local pig growers affected by TQM’s closure
The Scottdale community in general
Dorset Council
Interstate pork meatworks
Local butchers & retailers
Potential trade contractors and services providers
Meat & Livestock Australia
Department of State Growth
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment
Infrastructure Tasmania
Building contractor(s)

Ongoing consultation with the parties listed above is envisaged as the project progresses.
Whilst not part of the community consultation process, communication with the EPA is part of
the assessment process as required.

SP Pig Processing Facility
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5

Statement of Environmental Effects
Planning Aspects

The proposed development involves land currently zoned Rural Resource zone in accordance with
the Dorset Council Interim Planning Scheme 2013. Under table 26.2 of the scheme, it specifies
discretionary use for Resource processing. Resource processing includes activities such abattoir,
animal saleyard, cheese factory, fish processing, milk processing, winery and sawmilling.

Figure 9: Dorset Interim Planning Scheme 2013 - Rural Resource Zone
In accordance with these objectives, the proposal is considered a suitable and positive outcome
for the subject site, as it is classified as primary industry, the priority purpose for land zoned rural.
Further, it contributes to the limited primary industry existing in the area, offering for additional
agricultural opportunities to be complemented by the proposed abattoir, such as processing and
export facilities.
Environmental aspects
The site has previously been used for rural agricultural purposes with a few thousand livestock
units kept on land including pigs and cattle.

Topography
The subject property varies in slope, with a generally northerly aspect. The highest point is in the
south east corner of the land at 160m Above Sea Level (ASL), while the lowest point is along the
eastern section of the northern boundary, along the Great Forester River, at 130m ASL. In this
north east section of the property, the slope down to the river is quite steep, with some sections
having a gradient of greater than 20%. A small portion of the subject lands’ western boundary
(approximately 80m) is adjacent to Ten Mile Track.
Climate
Scottsdale has a mild climate with warm summers and cool, wet winters. Extremes have ranged
from 37.7 °C (99.9 °F) to -4.7 °C (23.5 °F). The average annual rainfall is 987.1 mm (38.8 in).
Wind varies in speed and direction respectively at the Scottsdale Pork’s site.
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Figure 10: Minimum and Maximum average temperatures. Source BOM.

Wind speeds are relatively high during the day dropping typically to below 2 m/s during the night.
The wind direction data shows and absence of southerly winds during the night and infrequent
winds from the north throughout. Refer to the Figure 11 below for more graphical details.

Figure 11: 9am and 3 pm wind rose. Source BOM.
SP Pig Processing Facility
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Flooding
The risk of flooding is very low. Flood risk areas are identified within the council Planning Scheme
as being flood prone areas. The land proposed for the development is not identified as being in
a flood prone area.
Soil resources
The key characteristics of the soils at the site of the proposed meat processing facility were
identified by on-site investigations. Soil profiles were exposed for inspection by mechanical means
using an excavator.
The dominant geological group across the land is mapped as undifferentiated granitic rocks
(Dgne) (42ha), which mostly aligns with mapped Class 5 land. Dgne is described as “coarse – to
very coarse-grained, equigranular biotite, plus/minus hornblende monzogranite/granodiorite
with pink to white feldspars”. There are also areas mapped as undifferentiated Quaternary
sediments (Qha) (10.8ha) described as; “stream alluvium, swam and marsh deposits”, as well as
undifferentiated Paleogene – Neogene sequences (Ts) (2.3ha) described as; “dominantly nonmarine sequences of gravel, sand, silt, clay and regolith” (the LIST). See Figure 12. Published Land
Capability and geology for published Land Capability and underlying geology.
The results are included in the attached Wastewater re-use assessment report. Essentially the
land is used intensively for mixed agricultural uses. This land use is a strong indication that the
land has a Land Capability of Class 4 rather than Class 5.
A soil test on the plant building site was also completed for structural design and construction
purposes.
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Surface drainage
There are three mapped drainage lines on the property that flow together into one unnamed
tributary of the Great Forester River. and there is also an unnamed tributary located in the north
east of the land. These tributaries are actually located in slightly different locations compared to
published mapping in the waste water re-use report. There are two registered instream dams
located on two of the drainage lines. Dam ID 396 has a capacity of 9ML, while dam ID 397 has a
capacity of 4.5ML.
Geology

Figure 12: Dorset Interim Planning Scheme 2013 - Rural Resource Zone
Groundwater
Digital Groundwater Prospectively at 1:250,000 by Mineral Resources Tasmania (MTR) maps all
of the proposed reuse area geological aquifer as Fractured Rock, specifically Devonian granites,
which concurs with the underlying geology mapping. From a groundwater prospectively
perspective, this area is considered to have low potential for utilising groundwater and by the
same token, the risk of contamination is also considered to be low.
History
The land has been utilised for pig growing and recently cattle grazing. Some areas have also been
used for cropping (seed potatoes). The vast majority of the land has not been used.
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Socio-economic aspects
Tasmania previously relied on existing operators JBS and TQM to process their pigs to supply their
existing further processing operation. The decision to close the JBS operated Devonport pork
processing facility this year, left no avenue for the majority of local Tasmanian producers to
process their pigs. TQM were able to negotiate a temporary lease of the JBS pig processing facility.
This lease expires in July this year, with the intention to cease operations.
It could be concluded that the closure of the abattoir will lead to:
1) A heightened sense of isolation
2) A non-competitive market and a low price for pig stock and
3) Increased concern regarding the long-term viability of pig farming in the event that live
animal shipments to the mainland is shut down for animal welfare reasons.
The construction of a new abattoir on the island would alleviate these concerns. Scottsdale Pork
have therefore decided to develop a new plant to process their stock locally, which will ensure
their business survival and allow full control of their production chain. It also provides
opportunities to assist other farmers affected by the existing Devonport processing facility
shutdown.

6

Potential impacts and their Management
Air Quality

Emissions of odour from the proposed Scottsdale Pork Pig Processing Facility have been shown
to be such that environmental nuisance or environmental harm is unlikely with predicted odour
emission levels below 2 OU at sensitive receptors, and only exceed the Tasmanian EPP air
criterion level of 2 OU at the boundary with land on which it is understood no sensitive
receptors are present.

Table 2: Discrete receptor predicted odour emission glc’s, 99.5th percentile 1-hour average (OU).
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Figure 13: Aerial view showing predicted 99.5th percentile 1-hour average glc odour emission
contours (in OU).
Processes and scenarios with the potential to increase odour emissions from the Pig Processing
Plant above those modelled here (and their management) are discussed below: • Emissions from the proposed Anaerobic Pond are likely to be the highest contributing source
to glc’s at or outside the land boundary. Should processes control issues develop in relation to
this wastewater treatment process unit, such that excessive odour emissions occur on a regular
basis, Scottsdale Pork have committed to covering the pond, and capturing and flaring the off
gas. Failure to develop a crust layer on the surface of the pond can also be rectified by using
straw to limit any odour outbreak and encourage anerobic activity.
• Breakdown of equipment used for the pumping of water to the Anaerobic pond resulting in
extended retention of wastewater and commencement of non-aerobic biological breakdown
processes and subsequent increase in odour emissions. Access to or retention of spare
equipment and cease operations so that conditions can be reinstated in as minimal a time as
practically possible should be maintained.
• Development of blue-green algal blooms on the optional Winter Storage pond surface resulting
in increased odour emission generated by the decomposition of dead or dying algal matter and,
in some situations, from cyanotoxin generation. A blue-green algae management procedure
should be developed and then implemented if a bloom (or outbreak) is suspected. This most likely
to occur in the summer when the pond storage can be managed (i.e. emptied) via irrigation.
Water Quality
Waste Water Sources
The daily operational activities of the facility will create a waste water stream.
Waste water will be generated by the activities in the abattoir, and from the
office/ amenities.
Whilst unlikely, the WWTP/Ponds and the domestic sewage treatment plant my also create
waste water streams in the event of a pipe breakage, leaks, inadvertent spills and the like.
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Potential environmental impacts
The waste water generated is potentially a source of contamination of surface water, of
contamination of ground water, or may ultimately lead to discharge to waterways.
• Abattoir: equipment wash, wash down containing blood, fat and small pieces of meat
• Office/ amenities: domestic sewage
• WWTP: unprocessed waste water; chemical spills
• Surface water from the irrigation area.
Proposed mitigation and management measures
The diagram in appendix I outlines a number of measures proposed to manage the various
streams of liquid waste, and avoid impacting the environment.
In summary, it is proposed to:
• Install and maintain a WWTP as per section 6.5 to treat all the liquid waste generated
(other than sewage).
• Construct a low permeability liner (k<1x10–9 m/s), on the base and sides of the water ponds
• The Administration Building sewage septic tank will produce treated water suitable for subsurface irrigation or restricted access irrigation.
• Create a levy to collect excess surface storm water from the reuse irrigation areas.
Expected and likely outcomes
The activities generating liquid waste that have the potential to adversely impact on surface
water quality and the environment have been identified.
The controls and management measures outlined above, in combination with environmental
monitoring described in Appendix B, will minimise the likelihood of any adverse impacts
resulting from liquid waste.
Stormwater
Stormwater management is necessary because development in general typically disturbs the
land surface and covering vegetation and alters the natural surface runoff drainage pathways.
This in turn creates the potential for soil erosion, the transport of soil material by rainfall runoff
water and its subsequent deposition, sedimentation and adverse effects on surface water
quality.
Detention of stormwater and containment of pollutants are important in protecting receiving
waterways and aquatic ecosystems.
Extraneous run on water will be diverted around the development site and directed to the
natural drainage system.
Surface runoff water from around buildings, roadways and other key facilities will be safely
conveyed via swale drainage pathways that will include vegetated buffer zones to discharge to
the natural drainage system. Sedimentation collected will be regular removed and suitably
disposed of.
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Ground Water
Digital Groundwater Prospectively at 1:250,000 by Mineral Resources Tasmania (MTR) maps all
of the proposed reuse area geological aquifer as Fractured Rock, specifically Devonian granites,
which concurs with the underlying geology mapping. From a groundwater prospectively
perspective, this area is considered to have low potential for utilising groundwater and by the
same token, the risk of contamination is also considered to be low. The exception in both cases is
if there is localised fracturing without a low permeable layer covering the fractures. Soil
permeability mapping available on the LIST maps the assessment area as slowly permeable to
moderately permeable, and this correlates with the soil textures identified in the soil profiles that
were excavated.
Noise emissions
The plant equipment is expected to have very low noise emissions and is very remote in nature.
No process equipment noise is identified as major. Most machines are low in power and located
in sealed processing rooms.
External noise sources may be generated from small electrical water pumps, refrigeration/airconditioning condensers and livestock. Under existing use, the farm includes hundreds of pigs and
cattle. The proposed process building will only incorporate lairage for 150 pigs. Equipment will
operate from 6 am to 4 pm. Two refrigeration compressors may continue to operate
intermittently after hours to maintain the chiller temperatures.
A diagram of the noise sources is as below,
The main sources of noise are located near the plant as follows,

Figure 14: Main Noise sources on site
SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020

Page28

The noise values are as follows,
1.
2.
3.

Refrigeration condensers
Air compressor
Human activities

4.
5.

Trucks
Animal holding Pen gates

5 Condensers. 6kW each,
10kW (Indoors),
10 employees on arrival, lunch,
and departure
1-2 Loads per day.
0 to 150 pigs for 8 hours.

70 dB at 3m
75dB at 3m
60 dB
90 dB
70 dB

The refrigeration compressor/condensers are located outside in a 3 walled shed. The combined
noise of the units should not exceed 73 Db at the plant location. The nearest house/receptor is
about 500m from this location.
Under the Tasmanian Environmental Management and Pollution Control (Noise) Regulations
2016, Noise levels of fixed equipment shall not emit more than 45 dB between 7am and 10pm or
40 dB between 10pm and 7am at the closest residence. Using the Residential Best Practice
Guideline (Tasmania) V.3.2 by Airah, the noise levels will be well below these figures (<30dB) at
less than a 100m from the source.
In the TIA statement, the traffic noise was considered very low risk. The existing site included pig
growing and cattle grazing activities with numbers far in excess of the proposed maximum of 150
pigs which will be housed in lairage. The average number pigs housed on this site will be less than
70.
Waste Management
The water consumption estimate for the abattoir is lower than many comparable plants. The
building size is small in area and hence needs less cleaning. Furthermore, the process doesn’t
include a boning activity nor advanced paunch cleaning operation. Water consumption per pig
will be less compared to large meat processing plants which are usually used as guidelines for
water usage in design proposals.
The diagram in Appendix I, shows all flows of product into the plant and waste discharge from the
plant. There will be an average of 3 tonnes of solid waste sold to a render plant and 27 kl of waste
water treated on site daily.
Brief description of the plant waste management process
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

Floor drains in the processing area will have 3mm screen baskets to remove solids
from the red stream.
Green waste from yards washing will be passed through a WAM channel filter screen
to remove all solids.
Manure/green Solids removed by the screen will be sold as fertiliser. Solids are a
Controlled Waste (K100) and therefore they will be managed, transported and
disposed or re-used in accordance with relevant Controlled Waste Regulations and
stock exclusion periods
Selected offals will be washed, chilled and packed for pet food or as edible product
Non-required organs, trimmings and condemned carcasses (less common) will be
collected daily and sent for render. These will be collected in liquid tight
bins/containers for transport on a daily basis and delivered off site to an accredited
render plant.
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6.

7.

8.

Process waste water will be filtered through purposely designed floor wastes and
combined with WAM waste water in a pump pit. The filtered water stream, would be
piped to the Anaerobic and Aerobic Water treatments ponds. Screenings from
process floor drainage screens will be sent to render with the mixed materials from
item 5.
Water from the facility will be reused on site for irrigation of selective crop with high
nitrogen and phosphorus uptake characteristics and in a controlled and agreed
irrigation plan.
Treated Water from the Aerobic pond will be used for irrigation of winter active crops
all year round as per the attached report by Agronomist Russell Whitmore, in
Appendix E.

Waste Water Treatment Ponds
The abattoir screened waste water should have the following nutrient loadings,
Parameters
Units
Average Wastewater Characteristics*
Daily Flow Rate
(KL/day)
34
BOD
(mg/L)
750
pH
(mg/L)
6.4
TN
(mg/L)
340
TP
(mg/L)
60
Salinity
(dS/m)
1.2
Oil and grease
(mg/L)
49
*_ Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems of Abattoirs in Victoria. JAP Mathes & BJC Perera
Table 3: Influent nutrient loadings to the WWTP
Effluent discharged from the treatment ponds is expected to have the following reduced
nutrient levels,
• TN
– 100mg/L
• TP
– 25mg/L
• K
– 65mg/L and
• BOD – 50 mg/L
Anaerobic Pond
The CSIRO suggest that anaerobic ponds should be designed to achieve HRT (Hydraulic retention
Time) of 10-12 days, with an argument for up to 20 days pond capacity to cope with sludge build
up while retaining an adequate working volume, short circuiting and shock loads; and a Maximum
BOD load of 200-300 kg/day/Ml of pond volume. The design was based on a conservative HRT of
25 days to also allow for the cooler climate.
Size calculation is as follows,
HRT
Total Flow at Full Capacity
No. of production days
Total Flow / 7 days week
Water volume before water board
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The Depth of the Pond will be approximately 4 meters with additional bank height allowance of
250mm for water boarding and 750mm flood depth.
All pond construction will comply with the Tasmanian Division 4 Permit Dam Works Code 2015.
The base and sides will be constructed from a low permeability clay liner (k<1x10–9 m/s) as per
the guidelines with a minimum compacted cover of 400mm on the base and 600mm on the slope.

Figure 15: Typical construction of Dam walls
Aerobic Ponds
The CSIRO recommend a BOD loading of 45-90 kg/Ha/day of pond surface, with higher values in
the Northern states and Lower values in the southern states depending on the Solar profile. We
have used a conservative figure of 45kg/Ha/day as basis for the design. We have also used a pond
depth of 0.9 m with an additional waterboard clearance of 250mm and 750mm Flood depth.
The design loading was also based on a BOD reduction of 60% in the Anaerobic pond. This figure
is below the 80%-90% allowance normally used, and allows for the lower BOD influent loading.
Size calculation is as follows,
Aerobic Pond Loading Based on Visible Solar Energy
Anaerobic Discharge BOD at 60% reduction of
750mg/L
BOD / day
Pond Depth after water board
BOD Design Loading
For Tasmania (a lower figure is selected)
Ave BOD/day (4 Days in 7 Production)
Required Pond Area at 1m depth =
Aerobic Pond Area

300
8.1
0.9
45-90

mg /l BOD
Kg BOD per day
m
BOD kg/Ha/day

45
4.629 kg/day
0.1029 Ha
1029 m2

Winter Irrigation
Nutrient loading has been calculated using the formulas provided in the Reuse Guidelines. There
is sufficient area for all reuse water to be applied within the reuse area, both in a median year
and a 90th percentile year.
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Based on the irrigation report provided by Nutrien in Appendix E, The abattoirs total wastewater
of 7.2ML per annum can be absorbed in the 14.9ha of irrigatable land and can be managed with
timely application.
In the event of a 90th percentile year the benefit of applying the nutrients to the pastures in
combination of gibberellic acid will out way the moisture build-up of the soil. Furthermore,
summer irrigation autumn, winter and spring irrigation would use more wastewater than the
abattoir would produce.
This negates the need for a winter storage dam. A winter storage dam will be constructed if the
need arises.
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Dangerous goods and Environmentally Hazardous Materials
Small quantities of chemicals and fuels may be used on site. Mainly,
1.
Cleaning and sanitising agents.
2.
Oils and lubricants.
3.
Chlorine for Water Treatment.
4.
Ammonia or other Refrigeration gasses.
5.
LPG.
Spill kits will be provided in areas where chemicals are stored to allow rapid control and clean-up
of any spills.
The chlorination system will be bunded to provide for containment of chemical spills during
chemical delivery/unloading, storage or dosing.
All necessary documentation and signage (e.g. chemical safety data sheets etc), and safety
equipment will be provided where deemed necessary.
Biodiversity and natural Values
No threatened flora species were identified within, or around, the proposed works area.
Additionally, no threatened fauna or fauna dens or nests were identified within the proposed
works area; however, two eagle nests are within 1km line of sight of the proposed abattoir.
Providing the recommendations, as outlined in the report (Appendix C), are followed, the
proposed construction and operation of the abattoir is considered unlikely to have an adverse
effect on the value of the habitat for species managed under the Threatened Species Protection
Act 1995 or the Nature Conservation Act 2002.
The proposed abattoir will not directly impact on any vegetation communities, being wholly
contained within agricultural land (FAG). The construction and operation of the proposed abattoir
is considered to have a low risk to the integrity of vegetation communities present on the
property.
There was also no evidence of any threatened crayfish or snail species observed along or within
any of the tributaries in the survey area.
Vermin and pests
In order to avoid attracting vermin and pests, a pest management program will be established.
The program will cover pests such as those outlined below:
• Rats, Mice
• Cockroaches
• Common Ants
• Webbing spiders
• Flies
The building Structure will also be sealed and the facia will include vermin wire mesh under the
eaves to prevent vermin from accessing the ceiling space.
Waste Bins and waste water pits will be covered to prevent vermin access.
Socio-economic issues
The proposed development is consistent with the principles of Tasmania’s Sustainable AgriFood
Plan 2019-2023, in
•

Establishing Further Meat Processing Capacity in Tasmania
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•

Acting on the Tasmanian Meat Industry Working Group recommendations for a viable red
meat industry.

Currently the Government/Taxpayer support the Devonport abattoir. The stress on producers
will be offset by a new development with a fresh marketing strategy and a new more efficient
plant.
The cost of the design and construction phase of the project is approximately $2.5 M. This phase
of the project will provide both an opportunity for direct jobs and an increase in economic activity
in the area.
The proposed development will provide approximately 12 ongoing direct jobs during peak
production times. It will also provide many more indirect jobs for material and service suppliers
as well as engineering contractors.
Fire risk
The construction of the premises will be based non-flammable and self-extinguishing materials
and in accordance with the fire protection requirements of the NCC 2019 Australian National
construction code.
The size of the processing building compartment is less than 500m2, hence a fire hydrant system
is not required. Nevertheless, Fire hose reels and appropriate extinguishers will be installed in
appropriate locations.
The business will also include an evacuation plan. To accomplish this, an Emergency Response
warden and first aid trainee will be appointed and trained for emergencies. Their responsibilities
include:
• Arranging the evacuation of employees
• Rendering first aid
• Salvaging and restoring company operations.
If They discover a fire:
• Remain calm
• Notify people in your area to evacuate to a pre-assigned Evacuation Assembly Area.
• Dial the emergency number from the list below and give the operator the location of the
fire
Environmental Management System
Environmental aspects, and their potential environmental impacts, arising from both the
construction of and the ongoing operation of the facility will be managed under an environmental
management system.
The environmental management system will be designed to include the activities of both
employees and contractors. A HACCP (Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point) plan will be
prepared in order to identify and manage risks to food safety. The system will be implemented
with an expert consultant who have previously been involved with Scottsdale Pork boning
activities.
The environmental management system will provide the framework to:
a. Carry out hazard identification, hazard/risk assessment and control of hazards/risks
arising from existing or planned activities, products or services
b. Identify the processes needed for the system and their application throughout the
company
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c. Identify priorities and set appropriate objectives and targets
d. Take action necessary to achieve planned results and continual improvement of these
processes and
e. Properly manage any complaints from the general public and / or neighbours, including a
register of complaints recording the date and time of the complaint, the name and contact
details of the complainant, the nature of the complaint, the action taken, the details of
the person responsible for action and resolution of complaint including actions taken to
prevent recurrence.
Organisational Structure

Employees and Visitors
Employees and Visitors will be inducted to the site. A site induction sheet will be created in line
with the company’s commitment to safety with items as follows,
• Hazards and risks specific to the workplace e.g. external machines, passages, traffic etc...
• Site specific rules that must be complied with e.g. personal protective equipment (PPE)
like hard hats that workers must wear and use
• Who to report incidents and hazards to and how to report them
• Incident, emergency and evacuation procedures and associated equipment at the
workplace, and the layout of the workplace including entries and exists, loading and
unloading areas, location of facilities, first aid and security requirements and no go zones.
Environmental impact of traffic
Impact of traffic generated by the proposal
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The current level of traffic activity at 349 Ten Mile Track is very low, therefore the small increase
in traffic due to the proposed abattoir would have a negligible impact. The estimated traffic
generation is 36 vehicle movements per day.
Many of Tasmania’s native animals are active at night, often crossing or travelling along country
roads. This proposal will not generate any additional night time traffic in the hours of 5pm to
5am.
Environmental
No applicable environmental impacts were identified in relation to:
• Noise, vibration or visual impact
• Community severance, pedestrian amenity
• Hazardous loads, air pollution or ecological impacts
• Heritage and Conservation
Street Lighting and Furniture
The proposal does not justify street lighting or other roadside furniture.
Signage
Scottsdale Pork will work with council on signing the bend just north of the proposed access
relocation with Curve warning signs on each approach. In addition to signing the one lane bridge
approaches to the Great Forester River 500m north of the proposed access relocation as
recommended by the attached TIA report in Appendix D.
Access Safety
Access to the site will be relocated and constructed to Council standard without a driveway
culvert and with 9m radius for left turn entrance from Ten Mile Track to cater for semitrailers.
The access driveway will be 5.5m wide.
The gate to the proposed access will be relocated and setback from the edge of the road enough
to cater for delivery vehicles including semi-trailers. A gate setback of at least 20m is
recommended.
Noise and Dust
The traffic management issues along the public road network are assessed by the planning
authority (Council) under the Planning Scheme and have been addressed in the TIA (Appendix D).
The internal access network will be widened, compacted and sealed, minimising dust emissions.
Unpaved roads will be managed to minimise dust generation.
Additionally, the nearest dwelling at 377 Ten Mile Track (to the south) is approximately 180
metres away from the access point onto Ten Mile Track and will not be unreasonably impacted
by the proposed traffic noise and regime for the abattoir.
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7

Monitoring and Review

Reuse Water Quality & Quantity
It is recommended that ongoing monitoring of the reuse water quality is conducted. Ideally, this
should occur quarterly. It should be noted that reuse water nutrient levels and salinity used in
this report are predicted levels provided by Lean Projects. The actual levels may vary. Reuse
water will need to meet Grade B Recycled Water requirements as per the Reuse Guidelines to
allow irrigation application. See Appendix 4 – Wastewater Uses and Required Quality (Reuse
Guidelines) for Grade B water quality requirements. Frequent monitoring of flow data should
also be conducted, so that actual quantity of wastewater can be calculated.
Soil Monitoring
Soil Monitoring and reporting of both topsoils and subsoils should occur annually for at least 5
years to ensure that there are no detrimental effects on the soil. If there are no detrimental
effects identified, it may be appropriate to reduce the frequency of sampling after this time.
Heavy metals should only be tested for every 5 years.
The ideal timing of sampling would be in Autumn after irrigation has finished and the last lot of
hay has been cut for the season so the nutrient budget/fertilizer regime can be done before
spring.
Subsoil samples should be collected from the same locations as where the baseline samples
were collected. It is also recommended that baseline sampling is collected for the additional
area at the same time that monitoring sampling occurs for the assessed area in one year.
Surface Water Monitoring
Surface water monitoring will be conducted at the same time as reuse water sampling is
conducted. Samples should be collected from the same points as the baseline samples were
collected from.
Groundwater Monitoring
If bores are required to be installed, monitoring of these bores should be subject to the
recommendations of the EPA.

8

Decommissioning

If the abattoir permanently ceased operations, there would be the potential that the site,
buildings and wastewater treatment ponds could be used by another animal processing or
similar industry. Half the facility is required for refrigeration and can be adapted to store other
agricultural produce
The Anaerobic ponds will be allowed to digest the existing contents with the crust cover
retained. This has been found to minimise odour emissions. After a period of 6 – 12 months
without wastewater feed, the ponds will have stabilised their contents and the risk of odour will
be negligible, even if the crust begins to disappear.
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9

Management Measures

No. DPEMP Section
1
6.1 Air Quality

2

3

4

5
6

7

8
9
10

11

12
13
14

Commitment
Should processes control issues develop in relation Anaerobic Pond,
such that excessive odour emissions occur on a regular basis, the
pond would be covered, and off gas captured and flared.
6.1 Air Quality
Access to or retention of spare equipment such that when
breakdown of vital equipment occurs aerobic conditions can be
reinstated in as minimal a time as practically possible.
6.1 Air Quality
Waste and processed material will be transported around the site in
enclosed systems wherever possible, and, in non-enclosed systems
accessible for regular clean down
6.1 Air Quality
Development of a blue-green algae management procedure for
implementation if a bloom (or outbreak) is suspected on the sites
optional Winter Storage pond.
6.1 Air Quality
Lairage areas will be washed down daily to control both dust and
odour emission generation
6.2 Surface Water To further minimise the risk of surface runoff, irrigation of the reuse
Quality
water should not be applied 24 hours before or after a predicted
and/or actual heavy rainfall event and/or when there is surface water
present. Heavy rainfall includes any rain event (e.g. prolonged rainfall
or heavy downpours) that results in pools of water forming along the
ground
6.6
Dangerous The storage and use of the chlorine and other chemicals in the
goods
and abattoir area will be fully contained within a bunded area
environmentally
hazardous
materials
6.7
Biodiversity A sediment barrier may be required downslope of works if there is a
and Natural Value high risk of run-off during works
6.2 Surface Water Monitoring of water flow data to ensure the waste water quantities
Quality
are verified
6.2 Surface Water Soil Monitoring and reporting of both topsoils and subsoils should
Quality
occur annually for at least 5 years to ensure that there are no
detrimental effects on the soil.
6.2 Surface Water Ongoing monitoring of the reuse water quality will be conducted. This
Quality
may occur twice yearly but if inconsistencies are noticed, quarterly
checks will be conducted.
6.2 Surface Water Surface water to be tested at the same time as re-use water
Quality
6.4
Noise Operations
will
adhere
to
operating
limits:
emissions
Plant operation hours are set for one shift
6.7
Biodiversity Weed control of the works area, prior to, and following works, to
and
prevent further establishment of weeds throughout the area
Natural Values
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No. DPEMP Section

Commitment

15

Prevent biosecurity incursions and further weed incursions by
implementing strict washdown guidelines for all machinery and
equipment used during works and for future operations.
Environmental aspects, and their potential environmental impacts,
arising from both the construction of and the ongoing operation of
the facility will be managed under an environmental management
system
The entrance to 349 Ten Mile Track will be designed with 9m radius
for the left turn in to cater for semitrailer access

16

17

6.7
Biodiversity
and
Natural Values
6.10
Environmental
Management
Systems
6.20
Traffic
Impacts

10 Conclusion
The proposed abattoir facility will also provide sustainable, long term benefits to both the pig
growers and to the general community of Scottsdale through increased employment, lower costs
of production and potential for increased revenue.
Scottsdale Pork is committed to delivering a facility with minimal environmental impact. Ongoing
engagement with key consultants and experienced equipment suppliers will develop and deliver
state of the art solutions addressing all environmental issues identified by the EPA in the Project
Specific Guidelines, including the key issues of:
a) Potential impacts of air emissions on sensitive receivers
b) Potential impacts of irrigating the Land with reuse water on surface water, soils and
groundwater and
c) Flora and Fauna impacts to the local environment
Additional reports provided included,
d) An Agronomist report on alternative crop for Winter irrigation in lieu of winter water
storage and
e) A Traffic Impact Assessment on the road infrastructure, vehicular movements, parking
and safety.
The Development Proposal and Management Measures ensure that the report recommendations
will be implemented in a vigilant matter. Based on the EPA’s specific guidelines, the key issues
identified for this proposal, which should be the focus of the EIS, are:
Air emissions,
particularly potential odour effects on nearby residences associated with the operation
of the proposal.
Emission of odour from the proposed Scottsdale Pork Pig Processing Facility have been shown to
be such that environmental nuisance or environmental harm is highly unlikely with predicted
odour emission levels well below the Tasmanian EPPair criterion level at sensitive receptors and
only exceeding at the boundary with land that isn’t considered sensitive.
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Water quality,
particularly impacts on waterways and groundwater from construction of the proposal,
drawing water for activity operation, and irrigation.
The soil testing results and included recommendations indicate that the land is suitable for
irrigation and harvesting crops to control the nutrient load.
The irrigated area would be cropped to prevent a build-up of nutrients in the area. Ongoing
monitoring of the effluent nutrient level and soil condition will be part of the Nutrient and
Irrigation Management Plan implemented under the management measures, with the operation
of the abattoir. Testing and reporting would be by the abattoir management. Changes to the
irrigation and cropping schedule will be varied at times to suit the test reports recommendations.
Biodiversity and natural values,
particularly potential impacts from construction and operation of the proposal on
threatened flora and fauna.
The report concluded that the proposed construction and operation of the abattoir is considered
unlikely to have an adverse effect on the value of the habitat for species managed under the
Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 or the Nature Conservation Act 2002.
Additionally, the recommendations are likely to result in an overall low level of disturbance
associated with the proposal and is therefore unlikely to present a significant impact and require
any additional assessment under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC).
The Proposed Processing Plant size is not considered to be significant in size. This enables more
control over the operation to achieve the desired outcomes.
There have been few new abattoirs built in Australia and specifically in Tasmania over the past 20
years. Most of the existing processors have buildings and infrastructure considered past their
service life. This proposal will provide a modern hygienic facility and modern German pork
processing machines. It is expected to be efficient and reliable.
Most importantly it saves the livelihood of many farmers who need another Tasmanian red meat
abattoir to process their livestock for a reasonable return.
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Executive Summary
Tarkarri Engineering was commissioned by Scottsdale Pork to conduct an air quality
assessment as part of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), for a proposed Pig Processing
Plant at Springfield in north-east Tasmania.
Potential dust emission sources during construction and operational phases are discussed and
management strategies detailed.
Potential odour sources were identified and published emission rates used to model emissions
from proposed processing plant using CALPUFF. The modelling results show that
environmental nuisance or environmental harm is highly unlikely. Predicted odour emission
ground level concentrations only exceed the Tasmanian EPPair criterion level of 2 OUs at or
beyond the boundary of the land with adjoining land that isn’t considered sensitive. At sensitive
receptor locations at far greater distances than the boundary of the land predicted levels are
well below 1 OU.
Processes and scenarios with the potential to increase odour emissions from the plant above
those modelled here are discussed. Management strategies and commitments outlined in this
assessment are as follows:•

Should processes control issues develop in relation Anerobic Pond, such that excessive
odour emissions occur on a regular basis, the pond would be covered, and off gas
captured and flared.

•

Wash-down procedures for the Effluent Pit and Screw Screen area should be developed
such that materials aren’t left to putrefy and developed high odour emission levels.

•

Development of a blue-green algae management procedure for implementation if a
bloom (or outbreak) is suspected on the sites Winter Storage pond (if constructed).
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1 Introduction
Tarkarri Engineering was commissioned by Scottsdale Pork to conduct an air quality
assessment, as part of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), for a proposed Pig Processing
Plant to be located approx. 6 km south south-west of Scottsdale in north-east Tasmania. Project
Specific EIS Guidelines were issued by the Tasmanian Environmental Protection Authority
(EPA) with the section pertaining to air quality provided below.
6.1 Air emissions
In addition to the matters stipulated in Section 6.1 of the EIS General Guidelines, consideration
of air emissions must include the following:
•

A map showing the location of all point sources of atmospheric emissions (i.e. from
arrival of stock to removal of the product, waste management and facility maintenance)
from the proposed development.

•

A description of each potential source of air emission (i.e. point or fugitive) to the air,
including the likely composition (i.e. types of constituents), quantities and rates of
emissions (of odorous compounds and dust) to the atmosphere that may arise from
construction and operation/maintenance of the facility.

•

An assessment of the potential for emissions to cause environmental harm (including
environmental nuisance) investigating a variety of conditions including worst case
scenarios and upset conditions. The assessment needs to contain contextual
information, such as times of the day, durations and frequencies, in order to establish
suitable parameters for air dispersion modelling. It must also take into account all stages
of the production process including:
i.

the proposed abattoir (including arrival of livestock, disposal of manure/urine,
storage of by-products/waste animal matter, removal of waste from the site);

ii. the proposed wastewater treatment system (WTS) including dissolved air
flotation system and lagoons (operation and maintenance); and
iii. the irrigation process.
•

Results of atmospheric dispersion modelling. The results should be used to assess the
impacts of air emissions from the proposed abattoir relative to the requirements of the
Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality) 2004. Air Dispersion Modelling should be
conducted by a suitably qualified specialist in accordance with the EPA's Draft of
Tasmanian Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling Guidelines available from:
https://epa.tas.gov.au/Documents/Tasmanian_Atmospheric_Dispersion_Modelling_Gui
delines_November2018.pdf It is strongly recommended that the scope and method of
atmospheric dispersion modelling is discussed with the EPA’s Air Modelling Officer
before commencement.

•

Detailed discussion of measures to mitigate any potential impacts that may cause
environmental nuisance or environmental harm. Special consideration should be given
to potential odour impacts associated with the management of liquid waste generated by
the abattoir. The discussion should also include management of potential impacts
associated with handling of the odorous material as well as potential impacts associated
with malfunction of equipment/infrastructure used on the site, including the WTS.
Management and regulatory controls for unavoidable emissions should be in accordance
with Clause 11 (4) of the Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality) 2004 available at:
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http://epa.tas.gov.au/documents/epp_air_quality_2004.pdf.

2 Site description
The site proposed for the Pig Processing Plant is located approx. 6 km south south-east of
Scottsdale at 345 Ten Mile Creek Trk, Springfield.
The land is bounded by forestry land to the east and south and agricultural land to the north and
west along with low density residential housing.
The processing plant would process 150 pigs per day amounting to approx. 11 tonnes of product
produced a day (2000 tonnes of meat per annum). Pigs would be transported to site from a
nearby existing piggery, with no retention of animals overnight, followed by processing within a
designated building. Solid and liquid waste streams are described in section 2.2 below.
Figure 2-1 provides an aerial view with the location of the Pig Processing Plant land marked in
yellow.
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Pig Processing Plant

Irrigation paddocks

Figure 2-1: Aerial view of the processing plant site and surrounds.
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2.1 Terrain
Figure 2-2 below provides an aerial view of the terrain surrounding the Scottsdale Pork site and
projected onto map coverage. The terrain overlay is from the CALMET model (see Section 4.2.2
of this report for details) and was processed from the SRTM-1 digital elevation model (30 m
resolution) data produced by NASA.
The figure shows that the Scottsdale Pork site is located on the northern side of Mt Maurice with
topography flattening the north-west.

UTM North [m]

Pig Processing Plant

UTM East [m]

Pig Processing Plant

Figure 2-2: Aerial view of the processing plant site and surrounds with terrain overlay.
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2.2 Waste Streams
In addition to the housing of stock prior to slaughter the major source of potential odourous
emissions from the Scottsdale Pork site is likely to be generated through the handling of liquid
and solid wastes.
Figure 2-3 presents a flow chart for the Scottsdale Pork Pig Processing Plant site. The plant
would be designed to separate waste streams as follows:•

Blood will be collected separately and sent off site for processing

•

Green waste from yards sweeping or gut content will be separated from the waste water
stream where possible and sent off site.

•

Solid waste including offals not recovered for edible purposes, waste collected from floor
sweeping, or rejected carcass portions etc, will be collected in liquid containing bins and
stored in a refrigerated area prior to transport from site on a daily basis with disposal off
site at an accredited animal by product processor.

•

Process trade wastewater (and water from cleaning all areas of the plant) would be
collected from all areas of the plant, in a floor waste drainage system, and pumped to a
pre-treatment facility consisting of Primary and Secondary treatment. Water from the
facility will be reused on site for irrigation of selective crop with high nitrogen and
phosphorus uptake characteristics.

The wastewater generated by the processing plant will be treated as follows:a) Primary screening using WAM screw screen to remove most of the mixed solids into
waste bins for off-site transport.
b) Secondary treatment through an aneraobic pond (1 ML, 4 m depth) followed by an
aerobic pond (2 ML, < 1 m depth). Average wastewater characterists are expected to be
as follows:Input to ponds
Daily Flow Rate (KL/day) 27
BOD (mg/L) 750
pH (mg/L) 6.4
TN (mg/L) 340
TP (mg/L) 60
Salinity (dS/m) 1.2
Oil and grease (mg/L) 49
Reduced level at output from ponds
BOD (mg/L) 50
c) Treated water would be irrigated on land designated in Figure 2-1 above. A winter
storage dam is allowed for as an option if required. The plant is expected to produce 7.2
Ml per year for irrigation with a total irrigation area of 14.9ha. The irrigation plan for the
site indicates that the potential for land saturation and subsequent surface runoff can be
managed through the year despite the relatively high rainfall levels in the area. (see
section 4-3 of this report for further meteorological details). The management includes
methods of application and scheduling around significant rainfall events.
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Figure 2-3: Flow diagram for the Scottsdale Pork site.
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3 Dust emissions
The is a potential for the generation of dust emissions from the Scottsdale Pork site. Sources
and their potential impact and / or management include:•

Internal traffic movements: The frequency of movements is not expected to add
significant quantities of dust to the local airshed. Under hot and dry conditions
consideration should be given to wetting down unsealed internal roads to minimise
entrainment of dust.

During the construction processes. The following mitigation factors would minimise the potential
for environmental harm (including nuisance) from potential dust emissions from the site:•

A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) to be implemented, including
but not limited to the following:•

Use of water carts to damp down internal road surfaces and pond base surfaces
during excavation as necessary to minimise entrainment during vehicle traverses
and excavation.

•

Avoidance of the use of long-term stockpiles on site wherever possible unless
they perform the function of visual or noise screening. If necessary, the following
measures would be in place:•
•
•

No steep sided stockpiles or mounds or those that have sharp changes
in shape;
Whenever possible keep stockpiles or mounds away from the site
boundary, sensitive receptors, watercourses and surface drains;
Consider the predominant wind direction (see section 4.3 of this report for
details) when siting stockpiles to reduce the likelihood of affecting
sensitive receptors.
NB: The predominant wind direction at the site is from the west which
would carry dust emission away from sensitive receptors towards
predominantly forested land.

•
•

Under high wind conditions damp down stockpiles that show significant
stripping of particulate matter.

Exhaust emissions would be minimised by ensuring that all equipment is properly
maintained; only reputable contractors with well-maintained equipment would be used
on-site.

Other potential sources of dust emission in the area include :•

General agricultural activity.

•

Vegetation burn-off (seasonally).

4 Odour emissions
NB: There are no known significant sources of odour emission in the area surrounding the
Scottsdale Pork site other than that produced by general agricultural activity. Given this,
cumulative effects of odour emissions from sources outside the processing plant site will not be
considered.
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4.1 Criterion
Under Part 4 - MANAGING POINT SOURCES OF AIR CONTAMINANTS of the Tasmanian
EPPair[1] the following applies to odour:Odour
13.

(1) If a regulatory authority is satisfied that an odour from an activity is causing or is likely
to cause an environmental nuisance or environmental harm, the authority should require
that the odour emission from the source not exceed the odour criteria specified in
Schedule 3, at or beyond the boundary of the land on which the source is located.
NB: The boundary of the Land for this project is as marked in blue on figure 2-1.
(2) If the activity that is the source of the odour is being carried out at the time that this
Policy is made, the time frame for compliance with sub-clause (1) should be determined
on a case-specific basis having regard to:
(a) the environmental impact associated with the pollutant being emitted;
(b) the economic cost of upgrading and the capacity of the relevant activity to support
this cost; and

(c) the practicability of reducing emissions.
Under schedule three of the Tasmanian EPPair[1] odour criteria are stipulated and are presented
below. The relevant criterion for this study is highlighted in red.

This modelling study is assessing on the basis of an unknown mixture and therefore emission
in odour units is considered. A modelled 99.5th percentile concentration is assessed here.

4.2 Methodology
CALPUFF was utlised here for the modelling of odour emission from the Pig Processing Plant.
This is a non-steady-state Lagrangian Gaussian puff model. CALPUFF employs the threedimensional meteorological fields generated from the CALMET model by simulating the effects
of time and space varying meteorological conditions on pollutant transport, transformation and
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removal. Emission sources can be characterised as arbitrarily-varying point, area, volume and
lines or any combination of the three within the modelling domain.

4.2.1 TAPM
To generate the broad scale meteorological inputs to run CALPUFF, this study has used The
Air Pollution Model (TAPM), a 3-dimensional prognostic model developed by CSIRO. The output
from TAPM is used to generate the appropriate meteorological data for the CALPUFF modelling
system. TAPM (v 4.0.4) was configured as follows:•

Centre coordinates – 41˚ 13.000 S, 147˚ 32.500 E (UTM coordinates 545406, 5437049)

•

Dates modelled – 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2015.

•

Four nested grid domains of 30 km, 10 km, 3 km and 1 km.

•

41 x 41 grid points for all modelling domains.

•

30 vertical levels from 10 m to an altitude of 8000 m above sea level.

•

The default TAPM databases for terrain, land use and meteorology were used in the
model, including the TasVeg250m land use file.

4.2.2 CALMET
CALMET is an advanced non-steady-state diagnostic three-dimensional meteorological model
with micrometeorological modules for overwater and overland boundary layers. The model is
the meteorological preprocessor for the CALPUFF modelling system.
Version 6.5.0 of CALMET was used with the following key settings utlised:•

Domain area of 170 by 170 grid cells at 200 m spacing, SW corner coordinates 528406,
5420049.

•

Ten vertical levels: 20 m, 40 m, 80 m, 160 m, 320 m, 640 m, 1,200 m, 2,000 m, 3,000 m
and 4,000 m.

•

Dates modelled – 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2015.

•

No observations mode, full prognostic wind fields from TAPM (1 km domain) input as
MM5/3D.dat at surface and upper air for "initial guess" field.

•

No extrapolation of surface winds observations.

•

All other wind field options default.

•

Mixing height parameters default.

•

Terrain radius of influence 7.0 km.

•

3D Relative humidity and temperature from prognostic data.

•

Gridded cloud cover from prognostic RH at all levels.

•

Land use data was created using generic land use codes, with editing based on
comparison with aerial photographic imagery.

•

Terrain data from SRTM-1 digital elevation model (30 m resolution) data produced by
NASA (see figure 2-2 for details).

•

No data assimilation.

•

All other options default.
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Figure 4-1 provides an aerial view of the study area with an overlay of generic land use
categories as assigned in CALMET.

Cropland and pasture

Residential

UTM North [m]

Pig Processing Plant

Lakes

Evergreen
forest land

UTM East [m]

Figure 4-1: Aerial view of study area with land use overlay.

4.2.3 CALPUFF
Version 7.2.1 of CALPUFF was used with the following key settings utlised:
•

Domain as for CALMET model

•

Sampling grid domain at 2 x 2 km at 50 m resolution (computational grid cells: x-axis 81
to 92, y-axis 84 to 93).

•

Dates modelled – 1st January 2015 to 31st December 2015.

•

Modelled species: ODOR, type: gas, concentration modelled (no deposition).

•

Gridded 3D hourly-varying meteorological conditions generated by CALMET
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•

No chemical transformation or wet removal modelled.

•

Dispersion coefficients calculated using turbulence computed from micrometeorology
with the PDF method used for sigma-z in the convective boundary layer.

•

All other options default.

Figure 4-2 provides an aerial view with the sampling grid extent shown in yellow.

Figure 4-2: Aerial view of study area with sampling grid extent shown in yellow.

4.3 Meteorology
NB: Please note the use of letter designations for wind directions in the following subsections.
The nearest representative Bureau of Meteorology (BoM) weather station is located at
Scottsdale (West Minstone Road) (Station number 091219), approx. 6 km NW of the Scottsdale
Pork site.
Figure 4-3 provides an aerial view showing the location of the Scottsdale (West Minstone Road)
BoM station and the Pig Processing Plant site.
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Scottsdale (West Minstone Road)

Scottsdale Pork

Figure 4-3: Aerial view showing the location of the Scottsdale (West Minstone Road) and
Scottsdale Pork site.
Long term weather data was obtained from the BoM weather station at Scottsdale (West
Minstone Road) (1971 – present) and presented in Table 4-1. The mean temperature range is
between 4 and 23 °C with the coldest month being July and the hottest months being January
and February. The rainfall in the region is highest in Winter and lowest in late Summer. The
mean annual rainfall is approx. 966 mm.
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Climate stats - SCOTTSDALE (WEST MINSTONE ROAD)
Mean temp (°C)
Month
Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec
Annual

9 a.m. conditions

Max.

Min.

Rainfall
(mm)

23.0
23.0
21.3
18.0
14.9
12.6
12.0
12.5
14.3
16.5
18.8
20.9
17.3

10.9
11.3
10.0
8.0
5.9
4.2
3.7
3.8
4.7
5.8
7.8
9.3
7.1

56.1
39.8
55.8
76.0
97.6
101.0
119.9
118.2
94.2
78.9
67.6
65.7
966.2

Temp
(°C)

RH (%)

16.3
16.3
15.0
13.3
10.3
7.9
7.3
8.2
10.1
11.6
13.5
15.1
12.1

70
73
74
77
82
83
84
80
75
73
71
69
76

Wind
speed
(km/h)
9.3
8.2
7.9
7.5
6.5
6.8
7.1
8.2
9.6
9.6
10.1
10.3
8.4

3 p.m. conditions
Temp
(°C)

RH (%)

21.3
21.6
19.9
16.6
13.7
11.5
10.9
11.3
12.7
15.0
17.3
19.2
15.9

53
54
55
63
68
71
70
67
65
61
60
56
62

Wind
speed
(km/h)
15.0
14.2
13.4
12.2
10.2
9.7
11.2
13.3
14.8
14.9
15.3
16.0
13.4

Table 4-1: Long term climate statistics, BoM weather station SCOTTSDALE (WEST MINSTONE
ROAD): 091219.

4.3.1 Wind rose comparison
Figure 4-4 presents average 9 am and 3 pm wind roses for the Scottsdale (West Minstone Road)
location from both the BoM weather station and CALMET model.
The 9 am BoM wind rose at Scottsdale (West Minstone Road) shows strong NW and W wind
signals with lesser components from the S, SE and E. The 9 am CALMET wind rose shows a
similar NW and W components and lacks the S, SE and E components
The 3 pm BoM wind rose from Scottsdale (West Minstone Road) has strong N, NW and W wind
sector components that are also seen in 3 pm CALMET wind rose. Signals from the other wind
sectors seen in the BoM wind rose are well represented in the CALMET wind rose.

5310_AQ_R_Scottsdale Pork - Pig Processing Plant, Springfield, air emission assessment
4 June 2020
Commercial - in - Confidence

Page 18 of 37

Scottsdale Pork – Pig Processing Plant, Springfield, air emission assessment.

BoM
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CALMET
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3 pm

Figure 4-4: 9 am and 3 pm wind roses for Scottsdale (West Minstone Road).
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4.3.2 CALMET meteorological outputs
4.3.2.1 Wind fields
Figure 4-5 presents an annual and seasonal CALMET wind roses from the Scottsdale Pork site.
Strong W and WSW wind components are evident in these wind roses with very little wind from
the S and N. A ESE wind component is evident in all seasons but particularly during the Summer.
Annual

Summer

Autumn

Winter

Spring

Figure 4-5: Annual and seasonal CALMET wind roses for the Scottsdale Pork site.
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Figures 4-6 and 4-7 present CALMET diurnal variation in wind speed and direction respectively
at the Scottsdale Pork site. Wind speeds are relatively high during the day dropping typically to
below 2 m/s during the night. The wind direction data shows and absence of southerly winds
during the night and infrequent winds from the north throughout.

Figure 4-6: CALMET diurnal wind speed variation at the Scottsdale Pork site.
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Figure 4-7: CALMET diurnal wind direction variation at the Scottsdale Pork site.
4.3.2.2

Mixing height

The mixing height determines the height above ground that a pollutant emitted will be mixed by
turbulent air flow, i.e. lower mixing height, less potential dispersion. CALMET diurnal variation
in mixing height at the Scottsdale Pork site is shown in figure 4-8.
An increase in the mixing height is observed during the morning due to the increase in solar
radiation following sunrise. Typically, maximum mixing heights occur in the mid to late afternoon
and descends in the early evening. The mixing height is consistently low during the night
indicating typically stable atmospheric conditions overnight.
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Figure 4-8: CALMET diurnal mixing height variation at the Scottsdale Pork site.
4.3.2.3 Atmospheric stability
Atmospheric stability refers to the tendency of the atmosphere to lesson or augment vertical
motion. Pasquill Stability Classes (stability classes A to F) categorise the degree of atmospheric
stability. These classes characterise prevailing meteorological conditions and are an input into
the air dispersion model. Figure 4-9 presents CALMET diurnal variation in atmospheric stability
at the Scottdale Pork site. Table 4-2 provides the percent occurrence of each class across the
modelled year along with a brief description of the class with regard to atmospheric stability.
The results in figure 4-8 show that relatively unstable conditions are normal during the day, whilst
stable to neutral conditions typically occur at night (i.e. less dispersive conditions at night). The
data from table 4-2 identifies that stability class D, representing neutral atmospheric conditions,
as the most commonly occurring stability class throughout the year modelled with stability class
F, representing very stable conditions, a close second.
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Figure 4-9: CALMET diurnal atmospheric stability variation at the Scottsdale Pork site.

Pasquill stability class annual occurrence
Stability
class
A
B
C
D
E
F

Description
Very unstable low wind, clear skies, hot daytime conditions
Unstable clear skies, daytime conditions
Moderately unstable moderate wind, slightly overcast daytime conditions
Neutral high winds or cloudy days and nights
Stable moderate wind, slightly overcast night-time conditions
Very stable low winds, clear skies, cold night-time conditions

Percent occurrence
(%)
0.4
9.1
16.4
35.0
5.2
33.9

Table 4-2: CALMET annual percent occurrence of atmospheric stability classes at the
Scottsdale Pork site.
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4.4 Odour emission sources and discrete receptors
The following significant potential source of odour from the were identified from information
provided by Lean Projects on behalf of Scottsdale Pork:•

Lairage

•

Solid Waste Loadout (i.e. collected green waste)

NB: Odour from solid waste storage isn’t considered with materials such as offal and
rejected carcass portions stored in a refrigerated area prior to off-site transport. Given this
odour from this source isn’t expected to be signifcant.
•

Effluent Pit

•

Screw screen and storage bins

•

Anaerobic Pond

•

Aerobic Pond

•

Winter Storage (considered here but is only an option for water storage if required)

NB: Odour emissions from the irrigation of wastewater was not considered here. This
potential source of odour is unlikely to be significant following secondary wastewater
treatment. Additionally, the paddocks designated for irrigation are located at significant
distance form sensitive receptors (i.e. residences) with the closest property boundary with
adjacent forestry land (not considered sensitive to odour). As discussed previously the
irrigation plan for the site indicates that irrigation can be managed such that land saturation
and subsequent surface runoff can be managed through the year despite the relatively high
rainfall levels in the area.
Odour emission rates were derived from the following published sources:McDonald, A., Cesca, J., Witherspoon, J., MacKenzie, R. and Barbu, E. (2008)
Development of a Wastewater Treatment Plant Odour Emissions Database and its
Application for Process Improvements” In Odour and VOCs: Measurement Regulation
and Control. Kassel Publishing 2009.
Vipac Engineers and Scientists (2015) Northern Australian Beef Limited, Livingstone
Beef – Odour Audit, 16 December 2015
Air Environment Consulting (2017) Report prepared by Air Environment Consulting for
King Island Meat Processing – Beef Abattoir and Rendering Facility Air Quality Impact
Assessment, 28 July 2017.
GHD (2014) Cressy Rendering DPEMP - Odour Assessment Report, June 2014
Table 4-3 presents the model input details of the Scottsdale Pork odour emission sources
modelled. Table 4-4 provides location coordinate information of the odour sources modelled and
the processing building also included in the model. The processing building was modelled with
a flat roof with an eave height of 5 m. Both the Lairage and Anerobic Pond area sources were
split into 2 polygonal area sources where overlap with the CALMET grid occurred.
2 modelling scenarios were developed with scenario 2 having an increased emission rate for
the Anerobic Pond, X3 the rate from scenario 1. This covered the range of values seen in the
published data.
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Odour emission model input source data
Area sources
Emission source

Lairage
Solid Waste Loadout
Effluent Pit
Anaerobic Pond
Aerobic Pond
Winter Storage
Volume sources
Emission
source

Screw
Screen

Effective
height
(m)

Area
(m2)

Release
height (m)

Initial
sigma Z
(m)

60
4
4
1009
1302
3916

0
1
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
1
1

1.400
0.650
5.250
3.000
1.000
0.330
0.047

Length
of side
(m)

Initial
sigma Y
(m)

Initial
sigma Z
(m)

OER (OU/s)

2.5

10

2.33

1.16

SOER (OU.m2/s)
Scenario
1

Scenario
2

Scenario
1

Scenario
2

1050

1050

OER (OU/s)
Scenario
1

Scenario
2

84
3
21
1009

3027
430
184

Comments
Based on SOER of
5.25 OU.m2/s and
surface area
encompassing screw
screen and storage
bins
NB: considered very
conservative with
waste materials not
to be held on site for
significant periods
such that significant
purification is likely.

Table 4-3: Odour emission model input source information.

Odour emission model input location coordinates (m)
UTM centre
coordinates
Emission source

Lairage_a

Lairage_b

Solid Waste Loadout
Effluent Pit

UTM corner coordinates
(rectangular and polygonal sources)

(volume sources)

Easting

Northing

Easting

Northing

x-length

y-length

-

-

545801
545806
545806
545805
545806
545807
545810
545806
545843
545815

5437460
5437462
5437451
5437451
5437462
5437462
5437453
5437451
5437478
5437468

2
2

2
2
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-

-

Aerobic Pond
Winter Storage

-

Screw Screen

Anaerobic Pond_a

Anaerobic Pond_b

-

545690
545680
545688
545706
545715
545689
545705
545706
545689
545710
545735

5437489
5437451
5437449
5437449
5437482
5437449
5437445
5437449
5437449
5437553
5437546

62
89

21
44

105
105

545763

5437454

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

545811

5437453

40

10

20

Building
Processing building

Table 4-4: Odour emission model input location coordinates.
6 residential locations in the area surrounding the proposed Pig Processing Plant site were
identified and discrete receptors were located at each in the model. Table 4-6 presents location
coordinates for each of the receptors.

Discrete receptor locations coordinates (m)
Receptor
R1
R2
R3
R4
R5
R6

UTM coordinates
Easting
545425
545094
544703
544919
544549
545582

Northing
5438198
5437197
5437392
5437136
5437124
5438522

Table 4-5: Discrete receptor location coordinates.
Figure 4-10 presents the location of the discrete receptors on an aerial view while Figure 4-11
shows the location of the Scottsdale Pork odour model emission sources and processing
building.
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R6

R1

R3
R2
R5
R4

Figure 4-10: Aerial view showing discrete receptor locations.
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Winter Storage

Effluent Pit
Carcass Loadout

Aerobic Pond

Processing Building

Lairage

Anerobic Pond

Anerobic Pond

Figure 4-11: Aerial view showing source and building locations.
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4.5 Odour emissions modelling results
Dispersion modelling of odour emissions from the proposed Scottsdale Pork site at Springfield has
been undertaken in accordance with the Tasmanian Air Dispersion Modelling Guidelines, utilising
model set up parameters outlined in sections 4.2 of this report, to assess the predicted 99.5th
percentile ground level concentrations (glc’s) of odour (in odour units: OU) as required under
schedule three of the Tasmanian EPPair[1].
Figures 4-12 and 4-13 present odour emission glc contours projected onto an aerial view for
scenario 1 while Figures 4-14 and 4-15 present contours for scenario 2. All odour sources outlined
in Tables 4-3 and 4-4 were modelled. The glc for each contour (in OU) is provided (white number
on black background) with the 2 OU (regulatory criterion) contour highlighted in turquoise. The
location of the odour sources, processing building, discrete receptors and land boundary are also
shown.
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R1

R3

R2
R5

R4

Figure 4-12: Aerial view showing predicted 99.5th percentile 1-hour average glc odour emission contours (in OU) for scenario 1.
(max glc at or beyond land boundary 2.32 OU at UTM coordinate 545588, 5437554).
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Figure 4-13: Aerial view showing predicted 99.5th percentile 1-hour average glc odour emission contours (in OU) for scenario 1.
(max glc at or beyond land boundary 2.32 OU at UTM coordinate 545588, 5437554).
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R1
Artefact of sampling
grid boundary

R3

R2
R5

R4

Figure 4-14: Aerial view showing predicted 99.5th percentile 1-hour average glc odour emission contours (in OU), for scenario 2.
(max glc at or beyond land boundary 4.52 OU at UTM coordinate 545588, 5437554).
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Figure 4-15: Aerial view showing predicted 99.5th percentile 1-hour average glc odour emission contours (in OU), for scenario 2.
(max glc at or beyond land boundary 4.52 OU at UTM coordinate 545588, 5437554).
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Discrete receptor predicted odour emission glc’s (OU)
Receptor
R1
R2
R3
R4
R5
R6

Scenario 1
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.04
0.04
0.02

Scenario 2
0.11
0.09
0.09
0.07
0.06
0.04

Table 4-6: Discrete receptor predicted odour emission glc’s, 99.5th percentile 1-hour average (OU).

4.6 Discussion of odour modelling results
The predicted odour emission contour results presented in Figures 4-12 to 4-15 above demonstrate
the predicted 2 OU (i.e. Tasmanian EPPair[1] criterion) contour typically does not extend outside
the land boundary of the proposed Scottsdale Pork Pig Processing Plant. The exception is to the
north-east at the south-east corner of 320 Ten Mile Trk. The highest values at or beyond this land
boundary are 2.32 and 4.52 OU respectively under modelling scenarios 1 and 2. The land at 320
Ten Mile Trk isn’t sensitive with pasture present and no sensitive uses (the only structures on the
land are agricultural sheds, as identified on Listmap, see images below).
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The land is zoned Rural Resources under the Dorset Interim Planning Scheme 2013 with the
purpose of this zone:•

To provide for the sustainable use or development of resources for agriculture,
aquaculture, forestry, mining and other primary industries, including opportunities for
resource processing.

•

To provide for other use or development that does not constrain or conflict with
resource development uses.

At sensitive residential receptor locations, which are located > 500 m from any odour source at the
plant, predicted levels do not exceed 0.11 OU (see Table 4-6).

4.7 Conclusions and recommendations
Emission of odour from the proposed Scottsdale Pork Pig Processing Facility have been shown to
be such that environmental nuisance or environmental harm is highly unlikely with predicted odour
glc’s only exceeding the Tasmanian EPPair[1] criterion level with land that isn’t considered sensitive.
At sensitive receptor locations at far greater distances than the boundary of the land predicted
levels are well below 1 OU.
Processes and scenarios with the potential to increase odour emissions from the Pig Processing
Plant above those modelled here (and their management) are discussed below:•

Emissions from the proposed Anaerobic Pond are likely to be the highest contributing
source to glc’s at or outside the land boundary. Should processes control issues develop
in relation to this wastewater treatment process unit, such that excessive odour emissions
occur on a regular basis, Scottsdale Pork have committed to covering the pond, and
capturing and flaring the off gas.

•

Poor housekeeping around the Effluent Pit and Screw Screen has the potential to result in
increased odour emissions. Wash-down procedures should be developed such that
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•

materials aren’t left to putrefy and develop high odour emission levels. Tarkarri Engineering
notes that the proposed Screw Screen has inbuilt washing systems that would assist with
this.
Development of blue-green algal blooms on the Winter Storage pond surface (if
constructed) resulting in increased odour emission generated by the decomposition of dead
or dying algal matter and, in some situations, from cyanotoxin generation. A blue-green
algae management procedure should be developed and then implemented if a bloom (or
outbreak) is suspected. This is most likely to occur in the summer when the pond storage
can be managed (i.e. emptied) via irrigation.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Scottsdale Pork are proposing to construct a pig abattoir on land they own at Ten Mile Track
Springfield. It is proposed that the abattoir will process 100 pigs per day, six days a week,
with a capacity to process a further 50 pigs per day. It is proposed that wastewater from the
facility will be utilised for irrigation of Lucerne and pasture. The Environmental Protection
Authority (EPA) require the proposed irrigation reuse scheme be developed to meet the
standards of the Environmental Guidelines for the Use of Recycled Water in Tasmania 2002
(the Reuse Guidelines).
Site Description
The site is comprised of three titles with a total area of 55.1ha. There is an existing dwelling
near the western boundary of the site. The Great Forester River is adjacent to the northern
boundary of the site, and there are mapped tributaries of the river on the site. Published
modelled Land Capability at 1:25,000 maps the majority of the site as Class 5 land, with the
balance as Class 4. However, the existing land use is more consistent with Class 4 land.
There is no published soil mapping. The dominant underlying geology is mapped (1:25,000)
as undifferentiated granitic rocks. TasVeg 3.0 predominately maps the site as agricultural
land (FAG). There is native vegetation mapped along the drainage lines and the river.
In total there are seven adjacent titles to the site ranging in size from 1.2ha to 6,636ha. The
largest is a Sustainable Timber Tasmania title to the south east, east, and north east. There
are three dwellings located on directly adjacent titles. The closest is >1km from the
proposed reuse site.
Reuse Scheme
There are two areas identified to be included in the reuse area:
• Zone 1 is 5.5ha in area, with 4ha available for irrigation. This area has recently been
sown with pasture
• Zone 2 is 5.7ha in area, with 4.9ha available for irrigation. This area has recently
been sown with Lucerne
• There is also an additional area of 6.6ha, with up to 6ha available for irrigation
pending further onsite investigations.
It is recommended that the following buffers be established from nearby natural features.
• Within 100m of the Great Forester River
• Within 50m of the drainage line west of Zone 1 and drainage line north of Zone 2
• Within 25m of adjacent native vegetation to the south of Zone 1 and also to the
regenerating land to the east of both zones.
Baseline Samples
A site visit was conducted on the 3rd of March 2020 to collect baseline samples and assess
the area. While N, P, & K levels were high, it is assumed this is a result of previous land use,
and the recently sown pasture and Lucerne will assist with reducing these levels before
irrigation of reuse water commences. Salinity levels are low, and the soils are non-sodic. The
soils are suitable to receive reuse water. Baselines surface water samples were collected
from three points; two downstream of the reuse area and one upstream. A basic desktop
assessment of the potential risk to groundwater was conducted, which concluded that the
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proposed reuse scheme poses a low risk to the local aquifer. However, it still may be
suitable to complete a more detailed desktop assessment and/or establish monitoring bores
before irrigation with reuse water begins.
Water Balance
A storage capacity of 6ML is required to store reuse water for a 90 th percentile rainfall year
if irrigating Lucerne only. If irrigating pasture only, a 6.7ML store is required for 90th
percentile rainfall year. The Liquid and Water Management Schematic Layout (21/01/2020),
provided by Lean Projects, indicates a 7.5ML storage will be developed, which is sufficient to
store the required water volumes.
Nutrient Budgets
The predicted waste nutrient levels of the reuse water have been provided by Lean Projects
and are assumed to be:
• N – 100mg/L
• P – 25mg/L
• K – 65mg/L
Nutrient loading has been calculated using the formulas provided in the Reuse Guidelines.
There is sufficient area for all reuse water to be applied within the reuse area, both in a
median year and a 90th percentile year.
Salinity
Lean Projects have supplied the predicted salinity level of future wastewater; 1.2 dS/m. This
is classed as Class 3 water as per the Reuse Guidelines. The average root zone salinity has
been calculated and is considered low and suitable for moderate sensitive crops. Winter
leaching of applied salt has been calculated and is considered likely to occur.
Ongoing Monitoring
• It is recommended that soils are sampled yearly for at least the first 5 years after the
reuse scheme has been established. If no determinantal effects are identified it may
be suitable to reduce the frequency of monitoring.
• Reuse water should ideally be sampled quarterly. It should be noted that that reuse
water nutrient levels and salinity used in this report are predicted levels provided by
Lean Projects. The actual levels may vary. Reuse water will need to meet Grade B
Recycled Water requirements. Frequent flow data should also be collected.
• Ideally surface water monitoring will be conducted at the same time as reuse water
sampling is conducted.
• If bores are required to be installed, monitoring of these bores should be subject to
the recommendations of the EPA.
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INTRODUCTION
Scottsdale Pork are proposing to construct a pig abattoir on land they own at Ten Mile Track
Springfield. It is proposed that the abattoir will process 100 pigs per day, six days a week,
with a capacity to process a further 50 pigs per day. It is proposed that wastewater from the
facility will be utilised for irrigation of Lucerne and pasture. The Environmental Protection
Authority (EPA) require the proposed irrigation reuse scheme be developed to meet the
standards of the Environmental Guidelines for the Use of Recycled Water in Tasmania 2002
(the Reuse Guidelines).

SITE DESCRIPTION
LANDSCAPE CONTEXT
There are three adjacent titles associated with proposal (see Figure 2. Aerial image with
property titles and published drainage lines). CT207366/1 is the most western title. This title
is approximately 33.6ha in area and is where the proposed abattoir will be situated. There is
an existing dwelling located on the western boundary of this title, and a Road Reserve
bisects the eastern portion of this title. CT 204424/1 is approximately 12.6ha in area and is
proposed to be partially utilised for the irrigation scheme. CT 243489/1 is 8.9ha in area and
is also proposed to be utilised for the irrigation scheme. Neither CT 204424/1 nor CT
243489/1 have existing dwellings. The combined area of the three titles is 55.1ha.
The subject property varies in slope, with a generally northerly aspect. The highest point is
in the south east corner of the land at 160m Above Sea Level (ASL), while the lowest point is
along the eastern section of the northern boundary, along the Great Forester River, at 130m
ASL. In this north east section of the property, the slope down to the river is quite steep,
with some sections having a gradient of greater than 20%. A small portion of the subject
lands’ western boundary (approximately 80m) is adjacent to Ten Mile Track.
EXISTING WATER RESOURCES
The northern boundary is bound by the Great Forester River. There are three mapped
drainage lines on the property that flow together into one unnamed tributary of the Great
Forester River and there is also an unnamed tributary located in the north east of the land.
These tributaries are actually located in slightly different locations compared to published
mapping (see Figure 3. Aerial image with mapped drainage lines). There are two registered
instream dams located on two of the drainage lines. Dam ID 396 has a capacity of 8ML,
while dam ID 397 has a capacity of 4.5ML.
LAND CAPABILITY, SOILS, AND GEOLOGY
Published Modelled Land Capability at a scale of 1:25,000 maps the majority of the subject
land as Class 5 land (46.3ha), with the balance mapped as Class 4 (8.8ha). Class 5 land is
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described as land unsuited to cropping and with slight to moderate limitations to pastoral
use, while Class 4 land is described as land well suited to grazing, but which is limited to
occasional cropping or a very restricted range of crops (the LIST).
There is no published soil mapping for the subject site, however there is mapped underlying
geology at a scale of 1:25,000 available. The dominant geological group across the land is
mapped as undifferentiated granitic rocks (Dgne) (42ha), which mostly aligns with mapped
Class 5 land. Dgne is described as “coarse – to very coarse-grained, equigranular biotite,
plus/minus hornblende monzogranite/granodiorite with pink to white feldspars”. There are
also areas mapped as undifferentiated Quaternary sediments (Qha) (10.8ha) described as;
“stream alluvium, swam and marsh deposits”, as well as undifferentiated Paleogene –
Neogene sequences (Ts) (2.3ha) described as; “dominantly non-marine sequences of gravel,
sand, silt, clay and regolith” (the LIST). See Figure 4. Published Land Capability and geology
for published Land Capability and underlying geology.
Within the area assessed for the irrigation reuse scheme, the dominant underlying geology
is mapped as Dgne and Class 5 Land Capability. There is also a small area in the south of the
assessment area mapped as Ts and Class 4 Land Capability. Soil profiles were reviewed
within both areas and both areas were found to display the same characteristics (see Soil
Profiles section). While a Land Capability assessment was not conducted when onsite, the
characteristics of the soils profiles, as well the existing land use, indicate that the Land
Capability is more likely Class 4 than Class 5.
VEGETATION
TasVeg 3.0 maps the following vegetation communities across the subject land (see Figure
5. TasVeg 3.0 vegetation communities):
• Agricultural land (FAG), 42.8ha.
• Unverified plantations for silviculture (FPU), 6.2ha – the live version of TasVeg 3.0
available on the LIST maps this area as regenerating cleared land (FRG).
• Eucalyptus regnans forest (WRE), 3.4ha – this is spaced across five clumps all
associated with the drainage lines of the Great Forester River and its tributaries.
• Eucalyptus obliqua forest with broad-leaf shrubs (WOB), 2.1ha.
• Eucalyptus obliqua dry forest (DOB), 0.5ha.
• Permanent easements (FPE), 0.1ha.
The area mapped as FPU has been developed into productive agricultural land and would be
more accurately described as FAG.
SURROUNDING LAND
There are seven titles that are adjacent to the subject land, and these range in size from
6,636ha to 1.2ha (see Figure 6. Surrounding titles).
• CT 175752/1 is 6,636ha in area. This title wraps around the majority of the southern
boundary, the eastern boundary, and also extends to the north of the subject land
on the northern side of the Great Forester River. This title is managed for productive
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forestry by Sustainable Timbers Tasmania. Aerial imagery on the maps in this report
show the area to the east of the subject land is covered in plantation, however,
when onsite it was evident that this area has recently been harvested. It is assumed
this area will either be re-planted with plantation species or regenerated to native
vegetation. In the north east section, adjacent to the subject title and along the
Great Forester, there is existing native vegetation. The adjacent land to the south is
also covered in existing native vegetation.
Adjacent to the north of the subject land are two titles on the northern side of the
Great Forester River. The eastern of the two titles is CT 128849/1, which is 17.7ha in
area. This title appears to be predominately managed as pasture with occasional
cropping and there is an existing 35ML dam located on the property. The title does
not have an existing dwelling. It is under the same ownership as a title to the north
of it that does have an existing dwelling.
The adjacent title to the north west of the Great Forester River is CT 233164/1,
which is 31.1ha in area. This title appears to be predominately managed for pasture,
with possible occasional cropping. The title has an existing dwelling.
West of the subject land, and on the same side of the Great Forester River, is CT
235501/1, which is 12.6ha in area. The subject land warps around this title’s eastern
and southern boundaries. This title appears to be predominately managed for
pasture. There are two sheds located in the western portion of this title.
West of Ten Mile Track, where it adjoins the subject land’s western boundary, is CT
149005/1, which is 20.5ha in area. There is an existing dwelling on this title in the
approximate middle of the land. The title is predominately covered in native
vegetation. Aerial imagery indicates that there were areas that up until the last few
years were covered in plantation. These areas appear to have been harvested and
are possibly being converted to pasture.
CT 27241/1 is adjacent to the south western boundary of the subject land. This title
is 1.2ha in area, has an existing dwelling and a small area that appears to be
managed as pasture.
CT 152734/1 is also adjacent to the south west of the subject land. This title is 26.2ha
in area. This title appears to be predominately managed as pasture. There is an
existing dwelling located in the northern portion of this title.

LAND USE ON SUBJECT LAND
When on site, the subject title was being utilised for a mix of pasture for grazing (cattle) and
cropping (seed potatoes). The northern section of the proposed reuse area has recently
been seeded with Lucerne, while the southern section had been seeded with pasture. All
other productive areas of the farm appear to have either been recently utilised for cropping,
or were under pasture, or had recently been cultivated. Up until recently, areas of the land
(including the proposed reuse area) have been utilised for pigs as part of the pig meat
enterprise.
Essentially the land is used intensively for mixed agricultural uses. This land use is a strong
indication that the land has a Land Capability of Class 4 rather than Class 5.
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Figure 1. Location
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Figure 2. Aerial image with property titles and published drainage lines
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Figure 3. Aerial image with mapped drainage lines
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Figure 4. Published Land Capability and geology
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Figure 5. TasVeg 3.0 vegetation communities
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Figure 6. Surrounding titles
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REUSE SCHEME
All water used in the abattoir is proposed to be utilised for irrigation on site. Figure 7.
Assessed areas and Figure 8. Irrigatable areas show the areas identified to be utilised for the
irrigation scheme. When on site, Zone 1 had recently been sown with pasture, while Zone 2
had recently been sown with Lucerne. Table 1 provides a summary of the available areas.
Table 1. Summary of Available Irrigation Areas
Irrigation Area
Zone 1
Zone 2
Additional Area

Area (ha)
5.5
5.7
6.6

Irrigatable Areas after
buffers are applied (ha)
4
4.9
6

Baseline soil samples and soil profiles were completed for Zones 1 and 2 as well as for a
control area outside of the proposed reuse area. The additional area identified for being
potentially suitable for inclusion within the reuse scheme was not sampled, because at the
time of the site visit it was being used for a seed potato crop that was mid-way through
being harvested. It is recommended that baseline samples are collected and assessed for
this area when the first annual sampling for Zones 1 and 2 is conducted. It will then be able
to be included in the irrigation scheme to allow land and crop rotation and ensure there is
sufficient land area to ensure the future sustainability of the scheme.
Figure 8. Irrigatable areas highlights recommended buffer distances from mapped drainage
lines and from the Great Forester River to minimise the risk of surface runoff entering the
environment. It is recommended that no reuse water is applied:
• Within 100m of the Great Forester River
• Within 50m of the drainage line west of Zone 1. A 50m buffer is also displayed from
the drainage line to the north east of Zone 2, which is >50m from the irrigation area.
• Within 25m of adjacent native vegetation to the south of Zone 1 and also to the
regenerating land to the east of both zones. It is also noted that there is a drainage
line on the adjacent land to the south of Zone 1, however, because the topography is
sloping away from this drainage line, the 25m buffer to the native vegetation is
considered sufficient.
To further minimise the risk of surface runoff, irrigation of the reuse water should not be
applied 24 hours before or after a predicted and/or actual heavy rainfall event and/or when
there is surface water present. Heavy rainfall includes any rain event (e.g. prolonged rainfall
or heavy downpours) that results in pools of water forming along the ground or results in
surface water moving across the ground. If using a high-pressure system to irrigate, this
should not be used during high winds.
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Figure 7. Assessed areas
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Figure 8. Irrigatable areas
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BASELINE SAMPLES
BASELINE SOIL SAMPLES
Samples were taken on the 3rd of March 2020.
Samples were taken as per the “Guidelines for the preparation of a Development Proposal and
Environmental Management Plan for the Irrigation of Treated Wastewater on Land”. Topsoil and
subsoils are recommended to be sampled at the rate of at least two per ha within each irrigation
zone. Subsoil samples were taken in each zone to a depth of 40-50cm or the top 10cm of a clay
layer. However, due to the general uniformity of the sample areas, it was determined that subsoil
sampling at a rate of one per hectare was sufficient. Topsoil samples were taken with a 75mm tube
sampler, with cores of approximately 20mm diameter. Within each sample area, a minimum of 3040 cores were taken by following a “zig-zag” path over the zone. Sampling zones are based on the
irrigation areas. A total of three zones were sampled for topsoil and subsoil strata, with a single
bulked sample for each zone/strata analysis. The third zone was a control site, which was included
to provide a potential future un-irrigated control and to gauge whether significant differences in
soil attributes were apparent across the soils on the property.
Table 2. Baseline Soil Sampling Parameters
Analysis
pH (water 1:5 and CaCl2)
Electrical Conductivity (EC 1:5)
Available Potassium (Colwell)
Available Phosphorus (Colwell)
Phosphorus Buffer Index
Organic Carbon
Organic Matter
Total Nitrogen
Exchangeable Calcium
Exchangeable Magnesium
Exchangeable Potassium
Exchangeable Sodium
Cation Exchange Capacity (CEC)
Exchangeable Sodium Percentage (ESP)
Extractable Boron
Extractable Copper*
Extractable Iron*
Extractable Manganese*
Extractable Zinc*
Chloride
Heavy Metals that are not plant nutrients (Arsenic (As),

unit
N/A
dS/m
mg/kg
mg/kg
N/A
%
%
mg/kg
meq/100g, % CEC
meq/100g, % CEC
meq/100g, % CEC
meq/100g, % CEC
meq/100g, % CEC
% CEC
mg/kg
mg/kg
mg/kg

mg/kg

Cadmium (Cd), Chromium (Cr), Lead (Pb), Mercury (Hg), Nickel
(Ni (As), Cadmium (Cd), Chromium (Cr), Lead (Pb), Mercury

(Hg), Nickel (Ni)
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Subsoil Sample Locations
Table 3. Subsoil Coordinates
Area
Control
Control
Control
Zone 1
Zone 1
Zone 1
Zone 1
Zone 1
Zone 1
Zone 1
Zone 2
Zone 2
Zone 2
Zone 2
Zone 2
Zone 2
Zone 2
Zone 2

Easting Northing
545857 5437242
545797 5437264
546114 5437277
546083 5437311
546157 5437270
546148 5437171
546101 5437190
546013 5437171
546030 5437227
546079 5437272
546105 5437391
546125 5437448
546148 5437587
546224 5437624
546214 5437555
546200 5437474
546228 5437418
546114 5437524

Soil Test Results
The results from the samples taken are shown below; a copy of the full analysis report by Eastwest
EnviroAg (NATA 15708) is included as Attachment 1. Heavy Metals analysis was performed under
sub-contract by Envirolab (NATA 2901) (see Attachment 2).
The following results of soil analysis by irrigation zone are classified using a “traffic light” system to
highlight where levels require attention. The “red lights” show where either low or high levels occur
and may be affecting plant growth. High levels of nutrients are not classified as affecting plant
growth unless in excessive amounts. These classifications are based on a number of sources (see
references) to provide values best suited to Tasmanian soils.

No actions

Needs monitoring

May be affecting plant
growth

Not affecting plant
growth but may have
off site /
environmental
impact

“LOR” indicates “The Limit of Reporting”.
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Table 4. Electrical Conductivity
Irrigation Zone
Electrical
Conductivity EC1:5
(dS/m)
LOR
0.01
Zone 1 Topsoil
0.24
Zone 1 Subsoil
0.10
Zone 2 Topsoil
0.20
Zone 2 Subsoil
0.10
Control Topsoil
0.16
Control Subsoil
0.05
Average Topsoil
0.20

March 2020

Saturated paste
(ECse) (conversion)

Comment

2.9

2.4

Very Low
Very Low
Very Low
Very Low
Very Low
Very Low
Very Low

1

Very Low

1.2
2.4
1.2
1.9
0.6

Average Subsoil
0.08
The levels of salinity are very low.
Table 5. pH
Irrigation Zone
LOR
Zone 1 Topsoil
Zone 1 Subsoil
Zone 2 Topsoil
Zone 2 Subsoil
Control Topsoil
Control Subsoil
Average Topsoil
Average Subsoil

pH (H2O)

pH (CaCl2)

Comment

na
5.15

4.81

5.26

4.82

5.42

4.85

5.30

4.89

5.26

4.55

4.97

4.48

5.28

4.74

Slightly acidic
Slightly acidic
Slightly acidic
Slightly acidic
Slightly acidic
Slightly acidic
Slightly acidic

5.18

4.73

Slightly acidic

Most soils are slightly acidic.
Table 6. Organic Carbon & Organic Matter
Irrigation Zone

Organic Carbon %

Organic Matter %

0.05
LOR
5.18
Zone 1 Topsoil
1.14
Zone 1 Subsoil
5.29
Zone 2 Topsoil
2.31
Zone 2 Subsoil
5.78
Control Topsoil
1.51
Control Subsoil
Average Topsoil
5.42
Average Subsoil
1.65
Most topsoils have high levels of organic materials.
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9.1
2
9.3
4.1
10.1
2.6

High

9.50

High

High
High

2.90
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Table 7. Nitrogen
Irrigation Zone

Total
Nitrogen
mg/kg (LECO)

Ammonia
(Ex) mg/kg

Extractable
Nitrate
mg/kg

Available
Nitrogen
(mg/kg)

LOR
50
2
0.5
Calc
Zone 1 Topsoil
3416
5.13
66.2
71.33
Zone 1 Subsoil
794
8.87
27.9
36.77
Zone 2 Topsoil
5259
4.29
89.3
93.59
Zone 2 Subsoil
1531
7.63
20
27.63
Control Topsoil
5248
7.24
45.6
52.84
Control Subsoil
1206
5.92
12.2
18.12
Average Topsoil
4641.00
5.55
67.03
72.59
Average Subsoil
1177.00
7.47
20.03
27.51
Nitrogen that is available for plant uptake is at moderate levels.

Comment

Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

Table 8. Phosphorus
Irrigation Zone

Phosphorus
Buffer Index
mg/kg

Phosphorus
(Colwell)
mg/kg
1

Comment

LOR
Zone 1 Topsoil
Excessive
241
152
Zone 1 Subsoil
472
26.3
Zone 2 Topsoil
Excessive
284
257
Zone 2 Subsoil
79
37.9
Control Topsoil
Excessive
214
154
Control Subsoil
654
29.8
Average Topsoil
Excessive
246.33
187.67
Average Subsoil
401.67
31.33
The soils have a moderate to high Phosphorus Buffer Index. This means soils have a moderate
ability to absorb phosphorus. Excessive phosphorus may lead to micronutrient uptake problems
and deficiency symptoms including stunted growth.
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Table 9. Potassium
Irrigation Zone

Potassium (Available –
Colwell) mg/kg
10

Comment

LOR
Zone 1 Topsoil
Very High
422
Zone 1 Subsoil
165
Zone 2 Topsoil
Excessive
601
Zone 2 Subsoil
197
Control Topsoil
Very High
414
Control Subsoil
148
Average Topsoil
Very high
479
Average Subsoil
170
Potassium levels are very high to excessive. Excessive potassium may interfere with micronutrient
uptake, and issues such as grass tetany in lactating cows if grazed or fed from forage crops.
Table 10. Chloride
Irrigation Zone

Chloride - Soluble
mg/kg
5

LOR
Zone 1 Topsoil
31.70
Zone 1 Subsoil
55.50
Zone 2 Topsoil
68.40
Zone 2 Subsoil
51.90
Control Topsoil
78.10
Control Subsoil
16.30
Average Topsoil
59.40
Average Subsoil
41.23
Chloride levels are very low in both top and subsoils.

Prepared by AK Consultants

Comment
Very low
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Cations (Ex)
Table 11. Potassium
Irrigation Zone
LOR
Zone 1 Topsoil
Zone 1 Subsoil
Zone 2 Topsoil
Zone 2 Subsoil
Control Topsoil
Control Subsoil
Average Topsoil
Average Subsoil

Potassium
(exchangeable)
mg/kg
10

Potassium
(exchangeable)
Cmol/kg

31.70

0.98

55.50

0.31

68.40

1.45

51.90

0.48

78.10

0.77

16.30

0.26

59.40

1.07

41.23

0.35

Comment

High
Moderate
High
Moderate
High
Low
High
Moderate

Table 12. Calcium
Irrigation Zone
LOR
Zone 1 Topsoil
Zone 1 Subsoil
Zone 2 Topsoil
Zone 2 Subsoil
Control Topsoil
Control Subsoil
Average Topsoil
Average Subsoil
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Calcium
Calcium
(exchangeable) (exchangeable)
mg/kg
Cmol/kg
20

Comment

1555

7.78

311

1.56

1830

9.15

721

3.61

1401

7.01

305

1.53

Moderate
Very Low
Moderate
Low
Moderate
Low

1595

7.98

Moderate

445

2.23

Low
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Table 13. Magnesium

Irrigation Zone

Magnesium
(exchangeable)
mg/kg

Magnesium
(exchangeable)
Cmol/kg

Comment

10

LOR
Zone 1 Topsoil

253

2.11

Zone 1 Subsoil

124

1.03

Moderate
Moderate

Zone 2 Topsoil

221

1.84

Moderate

Zone 2 Subsoil

122

1.02

Moderate

Control Topsoil

173

1.44

Moderate

Control Subsoil

95.8

0.8

Low

Average Topsoil

215

1.80

Moderate

Average Subsoil

114

0.95

Low

Table 14. Sodium
Irrigation Zone

LOR
Zone 1 Topsoil
Zone 1 Subsoil
Zone 2 Topsoil
Zone 2 Subsoil
Control Topsoil
Control Subsoil
Average Topsoil
Average Subsoil
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Sodium
(exchangeable)
mg/kg
10
mg/kg 70.4

Sodium
(exchangeable)
Cmol/kg
0.31

36.5

0.16

46.7

0.2

45.7

0.2

82.1

0.36

31.7

0.14

66.4

0.29

38

0.17

Comment

Moderate
Low
Low
Low
Moderate
Low
Low
Low
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Table 15. Exchangeable Cation %
Irrigation Zone

Ex
Potassium %

Ex Calcium
%

Ex
Magnesium
%

Ex Sodium
%

Ex
Aluminium
%

Zone 1 Topsoil
8.79
69.4
18.8
2.73
0.29
Zone 1 Subsoil
9.64
49.1
32.6
5.01
3.58
Zone 2 Topsoil
11.4
72.1
14.5
1.6
0.43
Zone 2 Subsoil
8.93
66.8
18.8
3.68
1.78
Control Topsoil
7.99
72.7
15
3.71
0.59
Control Subsoil
8.15
48.6
25.5
4.4
13.4
Average Topsoil
9.39
71.40
16.10
2.68
0.44
Average Subsoil
8.91
54.83
25.63
4.36
6.25
Calcium levels are generally desirable (65-80%). Magnesium levels are higher than desirable (1015%) in most soils. Sodium levels are high (>1%) in all soils. Potassium levels are higher than
desirable (1-5%) in all soils; this may be an issue if potassium levels are high in effluent water.
Aluminium levels are generally desirable (0-5%).
Table 16. Sodium Absorption Ratio (SAR)
Sodium Adsorption
Ratio

Irrigation Zone

Ex Sodium %

Comment

Zone 1 Topsoil

2.73

Non sodic

0.54

Zone 1 Subsoil

5.01

Non sodic

0.54

Zone 2 Topsoil

1.6

Non sodic

0.34

Zone 2 Subsoil

3.68

0.51

Control Topsoil

3.71

Non sodic
Non sodic

Control Subsoil

4.4

Non sodic

0.50

Average topsoil
Non sodic
2.68
Average subsoil
Non sodic
4.36
Subsoils are non-sodic (sodium % below 6) SAR are all lower than 13 (non-sodic).

0.68
0.51
0.51

Table 17. Exchangeable Cations (ECEC)
Irrigation Zone
Zone 1 Topsoil
Zone 1 Subsoil
Zone 2 Topsoil
Zone 2 Subsoil
Control Topsoil
Control Subsoil
Average Topsoil
Average Subsoil
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ECEC (Cmon/kg)
11.2

Comment
Low

3.17
12.7

Moderate

5.4
9.63

Low

3.14
11.18

Low

3.90
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ECEC in topsoils ranges from low to moderate.
Table 18. Ca/Mg Ratio
Irrigation Zone
Zone 1 Topsoil
Zone 1 Subsoil
Zone 2 Topsoil
Zone 2 Subsoil
Control Topsoil
Control Subsoil
Average Topsoil
Average Subsoil

CA/Mg Cmol/kg
3.69

Comment
Ca low

1.5
4.97

Balanced

3.55
4.86

Balanced

1.91
4.51

Balanced

2.32

Table 19. K/Mg Ratio
Irrigation Zone
Zone 1 Topsoil
Zone 1 Subsoil
Zone 2 Topsoil
Zone 2 Subsoil
Control Topsoil
Control Subsoil
Average Topsoil
Average Subsoil
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K/Mg Cmol/kg

Comment

0.47
0.3
0.79
0.47
0.53
0.32
0.60
0.36

Ideal
Ideal
Ideal
Ideal
Ideal
Ideal
Ideal
Ideal
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HEAVY METALS
Table 20. Heavy Metals
Metal (mg/kg)

100
1

2

500
1

<0.4

5

3

5

<0.1

2

<2

13

<4

<0.4

13

<1

11

<0.1

3

<2

5

Zone 2 Topsoil

<4

<0.4

6

5

6

<0.1

2

<2

16

Zone 2 Subsoil

<4

<0.4

10

1

8

<0.1

3

<2

7

Control Topsoil

<4

<0.4

3

2

4

<0.1

2

<2

11

Control Subsoil

<4

<0.4

5

<1

8

<0.1

2

<2

8

Average Topsoil

<4

<0.4

4.6

3.3

5

<0.1

2

<2

12.3

Average Subsoil

<4

<0.4

9.3

<1

9

<0.1

2.6

<4

Zone 1 Subsoil

<2

Zinc mg

2
0.1

4

Selenium

Nickel

Lead

Mercury

Copper

150
1

5
0.4

Chromium

Cadmium

Arsenic

1

100
1

Zone
Reuse Guidelines Max
Limit
LOR
Zone 1 Topsoil

7

Comments
Soils are particularly high in phosphorus, however, this is somewhat offset by the soils having a
moderate to high Phosphorus Buffer Index (PBI), which means not all P in the soil is available for
plant uptake. Soils are also high in Potassium and Total Nitrogen, although it is noted for N that not
all is available for plant uptake, and available N levels are moderate.
The high nutrient levels are most likely a result of previous land use. Up until October 2019, Zone 1
housed outside pigs for 12 months, which resulted in large quantities of nutrients being unloaded
onto the soil through excrement. For Zone 2, pigs were on this area prior to being on Zone 1 for 12
months, and over summer (2018/19) a potato seed crop was grown. Potato crops require large
inputs of fertiliser and can also result in nutrients being retained in the soil after harvest when the
stubbles are left in. With both Zones recently being sown with pasture and Lucerne and no fertiliser
applied, there will be an opportunity for these crops to utilise the existing nutrients in the soil, with
some then being removed in spring when hay or silage is cut from the areas.
The soils have very low salinity levels and are non-sodic.
The soils of the site are suitable for irrigation by effluent wastewater.
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SOIL PROFILES
Four soil profiles were excavated to depth of 2m. Three of the profiles were within the proposed
reuse area, with the fourth within the control area. Profile locations are shown on Figure 9.
Location of soil and surface water sample points. At the request of the client, all soil profiles within
the reuse area were dug near to access tracks, this was to minimise the damage to the newly sown
pasture and Lucerne. If the 30t excavator had been driven across the area, there would have been
significant damage caused. The profile descriptions are consistent with the mapped underlying
geology (undifferentiated Granitic Rock (Dgne)) for pits 1 to 3. Pit 4 was excavated within the area
of underlying geology mapped as Cenozoic cover sequences (Ts), however, the profile was almost
exactly the same as pits 2 and 3. It is assumed the underlying geology for this area is also likely to
be the same as the other pits.
The published Land Capability (modelled at 1:25,000) maps almost all the assessed area as Class 5,
except for a small area in the south eastern corner, which correlates with the area that has
underlying geology mapped as Ts. However, based on the features of the soil profiles, which
indicate the soils are imperfectly drained and have moderate amounts of coarse fragments
throughout, as well as existing land use, it is likely the entirety of the area is actually Class 4 land
rather Class 5 land. See Appendix 5 – Land Capability for Land Capability Class descriptions. Table
21. Soils Profile Summary provides a summary of soil profiles for each pit.
Table 21. Soils Profile Summary
Pit No

Profile Name

Geology

1

Control

Undifferentiated
Granitic Rock

2

Zone 1 P1

3

Zone 2

4

Zone 1 P2

Undifferentiated
Granitic Rock
Undifferentiated
Granitic Rock
Cenozoic cover
sequences

Soil Type
Loam over gravel
over heavy clay
over silty clay
Clay loam over a
silty clay
Loam over clay
loam over silty clay
Loam over clay
loam over silty clay

Easting

Northing

545842

5437283

546067

5437309

546203

5437378

546195

5437149

Pit 1, which was located in the control area, presented slightly different characteristics than the
three pits within the assessment area. This pit had a gravel layer from 15-20cm. It also had a heavy
clay layer from 100cm to 150cm. All other horizons within the profile were similar in characteristics
to the three profiles within the assessment area.

Dispersion Test
Dispersion tests were carried out for each horizon of each of the four soil profiles. The results are
displayed in Table 22.
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Table 22. Dispersion Results
Sample

Control

Zone 1 P1

Depth
Mm
0-150
150-200
200-1000
1000-1500
1500-200
0-200
200-800

Slaking
5 min
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Dispersion
10 min
2 hrs
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

800-2000

1

0

0

0-200

0

0

0

200-800

1

0

0

800-200

2

0

0

0-200

0

0

0

200-900

1

0

0

900-2000
The soils are non-dispersive.

0

0

0

Zone 2

Zone 1 P2

Comment

Initial slacking,
but no further
dispersion
Initial slacking,
but no further
dispersion
Initial slacking,
but no further
dispersion
Initial slacking,
but no further
dispersion

Salinity
Salinity (EC) levels were analysed by a NATA accredited laboratory (East West) for each horizon of
each soil profile (see Attachment 3). Table 22 displays the results.
Table 23. Electrical Conductivity of Profiles
Sample

Control

Zone 1 P1

Zone 2

Zone 1 P2

Prepared by AK Consultants

Depth(mm)

EC (dS/m)
LOR 0.1

0-150
150-200
200-1000
1000-1500
1500-2000
0-200
200-800
800-2000
0-200
200-800
800-200
0-200
200-900
900-2000

0.1
0.02
0.08
0.07
0.06
0.24
0.06
0.04
0.23
0.09
0.03
0.23
0.03
0.02
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Salinity levels are very low across all profiles and at all depths. For the three profiles within the
assessment area, the salinity reduces with depth.
SURFACE WATER

Sampling Procedure
Baseline surface water samples were collected from the Great Forester River at its entry point to
the property and its exit point. A sample was also collected from an unnamed tributary of the Great
Forester River, which is downstream from where any potential surface run off from the reuse area
would enter existing drainage lines (see Figure 9).
Table 24 lists the parameters required to be sampled of surface waters as per the Reuse Guidelines.
Samples were collected in sterile jars provided by a laboratory attached to a sampling pole. Where
possible, samples were collected from under the water surface. All samples were stored in an esky
with ice and express posted to a NATA accredited laboratory.
Table 24. Surface Water Baseline Sample Parameters.
Parameters
Electrical Conductivity
BOD
Total Phosphorus
Total Nitrogen
Nitrate
Nitrite
Faecal coliforms (thermotolerant coliforms)
Faecal streptocci
Sodium absorption ration K, Ca, Mg & Na
Chlorophyll

Units
uS/m
Ppm (mg/l)
Ppm
Ppm
Ppm
Ppm
Cfu/100ml (biotech)
Cfu/100ml (biotech)
ppb

Table 25provides the co-ordinates of the surface water samples.
Table 25. Location of Surface Water Samples
Sample ID
Great Forester Upstream
Great Forester Downstream
Drainage Line

Easting
545691
546316
545604

Northing
5437814
5437849
537529

Sample Results
The results from the samples taken are shown below; a copy of the full analysis reports from
Envirolab (NATA 2901) and Biotech (NATA 2787) are included as Attachments 4 & 5.
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Table 26. Surface Water Results
Parameter
EC (uS/m)
BOD (mg/l)
Total Nitrogen
(mg/l)
Nitrate (mg/l)
Nitrite (mg/l)
SAR (Calc)
Chlorophyll
(mg/m³)
Total
Phosphorus
(mg/l)
Faecal Coliforms
(CFU/100ml)
Faecal
Streptococci
(CFU/100ml)

Great Forester
Upstream
110
<5
1.1

Great Forester
Downstream
110
<5
1.1

Drainage Line

0.81
<0.005
1.1
10

0.83
<0.005
1.1
9

0.99
0.007
2.1
2.1

Low
Low
Non-sodic
Low

0.1

0.1

0.06

Low

240

140

140

Low

<10

<10

480

Low

180
<5
1.1

Comments
Low
Low
Low

GROUNDWATER
As previously described, the dominant underlying geological group across the land is mapped as
undifferentiated granitic rocks (Dgne). Dgne is described as; “coarse – to very coarse-grained,
equigranular biotite, plus/minus hornblende monzogranite/granodiorite with pink to white
feldspars”. There are also areas mapped as undifferentiated Quaternary sediments (Qha) described
as; “stream alluvium, swam and marsh deposits”, as well as undifferentiated Paleogene – Neogene
sequences (Ts) described as; “dominantly non-marine sequences of gravel, sand, silt, clay and
regolith” (the LIST).
Digital Groundwater Prospectively at 1:250,000 by Mineral Resources Tasmania (MTR) maps all of
the proposed reuse area geological aquifer as Fractured Rock, specifically Devonian granites, which
concurs with the underlying geology mapping. From a groundwater prospectively perspective, this
area is considered to have low potential for utilising groundwater and by the same token, the risk of
contamination is also considered to be low. The exception in both cases is if there is localised
fracturing without a low permeable layer covering the fractures. Soil permeability mapping
available on the LIST maps the assessment area as slowly permeable to moderately permeable, and
this correlates with the soil textures identified in the soil profiles that were excavated.
The Groundwater prospectively mapping does not show any existing bores nearby on areas with
the same prospectively level as the assessment area. When cross checking against the DPIPWE’s
Groundwater Information Access Portal (the Portal, accessed 25/03/2020), there appears to be a
bore (ID 40804) approximately 2.4km to the north east of the assessment area with the same
mapping. However, further review of this bore indicates that the main aquifer geology is Tertiary
Sediments, and that the bore is abandoned. According to the Portal, the closest bore (ID 40720) is
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located approximately 2.8km to the north west of the assessment area. The geological aquifer is
mapped as Mathinna Sediments. This bore is mapped as functional (22/01/2009), with a depth of
44m, a standard water level of 23m, and the initial yield was recorded as 0.49L/sec.
There are no CFEV groundwater dependent ecosystems mapped in the Springfield/Cuckoo area in
general. As discussed below in the Nutrient Budget section, there is only a low risk of leaching of
nutrients proposed to be applied within the reuse water. At this stage the water is assumed to be
Class 3 water from a salinity perspective (discussed further in Salinity section of the report). The risk
of salinity build up in the soil is considered to be low, because there will be sufficient winter rain to
leach salinity away. This means there will be salt from the applied reuse water entering into the
local groundwater aquifer. While levels are expected to be low and will likely be dispersed, due to
the low amount of reuse water that will be applied, it may be appropriate to complete further
desktop modelling and/or install monitoring bores before irrigation commences.
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Figure 9. Location of soil and surface water sample points
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WATER BALANCES
Water Balances have been calculated utilising the formula within the Reuse Guidelines for both a
median rainfall year and a 90th percentile rainfall year for Lucerne (see Appendix 2 for Water
Balances, pasture water balances are also included). The following figures have been used to
develop the water balance:
• Monthly outflow of 0.6ML from the abattoir, with an annual outflow of 7.2ML (data
provided by Lean Projects)
• Annual Rainfall data from the Springfield (Ten Mile Track) Weather Station
• Annual Evaporation from the Scottsdale (West Minstone Rd) Weather Station
The water balance informs the estimated annual irrigation requirement (ML/ha) of the Lucerne
crop, the area required for full reuse, and the required storage volume. The storage is required to
be built to be able to hold the required volume for a 90th percentile year. Table 27 shows these
calculations based on irrigating a Lucerne crop, it also shows requirements for pasture as a
comparison.
Table 27. Water Balance Calculations.
Rainfall Year

Irrigation
Requirement (ML/ha)

Minimum Required
Area (ha)

Storage Requirement

3.8

2

5

Lucerne 90 percentile

2.3

4

6

Pasture Median

2.2

4

4.6

0.9

9

6.8

Lucerne Median
th

th

Pasture 90 percentile

Based on the water balance, a minimum storage of 6ML is required for Lucerne. The Liquid and
Water Management Schematic Layout (21/01/20), provided by Lean Projects, indicates a 7.5ML
storage. This provides a 1.5ML buffer. There is also sufficient storage for a 90th percentile year if
pasture is being irrigated instead of Lucerne. The available storage buffer should allow for increased
flows from variability in wastewater production levels.

NUTRIENT BUDGETS
Nutrient budgets have been calculated for Nitrogen (N), Phosphorus (P), and Potassium (K) based
on the application rates in a median rainfall year and a 90 th percentile rainfall year for a Lucerne
crop and for pasture. The assumed waste nutrient levels have been provided by Lean Projects and
are assumed to be conservative levels, which are:
• N – 100mg/L
• P – 25mg/L
• K – 65mg/L
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The following formula (as per the Ruse Guidelines) has been used to determine the nutrient loading
rates for reuse water:
NE = 0.01 x C x Y
Where:
NE = total annual available nutrient loading rate (kg/ha/yr)
C = the total concentration for each nutrient in reuse water (mg/L)
Y = annual reuse water loading (mm/yr)

Lucerne
Table 28 identifies the weight of nutrients removed by 1 Tonne of dry matter produced by Lucerne.
Table 28.Weight of Nutrient Removed per Tonnes of Dry Matter Lucerne Produced
Lucerne Hay Range
Lucerne Hay Used Here

N (kg)

P(kg)

K(kg)

30 to 40
35

2.5 to 3.5
3

20 to 30
25

Table 29. Removal of Nutrients in a Median Year from Lucerne
Removal based on Lucerne use in a median
rainfall year
N removal with hay/silage at 12t DM/ha
N removal with hay/silage at 15t DM/ha
N removal with hay/silage at 20t DM/ha
P removal with hay/silage at 12t DM/ha
P removal with hay/silage at 15t DM/ha
P removal with hay/silage at 20t DM/ha
K removal with hay/silage at 12t DM/ha
K removal with hay/silage at 15t DM/ha
K removal with hay/silage at 20t DM/ha

Annual N Removal
(kg/ha)
420
525
700
36
45
60
300
375
500

6 monthly N
removal (kg/ha)
210
262.5
350

Nitrogen is highly mobile in soils and excess N to crop requirements is prone to leaching. Because of
this, a 6 month period (October to March) has been used to assess the nitrogen balance. Both
Phosphorus and Potassium are relatively immobile in soils and will remain in soils over the winter
period and into the following irrigation period. Because of this, P and K anticipated removal rates
are annual.
The Tasmanian Institute of Agricultural Research (TIAR) completed a regional historical pasture
production project that provide pasture growth rates between 1970 and 2009 for both dryland and
irrigated pastures (TIAR 2010). For the Scottsdale area, the median annual growth rate for dryland
pastures was 12.34t DM/ha with the maximum being 16.74t DM/ha. For irrigated pastures, the
median annual growth rate was 19.68t DM/ha, while the maximum was 23.04t DM/ha. As a general
rule, it can be assumed that Lucerne will produce similar or slightly better dry matter growth rates
per ha as pasture. With this in mind, nutrient balance calculations have assumed an annual
t/DM/ha production rate of 20t/DM/ha for irrigated Lucerne and 12t/DM/ha for non-irrigated
Lucerne. It is assumed average Lucerne has a life of around five years, at which time the area is
likely to be re-sown with either Lucerne or pasture
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Table 30. Lucerne Crop Requirement for a Median Year

Nutrient

Total Annual
Available
Nutrient Rate

Ave Monthly
Loading (6
month)

Ave Monthly
Loading
(Annual)

Percentage of
Crop
Requirements
20t/ha

kg/ha/yr

kg/ha

kg/ha

%

Percentage of
Crop
Requirement in
dryland year
following an
irrigated year.
12t/ha

Unlikely leftover N will
N
380.0
remain in the
63.33
31.67
109%
soils
97%
P
95.00
15.83
7.92
158%
0%
K
247.00
41.17
20.58
49%
N crop requirement is based on a 6-month loading rating. All figures are based on a 3.8ML/ha rate
from October to March

Table 31. Lucerne Crop Requirement for a 90th Percentile Year

Nutrient

Total Annual
Available
Nutrient Rate

Ave Monthly
Loading (6
month)

Ave Monthly
Loading
(Annual)

Percentage of
Crop
Requirements
20t/ha

Percentage of
Crop
Requirement in
dryland year
following an
irrigated year.
12t/ha

kg/ha/yr
kg/ha
kg/ha
%
N
230.0
38.33
19.17
66%
0%
P
57.50
9.58
4.79
96%
0%
K
149.50
24.92
12.46
30%
0%
N crop requirement is based on a 6-month loading rating. All figures are based on a 2.3ML/ha rate
from November to March.

For a Lucerne crop that is irrigated at 3.8ML/ha in an average rainfall year, the N balance is
109%. For an average year at this irrigation rate, only 2ha of Lucerne is required to be
irrigated. The existing area sown with Lucerne that is available for irrigation is 4.9ha. If this
area is divided into two areas, each area will be 2.45ha. This extra half a hectare in each
area will ensure that N does not exceed the crop requirement for Lucerne in either area and
will still allow for close to 20t/ha production. The other option is to irrigate all 4.9ha of
Lucerne in one season at a reduced irrigation rate of 1.5ML/ha. In this scenario, it is
assumed that the minimum yield per hectare would be at least the same as dryland
production of 12t/DM/ha and a maximum of 15t/DM/ha. The nutrient loading and crop
requirements for this scenario are displayed in Table 32.
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Table 32. Crop Requirements for an Average Year at 1.5ML/ha Irrigation Rate
Nutrient

Total Annual Available
Nutrient Rate

Nitrogen
Phosphorus
Potassium

kg/ha/yr
150
37.5
97.5

Ave
Monthly
Loading (6
month)
kg/ha
25
6.25
16.25

Ave
Monthly
Loading
(Annual)
kg/ha
12.5
3.125
8.125

Percentage of Percentage of
Crop
Crop
Requirements Requirements
12t/ha
15t/ha
%
%
71%
57%
104%
83%
33%
26%

At a production rate of 12t/ha only P exceeds the crop requirement. At a production rate of
15t/ha none of the nutrient loading rates will exceed crop requirements.

Pasture
Table 33 identifies the weight of nutrients removed by 1 Tonne of dry matter produced by
pasture.
Table 33. Weight of Nutrients Removed per Dry Matter Tonne of Pasture Produced
Pasture Hay Range
Pasture Hay Used Here

N (kg)

P(kg)

K(kg)

20 to 35
27.5

2 to 3.5
2.8

15 to 25
20

Table 34. Removal of Nutrients in a Median Year from Pasture
Removal based on pasture use in a median
rainfall year
N removal with hay/silage at 12t DM/ha
N removal with hay/silage at 15t DM/ha
N removal with hay/silage at 20t DM/ha
P removal with hay/silage at 12t DM/ha
P removal with hay/silage at 15t DM/ha
P removal with hay/silage at 20t DM/ha
K removal with hay/silage at 12t DM/ha
K removal with hay/silage at 15t DM/ha
K removal with hay/silage at 20t DM/ha

Annual N Removal
(kg/ha)

6 monthly N
removal (kg/ha)

330

165

412.5
550

206.2
275

33
41
55
240
300
400

Based on the pasture growth rates identified in the TIAR project, it is assumed that fully
irrigated pasture in the area can achieve a growth rate of 20t/DM/ha. Table 355 & Table 366
show the removal at that rate. A growth rate of 15t/DM/ha has also been included for a
comparison.
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Table 35. Pasture Crop Requirements for a Median Year
Percentage of
Percentage of
Crop
Crop
Nutrient
Requirements
Requirements
15t/ha
20t/ha
%
kg/ha/yr
kg/ha
kg/ha
%
220.0
N
36.67
18.33
107%
80%
P
55.00
9.17
4.58
134%
100%
K
143.00
23.83
11.92
48%
36%
N crop requirement is based on a 6-month loading rating. All figures are based on a 2.2ML/ha from
October to March
Total Annual
Available
Nutrient Rate

Ave Monthly
Loading (6
month)

Ave Monthly
Loading
(Annual)

Table 36. Pasture Crop Requirements for a 90th Percentile Year
Percentage of
Crop
Requirements
15t/ha

Percentage of
Ave Monthly
Crop
Nutrient
Loading
Requirements
(Annual)
20t/ha
%
kg/ha/yr
kg/ha
kg/ha
%
90.0
N
15.00
7.50
44%
33%
P
22.50
3.75
1.88
55%
41%
K
58.50
9.75
4.88
20%
15%
N crop requirement is based on a 6-month loading rating. All figures are based on a 0.9ML/ha from
October to March
Total Annual
Available
Nutrient Rate

Ave Monthly
Loading (6
month)

Comments
Within the assessed area there is a total of 8.9ha of available land that the reuse water can
be applied to. Currently this is sown with 4.9ha of Lucerne and 4ha of pasture. There is
sufficient area for all reuse water to be applied within this area both in a median year and a
90th percentile year. There is also a further 6.6ha of land available to be utilised in the
future, which will allow for pasture renovation, crop rotation, and irrigated area rotation to
ensure long term sustainability and avoid a build-up of nutrients in the soil, which could lead
to environmental issues.
SALINITY
Lean Projects has supplied the assumed salinity level of future wastewater. This 1.2 dS/m
and is Classed as Class 3 water as per the Reuse Guidelines. Class 3 Water is described as;
‘0.8-2.3 dS/m, the more saline waters in this class should not be used on soils with restricted
drainage. Even with adequate drainage, special management for salinity control may be
required, and salt tolerance of the plants to be irrigated must be considered’.
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Crop Tolerance
The susceptibility of a crop to the salinity of irrigation water can be calculated using the
following equation:
EC se = ECi/(2.2 x LF)
Where EC se = average root zone salinity (dS/m)
ECi = electrical conductivity of irrigation water (dS/m)
LF = average leaching fraction (DPIWE 2002) – Loam/light clay has been used (0.33)
Table 37. Average Root Zone Salinity
Average Root Zone Salinity (dS/M)
EC se = 1.2/(2.2 x 0.33)
= 1.65 dS/m

Comments
The average root zone salinity is considered low and suitable for moderate sensitive crops.
Lucerne and ryegrass (a common pasture species) are considered to be moderately tolerant,
while clover a (common pasture species) is considered to be moderately sensitive. All
species will be able to manage the level of salt being applied in the water.

Winter Leaching Efficiency
The effectiveness of winter rains to leach salt from the root zone can be calculated using the
following equations that utilises average monthly data for months where rainfall exceeds
evaporation (DPIWE 2002).
WLE = ((R x Rc) – (Kc x Ev)) / (Rd x TAW)
Where: WLE = Winter Leaching Efficiency
R = Rainfall (mm)
Rc = Runoff factor
Ev = Evaporation (mm)
Kc = Direct Crop Coefficient
Rd = Rooting Depth (mm)
TAW = Total Available Water (mm/cm)
Winter Leaching Efficiency
Lucerne

Pasture

WLE = ((769 x 0.7) – (0.55 x 256)) / (200
x 1.95)
= 1.02

WLE = ((769 x 0.7) – (0.5 x 256)) / (100
x1.95)
= 2.1

Comments
The Winter Leaching Efficiency for the soils is >1 for both Lucerne and pasture crops so it is
considered likely that leaching of salts will occur during winter rains.
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ONGOING MONITORING
REUSE WATER QUALITY & QUANTITY
It is recommended that ongoing monitoring of the reuse water quality is conducted. Ideally,
this should occur quarterly. It should be noted that reuse water nutrient levels and salinity
used in this report are predicted levels provided by Lean Projects. The actual levels may
vary. Reuse water will need to meet Grade B Recycled Water requirements as per the Reuse
Guidelines to allow irrigation application. See Appendix 4 – Wastewater Uses and Required
Quality (Reuse Guidelines) for Grade B water quality requirements. Frequent monitoring of
flow data should also be conducted, so that actual quantity of wastewater can be
calculated.
SOIL MONITORING
Soil Monitoring and reporting of both topsoils and subsoils should occur annually for at least
5 years to ensure that there are no detrimental effects on the soil. If there are no
detrimental effects identified, it may be appropriate to reduce the frequency of sampling
after this time. Heavy metals should only be tested for every 5 years.
The ideal timing of sampling would be in Autumn after irrigation has finished and the last lot
of hay has been cut for the season so the nutrient budget/fertilizer regime can be done
before spring.
Subsoil samples should be collected from the same locations as where the baseline samples
were collected. It is also recommended that baseline sampling is collected for the additional
area at the same time that monitoring sampling occurs for the assessed area in one year.
SURFACE WATER MONITORING
Ideally surface water monitoring will be conducted at the same time as reuse water
sampling is conducted. Samples should be collected from the same points as the baseline
samples were collected from.
GROUNDWATER MONITORING
If bores are required to be installed, monitoring of these bores should be subject to the
recommendations of the EPA.
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USE OF HAY/SILAGE
An initial conversation has been conducted with the Chief Veterinary Officer at DPIPWE. In
his opinion there are no restrictions for hay or silage cut from the reuse area except
standard with-holding times. This includes hay being fed to the pigs on farm. However, this
is his preliminary verbal assessment only and he advised he would continue his research.
Written clarification was sought on the 24/03/2020. At the time of publication of this report,
a response had not been received. However, as soon as a response is received it will be
forwarded on to the client for submission to the EPA.

SUMMARY
There are two areas identified to be included in the reuse area:
• Zone 1 is 5.5ha in area, with 4ha available for irrigation. This area has recently been
sown with pasture
• Zone 2 is 5.7ha in area, with 4.9ha available for irrigation. This area has recently
been sown with Lucerne
• There is also an additional area of 6.6ha, with up to 6ha available for irrigation
pending further onsite investigations.
It is recommended that the following buffers be established from nearby natural features.
• Within 100m of the Great Forester River
• Within 50m of the drainage line west of Zone 1 and the drainage line north of Zone 2
• Within 25m of adjacent native vegetation to the south of Zone 1 and also to the
regenerating land to the east of both Zones.
To further minimise the risk of surface runoff, irrigation of the reuse water should not be
applied 24 hours before or after a predicted and/or actual heavy rainfall event and/or when
there is surface water present. Heavy rainfall includes any rain event (e.g. prolonged rainfall
or heavy downpours) that results in pools of water forming along the ground or results in
surface water moving across the. If using a high-pressure system to irrigate, this should not
be used during high winds.
A storage capacity of 6ML is required to store reuse water for a 90th percentile rainfall year
if irrigating Lucerne only. When irrigating pasture, only a 6.8ML storage is required for a 90th
percentile rainfall year. The Liquid and Water Management Schematic Layout (21/01/20),
provided by Lean Projects, indicates a 7.5ML storage will be developed, which is sufficient to
store required water volumes and provide a buffer for variations in waste water production
levels.
The assumed waste nutrient levels have been provided by Lean Projects and are assumed to
be conservative levels, which are:
• N – 100mg/L
• P – 25mg/L
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K – 65mg/L

Nutrient loading has been calculated using the formulas provided in the Reuse Guidelines.
There is sufficient area for all reuse water to be applied within the reuse area both in a
median year and a 90th percentile year.
Lean Projects has supplied the assumed salinity level of future wastewater. This is 1.2 dS/m
and is Classed as Class 3 water as per the Reuse Guidelines. The average root zone salinity
has been calculated and is considered low and suitable for moderate sensitive crops. Winter
leaching of applied salt has been calculated and is considered likely to occur.
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APPENDIX 1 – PHOTOS

Photo 1. North west corner of Zone 2 looking north at vegetation and slope to the Great Forester River.

Photo 2. Western boundary of reuse area. The track divides the two Zones. Zone 1 is to the right of
picture with recently sown pasture and Zone 2 is to the left of the picture with recently sown Lucerne.
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Photo 3. South east corner of the reuse area. View south east at adjacent native vegetation.

Photo 4. South east corner of reuse area. View north along eastern boundary. Note recently harvested
plantation on eastern side of the fence.
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Photo 5. Looking at vegetation associated with the drainage line west of Zone 1. Pasture cannot be
irrigated within 50m of this vegetation.

Photo 6. Additional land that may be suitable for irrigation of wastewater. Area was partially through
harvest of seed potatoes when on site.
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APPENDIX 2 – SOIL PROFILES
Pit 1

Site: Ten Mile Track, Springfield
Date: 3rd March 2020
Pit Name:
Control
Flood Risk: Moderate
Slope: 0-5%
Morphology: gentle slope to west
Surface condition: Pasture

Profile Description
Roots

Mottle

Gravel

Munsell Colour

Texture

Structure

Depth (cm)

Comments

0

15

10YR

2/1

W-M

L

50%

3

Coarse gravel

15

20

2.5YR

4/1

W

Gravel

70%

3

Gravel layer

20

100

CL

50%

2

Coarse gravel

150

V

HC

150

200

¾
8/1
7/6
8/1
7/6

W-M

100

10YR
10YR
10YR
10YR
10YR

S

SiC
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Pit 2

Site: Ten Mile Track, Springfield
Date: 3rd March 2020
Pit Name:
Zone 1 P1
Flood Risk: Low
Slope: 0-5%
Morphology: gentle slope to west
Surface condition: Recently sown
pasture

Profile Description

0

12

10YR

2/1

W-M

CL

50%

20

80

CL

50%

4

200

¾
8/1
7/6

W-M

80

10YR
10YR
10YR

S

SiC

35%

5
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Roots

Mottle

Gravel

Munsell Colour

Texture

Structure

Depth (cm)

Comments

2

Coarse gravel

1

Coarse gravel
2 equal colours
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Pit 3

Site: Ten Mile Track, Springfield
Date: 3rd March 2020
Pit Name:
Zone 2
Flood Risk: Low
Slope: 5-10%
Morphology: gentle slope to the north
east
Surface condition: Recently sown
Lucerne

Profile Description

0

12

10YR

2/1

W-M

L

50%

20

80

CL

50%

4

200

¾
8/1
7/6

W-M

80

10YR
10YR
10YR

S

SiC

35%

5
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Texture

Structure
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2

Coarse gravel

1
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Pit 4

Site: Ten Mile Track, Springfield
Date: 3rd March 2020
Pit Name:
Zone 1 P2
Flood Risk: Low
Slope: 5-10%
Morphology: gentle thr west
Surface condition: Recently sown
pasture

Profile Description

0

12

10YR

2/1

W-M

L

50%

20

90

CL

50%

4

200

¾
8/1
7/6

W-M

90

10YR
10YR
10YR

S

SiC

35%

5
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Roots
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Depth (cm)
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2

Coarse gravel

1
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APPENDIX 3 – MONTHLY WATER BALANCE
Monthly water balance model:
Crop: Lucerne

Average Year Rainfall

Property/Client: Scottsdale Pork
Rainfall Station: Springfield (10 Mile Track) 2008 to 2019
Evaporation Station: Scottsdale (West Minstone Rd) 1990 to 2010
Jul
31
171
105
0.55
17

Aug
43
181
115
0.65
28

Sep
60
103
65
0.75
45

Oct
90
79
50
0.85
76

Nov
108
78
49
0.95
103

Dec
140
77
49
1
140

Jan
149
61
39
0.95
141

Feb
120
49
31
0.9
108

Mar
102
86
55
0.85
87

Apr
57
79
50
0.8
46

May
37
108
69
0.7
26

Jun
27
128
81
0.55
15

Total
965
1199
758

Month
Irrigation requirement,mm/ha
Monthly requirement, ML:

Jul
0
0.0 ML

Aug
0
0.0 ML

Sep
0
0.0 ML

Oct
26
0.5 ML

Nov
54
1.1 ML

Dec
91
1.8 ML

Jan
102
2.1 ML

Feb
77
1.6 ML

Mar
32
0.6 ML

Apr
0
0.0 ML

May
0
0.0 ML

Jun
0
0.0 ML

Total
382
7.7 ML

Monthly recycled water inflow, ML
Months when water supply exceeds demand:

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

7.3 ML

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Apr

May

Jun

Monthly pan evaporation, mm
Monthly rainfall
Effective rainfall (mm) (Using table 7.2)
Crop coefficient
Monthly PET (Evap * CF)

Storage requirement based on 60% of inflow
Average surface area of water in the of storage, ha:

0.1
Jul
0.6
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.8
2.9

Recycled water inflow, ML
Rainfall in, ML
Evaporation from storage, ML
Taken for irrigation, ML
Net inflow (outflow), ML:
Storage volume, ML
Assumed initial storage volume
Required storage capacity, ML
Min Area to be irrigated,for full effluent reuse :
ML/ha, Min Area
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Assumed average depth of the storage, metres:

4 ML

2.1
ML

5

Calc. storage area, ha:

832

0.1

Guideline, Evap = 80% of pan evap
Aug
0.6
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.8
3.6

Sep
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.7
4.3

Oct
0.6
0.1
0.1
0.5
0.1
4.4

Nov
0.6
0.1
0.1
1.1
-0.5
3.9

Dec
0.6
0.1
0.1
1.8
-1.3
2.6

Jan
0.6
0.1
0.1
2.1
-1.5
1.1

Feb
0.6
0.0
0.1
1.6
-1.0
0.1

Mar
0.6
0.1
0.1
0.6
0.0
0.1

Apr
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.6
0.7

May
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.7
1.4

Jun
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.7
2.1

Total
7.3
1.2
0.8
7.7
0.0

.

5
2
3.8

ML
Ha
ML/Ha
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90th Percentile Wet Year

Property/Client: Scottsdale Pork
Rainfall Station: Springfield (10 Mile Track) 2008 to
2019
Evaporation Station: Scottsdale (West Minstone Rd) 1990 to
2010
Monthly pan evaporation, mm
Monthly rainfall (90th )
Effective rainfall (mm) (Using table 7.2)
Crop coefficient
Monthly PET (Evap * CF)

Jul
31
247
152
0.55
17

Aug
43
343
219
0.65
28

Sep
60
148
94
0.75
45

Oct
90
119
76
0.85
76

Nov
108
124
79
0.95
103

Dec
140
130
83
1
140

Jan
149
93
59
0.95
141

Feb
120
78
50
0.9
108

Mar
102
126
80
0.85
87

Apr
57
141
90
0.8
46

May
37
166
106
0.7
26

Jun
27
219
140
0.55
15

Total
965
1932
1228

Month
Irrigation requirement,mm/ha

Jul
0

Aug
0

Sep
0

Nov
24

Dec
57

Jan
82

Feb
58

Mar
7

Apr
0

May
0

Jun
0

Total
228

Monthly requirement, ML:

0.0 ML

0.0 ML

0.0 ML

Oct
0
0.0
ML

0.9 ML

2.1 ML

3.1 ML

2.2 ML

0.3 ML

0.0 ML

0.0 ML

0.0 ML

8 ML

Monthly recycled water inflow, ML
Months when water supply exceeds demand:

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6
ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

7

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Storage requirement based on 60% of inflow
Average surface area of water in the of storage, ha:

Assumed initial storage volume
Required storage capacity, ML
Min Area to be irrigated for full effluent reuse :
ML/ha, Min Area
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0.1
Jul
0.6
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.8
3.6

Recycled water inflow, ML
Rainfall in, ML
Evaporation from storage, ML
Taken for irrigation, ML
Net inflow (outflow), ML:
Storage volume, ML

Assumed average depth of the storage, metres:

4 ML

5

Calc. storage area, ha:

832

0.1

Guideline, Evap = 80% of pan evap
Aug
0.6
0.3
0.0
0.0
0.9
4.5

Sep
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.7
5.3

Oct
0.6
0.1
0.1
0.0
0.6
5.9

Nov
0.6
0.1
0.1
0.9
-0.2
5.67

Dec
0.6
0.1
0.1
2.1
-1.5
4.2

Jan
0.6
0.1
0.1
3.1
-2.5
1.7

Feb
0.6
0.1
0.1
2.2
-1.6
0.1

Mar
0.6
0.1
0.1
0.3
0.4
0.5

Apr
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.7
1.2

May
0.6
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.7
2.0

Jun
0.6
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.8
2.8

Total
7.3
1.9
0.8
8.5
0.0

3
ML
6
4
2.3

ML
HA
ML/Ha
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Average Year Rainfall

Property/Client: Scottsdale Pork
Rainfall Station: Springfield (10 Mile Track) 2008 to 2019
Evaporation Station: Scottsdale (West Minstone Rd) 1990 to
2010
Jul
31
171
105
0.4
12

Aug
43
181
115
0.45
20

Sep
60
103
65
0.55
33

Oct
90
79
50
0.65
58

Nov
108
78
49
0.7
76

Dec
140
77
49
0.7
98

Jan
149
61
39
0.7
104

Feb
120
49
31
0.7
84

Mar
102
86
55
0.7
72

Apr
57
79
50
0.6
34

May
37
108
69
0.5
19

Jun
27
128
81
0.45
12

Total
965
1199
758

Month
Irrigation requirement,mm/ha
Monthly requirement, ML:

Jul
0
0.0 ML

Aug
0
0.0 ML

Sep
0
0.0 ML

Oct
8
0.3 ML

Nov
27
0.9 ML

Dec
49
1.7 ML

Jan
65
2.3 ML

Feb
53
1.9 ML

Mar
17
0.6 ML

Apr
0
0.0 ML

May
0
0.0 ML

Jun
0
0.0 ML

Total
219
7.7 ML

Monthly recycled water inflow, ML
Months when water supply exceeds demand:

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

7.3 ML

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Monthly pan evaporation, mm
Monthly rainfall
Effective rainfall (mm) (Using table 7.2)
Crop coefficient
Monthly PET (Evap * CF)

Storage requirement based on 60% of inflow
Average surface area of water in the of storage, ha:

0.1
Jul
0.6
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.8
2.9

Recycled water inflow, ML
Rainfall in, ML
Evaporation from storage, ML
Taken for irrigation, ML
Net inflow (outflow), ML:
Storage volume, ML
Assumed initial storage volume
Required storage capacity, ML
Min Area to be irrigated,for full effluent reuse :
ML/ha, Min Area

Prepared by AK Consultants

Assumed average depth of the storage, metres:

4 ML

2.1
ML

5

Calc. storage area, ha:

622

0.1

Guideline, Evap = 80% of pan evap
Aug
0.6
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.8
3.6

Sep
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.7
4.3

Oct
0.6
0.1
0.1
0.3
0.3
4.6

Nov
0.6
0.1
0.1
0.9
-0.3
4.3

Dec
0.6
0.1
0.1
1.7
-1.1
3.1

Jan
0.6
0.1
0.1
2.3
-1.8
1.4

Feb
0.6
0.0
0.1
1.9
-1.3
0.0

Mar
0.6
0.1
0.1
0.6
0.0
0.1

Apr
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.6
0.7

May
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.7
1.4

Jun
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.7
2.1

Total
7.3
1.2
0.8
7.7
0.0

.

5
4
2.2

ML
Ha
ML/Ha
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90th Percentile Wet Year

Property/Client: Scottsdale Pork
Rainfall Station: Springfield (10 Mile Track) 2008 to 2019
Evaporation Station: Scottsdale (West Minstone Rd) 1990 to 2010
Monthly pan evaporation, mm
Monthly rainfall (90th )
Effective rainfall (mm) (Using table 7.2)
Crop coefficient
Monthly PET (Evap * CF)
Month
Irrigation requirement,mm/ha
Monthly requirement, ML:
Monthly recycled water inflow, ML
Months when water supply exceeds
demand:
Storage requirement based on 60% of
inflow
Average surface area of water in the of storage, ha:

Recycled water inflow, ML
Rainfall in, ML
Evaporation from storage, ML
Taken for irrigation, ML
Net inflow (outflow), ML:
Storage volume, ML
Assumed initial storage volume
Required storage capacity, ML
Min Area to be irrigated for full effluent
reuse :
ML/ha, Min Area
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Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

31

43

60

90

108

140

149

120

102

57

37

27

Total
965

247

343

148

119

124

130

93

78

126

141

166

219

1932
1228

152

219

94

76

79

83

59

50

80

90

106

140

0.4

0.45

0.55

0.65

0.7

0.7

0.7

0.7

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.45

12

20

33

58

76

98

104

84

72

34

19

12

622

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Total

0

0

0

0

0

15

45

34

0

0

0

0

94

0.0 ML

0.0 ML

0.0 ML

0.0 ML

0.0 ML

1.3 ML

4.1 ML

3.1 ML

0.0 ML

0.0 ML

0.0 ML

0.0 ML

8 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

0.6 ML

7

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Assumed average depth of the storage, metres:

4 ML

0.1

5

Calc. storage area, ha:

0.1

Guideline, Evap = 80% of pan evap

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Total

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

0.6

7.3

0.2

0.3

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.2

1.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.8

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.3

4.1

3.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

8.5

0.8

0.9

0.7

0.7

0.6

-0.7

-3.5

-2.5

0.7

0.7

0.7

0.8

0.0

3.8

4.7

5.5

6.1

6.76

6.1

2.6

0.1

0.7

1.4

2.2

3.0

3 ML
6.8

ML

9
0.9

HA
ML/Ha
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APPENDIX 4 – WASTEWATER USES AND REQUIRED QUALITY (REUSE GUIDELINES)
Use of
Wastewater

Mandatory
Effluent Quality

Mandatory
Treatment
Requirement

Options for Wastewater Re-use

Suggested Treatment
Measures

Monitoring

Management Requirements

Class A
Recycled
Water

< 10 median
thermotolerant
coliforms per
100ml
pH 5.5 – 8.0
BOD <10mg/l
Nutrient, toxicant
and salinity
controls

Advanced
treatment with
disinfection

Indirect potable groundwater recharge by spreading
Indirect potable groundwater recharge by injection
Non-potable municipal irrigation (uncontrolled
access)
Urban non-potable (general household use)
Fire and water protection systems
Agricultural:
Direct contact of reclaimed water with crops
consumed raw.
Stream augmentation and groundwater recharge
Urban use (garden watering and toilets)
Aquaculture (human food chain)
Other uses subject to approval

Treatment – Coagulation,
flocculation, advanced
filtration and other best
practice treatment
processes to remove
nutrients, sediments and
other contaminants

pH – weekly
BOD – weekly
SS – weekly
Disinfection – daily
Turbidity and chlorine
residual – continuous
Coliforms – daily Viruses
and parasites – twice
yearly
Nutrient, toxicant and salinity
– regularly

Municipal uses may include
irrigation of open spaces, sports
grounds, parks, dust
suppression and land
rehabilitation areas.

Crops for human consumption:
Crops to be consumed raw but not in direct contact
with reclaimed water (edible product separated from
contact with effluent, eg. By peel or use of trickle
irrigation) or crops sold to consumers cooked or
processed.
Pasture and fodder (no pigs or poultry):
withholding period applies – 5 day for dairy, 4 hour
for non-dairy.
Industrial processes (open system)
Non-potable municipal irrigation with controlled
access

Treatment – High rate
processes such as activated
sludge, trickling filters
Lagoon treatment with
separate polishing lagoons is
acceptable for <1000
thermotolerant coliforms per
100 ml

pH – weekly
BOD – weekly
SS – weekly
Turbidity – continuous in
high rate processes
Disinfection – daily
Coliform – weekly
Nutrient, toxicant and salinity
– regularly
Monthly monitoring for reuse schemes less than 1
ML/day

The system must be managed to
prevent spray drift. No spray drift
must be detected beyond the
boundaries of the irrigation area.
Dropped crops not to be
harvested from the ground. Crops
contacted by effluent
must be cooked (>70 C for 2
minutes), commercially
processed, or peeled before
consumption.
Restricted public access.
Withholding period of nominally
4 hours or until irrigated area is
dry.
Withholding period 5 days for
grazing animals.

pH – monthly
BOD – monthly
SS – monthly
Disinfection daily except for
30 day maturation ponds
Coliform – weekly
Nutrients, toxicants and
salinity – regularly
Quarterly monitoring for reuse schemes < 1ML/day.

The system must be managed to
prevent spray drift. No spray drift
must be detected beyond the
boundaries of the irrigation area.
Restricted public access.
Withholding period of nominally
4 hours or until irrigated area is
dry.
No human food crops.

Class B
Reclaimed
Water

< 1,000 median
thermotolerant
coliforms per
100ml (< 100
thermotolerant
coliforms per
100ml in special
cases *)
pH 5.5 – 8.0
BOD < 50mg/l
Nutrient, toxicant
and salinity
controls

Secondary
treatment with
disinfection

Note * <100 thermotolerant coliforms per 100ml
(stock drinking standard) applies for pasture and
fodder crops (dairy and non dairy) without
withholding period.
Class C
Treated
Wastewater

< 10,000 median
thermotolerant
coliforms per
100ml
pH 5.5 – 8.0
BOD < 80mg/l
Nutrient, toxicant
and salinity
controls
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Secondary
treatment

Agriculture (non-human food chain eg. forestry,
cotton)
Industrial processes (closed system)
Non-human food chain aquaculture

Disinfection – microfiltration,
U.V, ozonation and
chlorination

The system must be managed to
prevent spray drift. No spray drift
must be detected beyond the
boundaries of the irrigation area.

Chlorination may be best
practice if a residual is
required to prevent the
bacterial regrowth.

Disinfection – chlorination,
UV and ozonation.
Detention lagoons will not be
sufficient if a concentration of
<100 thermotolerant
coliforms per 100 ml is
required.
Lagoon based systems
No additional disinfection
required
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APPENDIX 5 – LAND CAPABILITY DEFINITIONS FROM GROSE (1999)
PRIME AGRICULTURAL LAND AS DESCRIBED IN THE PROTECTION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND 2009:
CLASS 1. Land well suited to a wide range of intensive cropping and grazing activities. It occurs on flat land
with deep, well drained soils, and in a climate that favours a wide variety of crops. While there are virtually
no limitations to agricultural usage, reasonable management inputs need to be maintained to prevent
degradation of the resource. Such inputs might include very minor soil conservation treatments, fertiliser
inputs or occasional pasture phases. Class 1 land is highly productive and capable of being cropped eight to
nine years out of ten in a rotation with pasture or equivalent without risk of damage to the soil resource or
loss of production, during periods of average climatic conditions.
CLASS 2. Land suitable for a wide range of intensive cropping and grazing activities. Limitations to use are
slight, and these can be readily overcome by management and minor conservation practices. However, the
level of inputs is greater, and the variety and/or number of crops that can be grown is marginally more
restricted, than for Class 1 land. This land is highly productive but there is an increased risk of damage to the
soil resource or of yield loss. The land can be cropped five to eight years out of ten in a rotation with pasture
or equivalent during 'normal' years, if reasonable management inputs are maintained.
CLASS 3. Land suitable for cropping and intensive grazing. Moderate levels of limitation restrict the choice
of crops or reduce productivity in relation to Class 1 or Class 2 land. Soil conservation practices and sound
management are needed to overcome the moderate limitations to cropping use. Land is moderately
productive, requiring a higher level of inputs than Classes I and 2. Limitations either restrict the range of
crops that can be grown or the risk of damage to the soil resource is such that cropping should be confined
to three to five yens out of ten in a rotation with pasture or equivalent during normal years.
NON-PRIME AGRICULTURAL LAND AS DESCRIBED IN THE PROTECTION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND 2009:
CLASS 4. Land primarily suitable for grazing but which may be used for occasional cropping. Severe
limitations restrict the length of cropping phase and/or severely restrict the range of crops that could be
grown. Major conservation treatments and/or careful management is required to minimise degradation.
Cropping rotations should be restricted to one to two years out of ten in a rotation with pasture or
equivalent, during 'normal' years to avoid damage to the soil resource. In some areas longer cropping phases
may be possible but the versatility of the land is very limited. (NB some parts of Tasmania are currently able
to crop more frequently on Class 4 land than suggested above. This is due to the climate being drier than
'normal'. However, there is a high risk of crop or soil damage if 'normal' conditions return.).
CLASS 5. This land is unsuitable for cropping, although some areas on easier slopes may be cultivated for
pasture establishment or renewal and occasional fodder crops may be possible. The land may have slight to
moderate limitations for pastoral use. The effects of limitations on the grazing potential may be reduced by
applying appropriate soil conservation measures and land management practices.
CLASS 6. Land marginally suitable for grazing because of severe limitations. This land has low productivity,
high risk of erosion, low natural fertility or other limitations that severely restrict agricultural use. This land
should be retained under its natural vegetation cover.
CLASS 7. Land with very severe to extreme limitations which make it unsuitable for agricultural use.
Prepared by AK Consultants
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ATTACHMENT 2 – ENVIROLAD HEAVY METALS SOIL ANALYSIS
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report provides a flora and fauna assessment of the area expected to be impacted by the
construction and operation of an abattoir at Ten Mile Track, Springfield.
The proponent, Scottsdale Pork, is proposing to construct a pig abattoir on land they own at
Ten Mile Track, Springfield. It is proposed that the abattoir will process 100 pigs per day, six
days a week, with a capacity to process a further 50 pigs per day. It is proposed that
wastewater from the facility will be utilised for irrigation of Lucerne. The Environmental
Protection Authority (EPA) require a flora and fauna assessment of the area expected to be
impacted by the construction and operation of the abattoir.
The proposed abattoir will not directly impact on any vegetation communities, being wholly
contained within agricultural land (FAG). The construction and operation of the proposed
abattoir is considered to have a low risk to the integrity of vegetation communities present
on the property.
No threatened flora species were identified within, or around, the proposed works area.
Additionally, no threatened fauna or fauna dens or nests were identified within the proposed
works area; however, two eagle nests are within 1km line of sight of the proposed abattoir.
Providing the recommendations, as outlined in this report, are followed, the proposed
construction and operation of the abattoir is considered unlikely to have an adverse effect on
the value of the habitat for species managed under the Threatened Species Protection Act
1995 or the Nature Conservation Act 2002. Additionally, the recommendations are likely to
result in an overall low level of disturbance associated with the proposal and is therefore
unlikely to present a significant impact or require any additional assessment under the
Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC).
Recommendations
- A sediment barrier may be required downslope of works if there is a high risk of runoff during works.
- Adhere to all recommendations put forward in AK Consultants ‘Scottsdale Pork
Abattoir Wastewater Reuse Assessment – Stage 2 Report’ regarding irrigation with
wastewater. I.e., irrigation should not occur within 24 hours of a predicted and/or
actual heavy rainfall event and/or when surface water is present (heavy rainfall
includes any rain event (e.g. prolonged rainfall or heavy downpours) that results in
pools of water forming along the ground or results in surface water moving across the
ground). In addition, if using a high-pressure system to irrigate, irrigation should not
occur in high winds.
- Variations to the proposed construction and operation of the abattoir (as per the EPA
NOI Application for a Pig Processing Plant, May 2019, provided by Lean Projects) in
regard to vehicle movements, operating hours, and equipment noise should consider
potential impacts on the identified eagle nests in the vicinity. Any ongoing variations
expected to have a greater than ‘low’ impact on the eagle nests should not be
accepted without advice from a specialist.
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-

-

Prevent biosecurity incursions and further weed incursions by implementing strict
washdown guidelines for all machinery and equipment used during works and for
future operations.
Weed control of the works area, prior to, and following works, to prevent further
establishment of weeds throughout the area.

Flora and Fauna Report

ii

AK Consultants

CONTENTS
Executive Summary.................................................................................................................... 1
Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 1
Methods ..................................................................................................................................... 2
Vegetation Communities and General Habitat Description ...................................................... 3
Threatened Flora Risk Assessment ............................................................................................ 4
Threatened Fauna Risk Assessment .......................................................................................... 5
Disturbance ................................................................................................................................ 7
Biosecurity risks ......................................................................................................................... 9
Geo-conservation Sites .............................................................................................................. 9
Acid Sulfate Soils ........................................................................................................................ 9
Conclusion and Recommendations ........................................................................................... 9
References ............................................................................................................................... 11
Appendix 1 – Threatened Species Habitat............................................................................... 12
Appendix 2 – Maps .................................................................................................................. 15
Appendix 3 - Photos ................................................................................................................. 19

Flora and Fauna Report

iii

AK Consultants

INTRODUCTION
AK Consultants have been engaged to undertake a flora and fauna assessment of the area
expected to be impacted by the construction and operation of an abattoir at Ten Mile Track,
Springfield.
The proponent, Scottsdale Pork, is proposing to construct a pig abattoir on land they own at
Ten Mile Track, Springfield. It is proposed that the abattoir will process 100 pigs per day, six
days a week, with a capacity to process a further 50 pigs per day. It is proposed that
wastewater from the facility will be utilised for irrigation of Lucerne. The Environmental
Protection Authority (EPA) require a flora and fauna assessment of the area expected to be
impacted by the construction and operation of the abattoir.
There are three adjacent titles associated with proposal; see Figure 1 in Appendix 2. CT
207366/1 is the most western title. This title is approximately 33.6ha in area and is where the
proposed abattoir will be wholly occupied. A road reserve bisects the eastern portion of this
title and the abattoir will be located to the south of this. There is also an existing dwelling
located on the western boundary of this title. CT 204424/1 is approximately 12.6ha in area
and is proposed to be partially utilised for the irrigation scheme. CT 243489/1 is 8.9ha in area
and is also proposed to be utilised for the irrigation scheme. Neither CT 204424/1 nor CT
243489/1 have existing dwellings. The combined area of the three titles is 55.1ha.
No published soil mapping is available for the site. Underlying geology, at a scale of 1:25,000,
is primarily mapped as undifferentiated granitic rocks (Dgne), described as coarse- to very
coarse-grained, equigranular biotite +/- hornblende monzogranite/granodiorite with pink to
white feldspars. The north of the title around the Great Forester River and an area along the
drainage line in the west of the property is mapped as undifferentiated Quaternary sediments
(Qha), described as stream alluvium, swamp and marsh deposits. A small area in the west of
the property and another in the south east is mapped as undifferentiated Paleogene –
Neogene sequences (Ts), described as dominantly non-marine sequences of gravel, sand, silt,
clay and regolith. Elevation of the site ranges between approximately 130m to 160m above
sea level (ASL).
A field inspection was undertaken on the 3rd March 2020, to confirm or otherwise the findings
of an initial desktop study and to determine natural values of the site. This report summarises
the findings of the desktop and field assessment and provides recommendations regarding
construction and operation methods.
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METHODS
The desktop assessment was undertaken using a number of sources, including;
- Natural Values Atlas (NVA)
- Forest Practices Biodiversity Values Database (BVD)
- LIST map
- Google imagery
The NVA and BVD cover known flora and fauna sightings within 5km of the site and fauna
species whose predicted range boundaries overlay the site.
The desktop assessment was followed by a site visit on the 3rd March 2020, conducted by Sally
Scrivens and Astrid Ketelaar of AK Consultants. The area directly impacted by the proposed
abattoir works, as well as surrounding areas that may be impacted as a result of works were
inspected with a wandering meander technique. Areas of impact were based on the Site Plan
provided by Lean Projects, dated 03/07/2019 (drawing TP-18-01 A). This area assessed covers
the updated Site Plan by Lean Projects dated 16/03/2020 (drawing TP-18-01 F).
The field assessment focused on identification of vegetation communities and a threatened
species risk assessment based on habitat suitability. Dominant flora species were recorded
on site to assist in ground-truthing the TASVEG mapping and determining habitat suitability
for threatened species.
All the impacted and surrounding area have been assessed; however, no survey can
guarantee that all flora will be recorded in a single site visit due to limitations on seasonal and
annual variation in abundance and the presence of material for identification. However, given
the threatened flora recorded in the greater area and the habitat availability at the site, a
spring survey is not considered necessary.
All mapping and Grid References in this report use GDA 94, Zone 55, with eastings and
northings expressed as 6 & 7 digits respectively.
Flora taxonomy nomenclature used is consistent with Census of Vascular Plants of Tasmania,
Tasmanian Herbarium 2015, From Forest to Fjaeldmark, Descriptions of Tasmania's
Vegetation (Edition 2) Harris & Kitchener, 2005, and Little Book of Common Names for
Tasmanian Plants, Wapstra et al. 2007.
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VEGETATION COMMUNITIES AND GENERAL HABITAT DESCRIPTION
TASVEG 3.0 mapping describes the majority (42.8ha) of the property, including the
development footprint, as agricultural land (FAG) (Figure 2, Appendix 2). There are five stands
of Eucalyptus regnans forest (WRE) mapped on the property along the watercourses totalling
3.4ha. There is also approximately 2.1ha of Eucalyptus obliqua forest with broad-leaf shrubs
(WOB) mapped along the southern boundary of the property and 0.5ha of Eucalyptus obliqua
dry forest (DOB) in the north east corner. 6.2ha in the south east of the property is mapped
as plantations for silviculture (FPL and FPU) and 0.1ha in the north east of the property is
mapped as a permanent easement (FPE). None of these communities are listed as a
threatened community under the Nature Conservation Act 2002.
The site visit confirmed the modified nature of the property, which is currently managed as
pasture and cropland. During the site visit, cattle were present within the proposed works
area and adjacent paddocks to the north. Evidence of stock access to water courses was
evident throughout the property, excluding the Great Forester River. The area mapped as
plantation in the south east of the property has been converted to productive agricultural
land and would be better described as FAG. Likewise, the small area mapped as FPE would be
better described as FAG as it appears to be a slight discretion in mapping, where the easement
extends from the adjacent land.
The patches of WRE were verified onsite, with those along the drainage lines primarily
comprised of Eucalyptus regnans and Acacia dealbata silver wattle. A number of other native
species were also observed within the patches, including: Acacia melanoxylon blackwood,
Juncus sarophorus broom rush, Pteridium esculentum bracken, Lomandra longifolia sagg,
Gahnia grandis cutting grass, Dicksonia Antarctica soft treefern, Leptospermum lanigerum
woolly teatree, and Polystichum proliferum mother shieldfern. Those patches associated with
the Great Forester River also contained Pomaderris apetala dogwood and Lepidosperma spp
swordsedge. Willow Salix sp. and blackberry Rubus frusticosus were also common within these
riparian areas.
The patches of WOB on the title were not closely examined as they are outside of the area of
impact of the proposed construction and operation of the abattoir, however, these
communities are likely to be consistent with the mapping as they have canopies dominated
by Eucalyptus obliqua with some Eucalyptus viminalis also present. Likewise, the patch of DOB
was not closely examined as it is not expected to be impacted by the proposal.
The proposal does not require the removal of vegetation, however, the vegetation
communities on site could potentially be impacted by wastewater run-off from irrigation.
Provided irrigation does not occur within 24 hours of a predicted and/or actual heavy rainfall
event and/or when surface water is present (as per AK Consultants ‘Scottsdale Pork Abattoir
Wastewater Reuse Feasibility Assessment – Stage 2 Report’), irrigation should not result in
run-off and the impact on adjacent vegetation communities will be low. In addition, if using a
high-pressure system to irrigate, irrigation should not occur in high winds.
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THREATENED FLORA RISK ASSESSMENT
According to the Natural Values Atlas, no threatened flora records have been recoded within
500m of the proposed impact area. However, three threatened flora species have been
recorded within a 5km radius of the site. No suitable habitat for these three species was
identified within the proposed works area and only marginal habitat was identified across the
property. Due to the lack of suitable habitat and the lack of existing records in the vicinity,
none of these species were considered to be at a greater than low risk of being impacted by
the proposed works.
All three species were looked for, with none found in the vicinity of the proposed works.
Although the survey was not undertaken during peak flowering times of the three species,
additional spring surveys are not considered necessary due to the heavily modified nature of
the landscape and lack of habitat within the areas to be disturbed.
See Table 1 for risk assessment and Appendix 1 for habitat preferences.
Table 1. Risk assessment for threatened flora listed in NVA as being recorded within 5km of the proposed
Scottsdale Pork abattoir.
Threatened Flora Species
Comment on risk

Species Name
Latin

Common

NVA
Record

Status
S1 / N2

Caladenia congesta

blacktongue
finger-orchid

Within 5km

e

Occurs in heathland, heathy
woodland, open forest and amongst
grass tussocks. No suitable habitat.
Low risk.

Epacris graniticola

granite heath

Within 5km

v/CR

Restricted to granite outcrops and
associated with moist areas. No
suitable habitat. Low risk.

Epilobium
pallidiflorum

showy
willowherb

Within 5km

r

Occurs in wet places. No suitable
habitat. Low risk.

*1Refers to listing status under the Tasmanian Threatened Species Act 1995
r = rare
v= vulnerable
e = endangered
*2 refers to listing status at the federal level under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
Act 1999.
CR = Critically Endangered
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THREATENED FAUNA RISK ASSESSMENT
The Forest Practices Biodiversity Values Database and the Tasmanian Natural Values Atlas
identified 18 threatened fauna species with potential to be impacted by the proposed
abattoir, however, only one of these species, the wedge tailed eagle, was recorded within
500m of the property. There are also two wedge-tailed eagle nests recorded within 1km of
the proposed works site. Both nests are to the north east and are approximately 739m and
777m from the construction platform (Figure 3, Appendix 2). As these nests are considered
to be active (pers. comms. EPA Tasmania, 11/03/2020), and based on tree height elevations
are within 1km line of sight of the proposed works area, the potential impacts of the
construction and operation of the abattoir on these nests must be considered. All other eagle
nests in the vicinity are over 3km away from the property.
The subject property is currently utilised for productive agriculture and is therefore subject
to ongoing heavy machinery use associated with cropping and is frequented by heavy vehicles
during harvesting periods. Until recently, pigs were housed on the property in the vicinity of
the proposed works and trucks associated with moving the animals and delivering feed were
also frequent on the property, as well as cars tending to the pigs.
During construction, traffic on the site is expected to include delivery trucks and farm
machinery such as excavators. Once operational, traffic associated with the abattoir has been
identified as livestock trucks transporting pigs, two refrigerated semitrailer trucks per day,
one truck load of waste per day, two wastewater transporting tankers per day and
approximately 12-15 cars associated with employees. Vehicle movements on the property
resulting from proposed construction and operation of the abattoir are not expected to
significantly vary from pre-existing levels.
No blasting or pile driving is required for construction and no process equipment noise is
expected during operation. Therefore, the level of noise generated on site is not expected to
increase significantly as a result of the proposed construction and operation of the abattoir.
Construction and operation will occur during the day so there will be no bright, artificial light
overnight on site as a result of the proposal.
Given the location of the eagle nests, over 735m away from proposed abattoir, the existing
operation of the property, and the proposed construction and operation of the abattoir (as
per the EPA NOI Application for a Pig Processing Plant, May 2019, provided by Lean Projects),
the level of disturbance as a result of the proposal to the existing eagle nests is considered to
be low.
Of the 18 species identified in the Natural Values Atlas and Biodiversity Values Database, none
were considered to be at greater than low risk of occurring at the development site based on
potentially suitable habitat and proximity of existing records. In addition, no evidence of any
threatened crayfish or snail species was observed along or within any of the tributaries in the
survey area which run into the Great Forester River.
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No threatened fauna species were identified during the site visit; however, the area is
deemed to provide marginally suitable habitat for a number of species. It is likely that the
works area is included in some species’ ranging boundaries, such as the quolls, eagles and
Tasmanian devil, however, the proposed works present a low risk to these species. See Table
2 for risk assessment and Appendix 1 for habitat preferences.
Table 2. Risk assessment for threatened fauna species listed in NVA as being recorded within 5km and/or with
range boundaries (Forest Practices Biodiversity Values Database) that overlay the proposed Scottsdale Pork
Abattoir.
Threatened fauna Species
Species Name
Latin

Common

NVA Record

Accipiter
novaehollandiae

grey
goshawk

Record within
5km. Within
500m based
on RB.

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Tasmanian
wedgetailed eagle

Record within
5km. Within
500m based
on RB.

Astacopsis
gouldi

giant
freshwater
crayfish

Beddomeia
minima

hydrobiid
snail
(scottsdale)

Dasyurus
maculatus

spotted-tail
quoll

Dasyurus
viverrinus

eastern
quoll

Engaeus
orramakunna

Mt. Arthur
burrowing
crayfish

Engaeus
spinicaudatus

Scottsdale
burrowing
crayfish

Galaxiella
pusilla
Haliaeetus
leucogaster

eastern
dwarf
galaxias
whitebellied seaeagle
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S1 / N2

BVD3
Range
Class

Comment on risk

CR

Require mature forest elements. No suitable
habitat. Low risk.

e/EN

PR

Potential foraging habitat is a wide variety of
forest and non-forest habitats. Potential
nesting habitat is tall eucalypt trees in large
tracts (usually more than 10ha) of eucalypt or
mixed forest. Foraging habitat only. Low risk.

v/VU

PR

Occur in freshwater streams. No suitable
habitat. Low risk.

r

KR

Inhabits small streams and wetlands. No
suitable habitat. Low risk.

r/VU

CR

Potential foraging habitat is a wide variety of
habitats. Require structurally complex areas for
denning. Foraging habitat only. Low risk.

EN

CR

Occur in a range of habitats but prefer dry
forest and native grassland mosaics bound by
agricultural land. Marginally suitable habitat.
Low risk.

v/VU

PR

Potential habitat includes streams. No suitable
habitat. Low risk.

e/EN

PR

Potential habitat includes streams. No suitable
habitat. Low risk.

Within 500m
based on RB.

v/VU

PR

Requires slow flowing waters such as swamps,
lagoons and drains. No suitable habitat. Low
risk.

Record within
5km. Within

v

PR

Potential foraging habitat is any large
waterbody. Prefers tall eucalypts in tracts of

Record within
5km. Within
500m based
on RB.
Record within
5km. Within
500m based
on RB.
Record within
5km. Within
500m based
on RB.
Record within
5km. Within
500m based
on RB.
Record within
5km. Within
500m based
on RB.
Record within
5km. Within
500m based
on RB.

e
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500m based
on RB.
Limnodynastes
peroni

striped
marsh frog

Within 5km
based on RB.

Litoria
raniformis

green and
gold frog

Perameles
gunnii

eastern
barred
bandicoot

Prototroctes
maraena

Australian
grayling

Within 500m
based on RB.
Record within
5km. Within
500m based
on RB.
Within 500m
based on RB.

Pseudemoia
pagenstecheri

tussock
skink

Within 500m
based on RB.

Pseudemoia
rawlinsoni

glossy
grass
skink

No record

Sarcophilus
harrisii

Tasmanian
devil

Tyto
novaehollandiae

masked owl

Record within
5km. Within
500m based
on RB.
Record within
5km. Within
500m based
on RB.

e

over 10ha for nesting. No suitable habitat. Low
risk.
Requires permanent non-flowing water bodies
with abundant aquatic vegetation. No suitable
habitat. Low risk.
Requires slow flowing streams. No suitable
habitat. Low risk.

v/VU

PR

VU

PR

Occurs within woodlands or open forest with a
grassy understory. No suitable habitat. Low
risk.

v/VU

PR

Occur in streams. No suitable habitat. Low risk.
Prefers grasslands and grassy woodlands with
>20% native grass cover. No suitable habitat.
Low risk.

v

PR

Potential habitat is wetlands and swampy sites.
No suitable habitat. Low risk.

e/EN

PR

Broad range of potential habitat, though
shelter is required for denning. Foraging habitat
only. Low risk.

e/VU

CR

Require trees with large (>15cm) hollows. No
suitable habitat. Low risk.

*1Refers to listing status under the Tasmanian Threatened Species Act 1995
r = rare
v= vulnerable
e = endangered
*2 refers to listing status at the federal level under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
Act 1999.
EN = Endangered
VU = Vulnerable
*3 refers to range boundaries as specified in the Forest Practices Biodiversity database
PR = Potential Range
CR = Core Range
KR = Known Range

CFEV
The Conservation of Freshwater Ecosystem Values (CFEV) database identifies six reaches on
the subject titles with a ‘High’ or ‘Very High’ conservation management priority (CMPP2)
(Figure 4, Appendix 2).
Reach ID 339650 in the south east of the property and Reach ID 339651 along the far eastern
title boundary have high CFEV ratings, however, on site, both reaches were found to no longer
exist. An additional reach (ID 339640) in the south of the property, with a high CFEV rating, is
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not expected to be impacted by any proposed works due to its distance from the construction
area ( at least 133m, with another tributary in between) and wastewater irrigation areas (at
least 180m, with a channel in between to the south of the southern property boundary
adjacent to the irrigation area).
Three reaches of the Great Forester River form the northern boundary of the property, all of
which have a very high CFEV rating. This rating is likely attributable to the special values of
platypus, shrubby Eucalyptus ovata forest, and potential presence of giant freshwater crayfish
and native fish species. The CFEV report also indicates the reach forming the majority of the
property boundary has dense willow infestations in the riparian zone.
The site visit identified the riparian zone of the majority of the Great Forester River on the
northern property boundary is comprised of willow, silver wattle Acacia dealbata and
Eucalyptus regnans. No Eucalyptus ovata were observed in the riparian area, nor is it mapped
in the area by TASVEG 3.0. The watercourse appeared to contain suitable habitat for platypus,
giant freshwater crayfish, and native fish species. The CFEV values of the three reaches of the
Great Forester River associated with the property are considered to be at risk from the
proposed construction works and subsequent wastewater irrigation through run-off.
Construction works associated with the proposed abattoir are at least 190m from the Great
Forester River and any sediment movement in run-off from the site works will filter across at
least 190m of pasture before reaching the watercourse. It is therefore considered unlikely
that any run-off from the site will impact on the habitat for platypus, giant freshwater crayfish,
or fish in the Great Forester River. However, if there is a high risk of run-off during works, a
sediment barrier may be required downslope of the works. Longer-term, erosion control is
expected to be improved on site as a result of planned surfacing and draining of internal
roadways.
Wastewater irrigation is limited to a distance of 100m from the Great Forester River, and the
majority of the irrigation area is greater than 100m from the river. It is recommended that
irrigation does not occur within 24 hours of a predicted and/or actual heavy rainfall event
and/or when surface water is present, to minimise surface run-off. Provided these mitigation
measures are followed (as per AK Consultants ‘Scottsdale Pork Abattoir Wastewater Reuse
Feasibility Assessment – Stage 2 Report’), wastewater irrigation is expected to have a low
impact on the CFEV values of the reaches of the Great Forester River including habitat for
native fauna species.
Provided the above recommendations are followed, both the construction and operation of
the proposed abattoir are expected to have a low impact on the high and very high CFEV
values of the water courses associated with the property.

DISTURBANCE
The Natural Values Atlas records a number of weeds of significance as being present within
5km of the property, none of which are listed as priority weeds (Table 3). Holly, blackberry
and willow were identified on the subject title, as well as dock (Rumex sp.), cumbungi Typha
Flora and Fauna Report
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latifolia, glyceria Poa aquatica and scotch thistle Onopordum acanthium. The only weeds
identified in the proposed works areas were scotch thistle.
There is a risk of increased weed incursion in the area immediately following the construction
phase as a result of disturbed soils, especially on the dam walls. Weed control of the works
area prior to and following works is recommended to prevent further establishment of weeds
throughout the area.
Table 3. Tasmanian Management Act Weeds within 5000m.

Species
Cortaderia sp.
Erica lusitanica
Foeniculum vulgare
Ilex aquifolium
Rubus frusticosus
Senecio jacobaea
Ulex europaeus

Common Name
pampas grass
Spanish heath
fennel
holly
blackberry
ragwort
gorse

BIOSECURITY RISKS
According to the Natural Values Atlas, Phytophthora cinnamomi has been identified within
1km of the proposed works to the north east, south, and west. Washdown and disinfection
protocols (as per DPIWE, 2004) must be adhered to for any vehicles and machinery accessing
the site during works and future operations to prevent the spread of phytophthora to the
area.

GEO-CONSERVATION SITES
According to the Natural Values Atlas, there are no geo-conservation sites within 1000m of
the proposed works. Therefore, no geo-conservation sites are considered at risk of being
impacted by the proposed works.

ACID SULFATE SOILS
According to the Natural Values Atlas, there are no acid sulfate soils found within 1000m of
the proposed works. Therefore, no disturbance of potential acid sulfate soils as a result of
the proposed works is expected.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The proposed abattoir will not directly impact on any vegetation communities, being wholly
contained within agricultural land (FAG). The construction and operation of the proposed

Flora and Fauna Report
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abattoir is considered to have a low risk to the integrity of vegetation communities present
on the property.
No threatened flora species were identified within, or around, the proposed works area.
Additionally, no threatened fauna or fauna dens or nests were identified within the proposed
works area; however, two eagle nests are within 1km line of sight of the proposed abattoir.
Providing the recommendations, as outlined in this report, are followed, the proposed
construction and operation of the abattoir are considered unlikely to have an adverse effect
on the value of the habitat for species managed under the Threatened Species Protection Act
1995 or the Nature Conservation Act 2002.
Additionally, the recommendations are likely to result in an overall low level of disturbance
associated with the proposal and is therefore unlikely to present a significant impact and
require any additional assessment under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC).
Recommendations
- A sediment barrier may be required downslope of works if there is a high risk of runoff during works.
- Adhere to all recommendations put forward in AK Consultants ‘Scottsdale Pork
Abattoir Wastewater Reuse Feasibility Assessment – Stage 2 Report’ regarding
irrigation with wastewater. I.e., irrigation should not occur within 24 hours of a
predicted and/or actual heavy rainfall event and/or when surface water is present
(heavy rainfall includes any rain event (e.g. prolonged rainfall or heavy downpours)
that results in pools of water forming along the ground or results in surface water
moving across the ground). In addition, if using a high-pressure system to irrigate,
irrigation should not occur in high winds.
- Variations to the proposed construction and operation of the abattoir (as per the EPA
NOI Application for a Pig Processing Plant, May 2019, provided by Lean Projects) in
regard to vehicle movements, operating hours, and equipment noise should consider
potential impacts on the identified eagle nests in the vicinity. Any ongoing variations
expected to have a greater than ‘low’ impact on the eagle nests should not be
accepted without advice from a specialist.
- Prevent biosecurity incursions and further weed incursions by implementing strict
washdown guidelines for all machinery and equipment used during works and for
future operations.
- Weed control of the works area prior to and following works to prevent further
establishment of weeds throughout the area.

Flora and Fauna Report
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APPENDIX 1 – THREATENED SPECIES HABITAT
Table 1. Preferred habitat for threatened flora previously recorded within 5km of the area of impact from NVA accessed 21/01/2020.
Species Name

Common Name

Caladenia congesta

blacktongue
finger-orchid

Preferred habitat
Occurs in northern Tasmania, occurring sporadically in heathland, heathy woodland and open forest, usually on dry sites and
amongst grass tussocks on slopes. Soils are sandy and loamy and often gravelly.

Epacris graniticola

granite heath

Epilobium
pallidiflorum

showy willowherb

Restricted to granite outcrops and granite peaks of low mountains (e.g. Mt Stronach, Mt Cameron) in north-eastern Tasmania. It
is usually found growing amongst clumps of moss and lichen in moist depressions and fissures on exposed rock platforms, but
may also grow in seepage areas associated with granite slabs in dry scrub and forest. The elevation range of known sites is 80-730
m above sea level.
Occurs in wet places (e.g. natural wetlands amongst forest, margins of Melaleuca ericifolia swamp forest, scrubby-sedgy E. ovata
woodland on heavy soils, etc.) mostly in the north and north-west of the State.

Table 2. Preferred habitat for threatened fauna previously recorded or with range boundaries within 5km of the area of impact from NVA and BVD accessed
21/01/2020.
Species Name

Common
Names

Accipiter
novaehollandiae

Grey goshawk

Aquila audax
subsp. Fleayi

Wedge-tailed
eagle

Flora and Fauna Report

Preferred habitat.
Potential habitat for the grey goshawk is native forest with mature elements below 600 m altitude, particularly along watercourses.
FPA's Fauna Technical Note 12 can be used as a guide in the identification of grey goshawk habitat. Significant habitat for the grey
goshawk may be summarised as areas of wet forest, rainforest and damp forest patches in dry forest, with a relatively closed mature
canopy, low stem density, and open understorey in close proximity to foraging habitat and a freshwater body (i.e. stream, river, lake,
swamp, etc.). FPA's Fauna Technical Note 12 can be used as a guide in the identification of grey goshawk habitat.
Potential habitat for the wedge tailed eagle comprises potential nesting habitat and potential foraging habitat. Potential foraging habitat
is a wide variety of forest (including areas subject to native forest silviculture) and non-forest habitats. Potential nesting habitat is tall
eucalypt trees in large tracts (usually more than 10ha) of eucalypt or mixed forest. Nest trees are usually amongst the largest in a locality.
They are generally in sheltered positions on leeward slopes, between the lower and mid sections of a slope and with the top of the tree
usually lower than the ground level of the top of the ridge, although in some parts of the State topographic shelter is not always a significant
factor (e.g. parts of the northwest and Central Highlands). Nests are usually not constructed close to sources of disturbance and nests
close to disturbance are less productive. More than one nest may occur within a territory but only one is used for breeding in any one
year. Breeding failure often promotes a change of nest in the next year. Significant habitat for the wedge tailed eagle is all native forest
and native non-forest vegetation within 500 m or 1 km line of sight of known nest sites (where the nest tree is still present).

12

AK Consultants

Astacopsis
gouldi

giant
freshwater
crayfish

Potential habitat for the giant freshwater crayfish is freshwater streams of all sizes. Characteristics of potential habitat include a
combination of well-shaded flowing and still waters, deep pools, decaying logs and undercut banks. Riparian vegetation needs to be native
and predominantly intact to provide shade, nutrient, energy and structural inputs into streams. Smaller juveniles inhabit shallow fastflowing streams favouring habitats with rocks or logs that are large enough to be stable but not embedded in finer substrates, but overlie
coarser substrates and/or have a distinct cavity underneath. Perennial headwater streams have substantially higher juvenile densities than
non-perennial headwater streams.

Beddomeia
minima

hydrobiid snail
(scottsdale)

Inhabits small streams and wetlands and can be found on and under stones, pieces of wood, and on leaves and roots.

Dasyurus
maculatus

spotted-tailed
quoll

Dasyurus
viverrinus

eastern quoll

Engaeus
orramakunna

Mt. Arthur
burrowing
crayfish

Engaeus
spinicaudatus

Scottsdale
burrowing
crayfish

Galaxiella
pusilla

eastern dwarf
galaxis

Heliaeetus
leucogaster

white-bellied
sea eagle

Flora and Fauna Report

Potential habitat for the spotted tailed quoll is coastal scrub, riparian areas, rainforest, wet forest, damp forest, dry forest and blackwood
swamp forest (mature and regrowth), particularly where structurally complex areas are present, and includes remnant patches in cleared
agricultural land or plantation areas. Significant habitat for the spotted tailed quoll is all potential denning habitat within the core range
of the species. Potential denning habitat for the spotted tailed quoll includes 1) any forest remnant (>0.5ha) in a cleared or plantation
landscape that is structurally complex (high canopy, with dense understorey and ground vegetation cover), free from the risk of
inundation, or 2) a rock outcrop, rock crevice, rock pile, burrow with a small entrance, hollow logs, large piles of coarse woody debris and
caves. FPA’s Fauna Technical Note 10 can be used as a guide in the identification of potential denning habitat.
Potential habitat for the Eastern quoll includes rainforest, heathland, alpine areas and scrub. However, it seems to prefer dry forest and
native grassland mosaics which are bounded by agricultural land. Potential range for the Eastern Quoll is the whole of mainland Tasmania
and Bruny Island. Core range for the Eastern Quoll is a specialist defined area based primarily on modelling work published in Fancourt et
al 2015 and additional expert advice.
Potential habitat for the Mt Arthur burrowing crayfish includes any poorly-drained habitats such as streams (of any class and disturbance
history), seepages (e.g. springs in forest or pasture, outflows of farm dams), low-lying flat swampy areas and vegetation (e.g. buttongrass
and heathy plains, marshy areas, boggy areas of pasture), drainage depressions, ditches (artificial and natural, including roadside ditches,
pasture drains, etc.).
Potential habitat for the Scottsdale burrowing crayfish includes any poorly-drained habitats such as streams (of any class and disturbance
history), seepages (e.g. springs in forest or pasture, outflows of farm dams), low-lying flat swampy areas and vegetation (e.g. buttongrass
and heathy plains, marshy areas, boggy areas of pasture), drainage depressions, ditches (artificial and natural, including roadside ditches,
pasture drains, etc.).
Potential habitat for the dwarf galaxiid is slow flowing waters such as swamps, lagoons, drains or backwaters of streams, often with aquatic
vegetation. It may also be found in temporary waters that dry up in summer for as long as 6-7 months, especially if burrowing crayfish
burrows are present (although these will usually be connected to permanent water). Habitat may include forested swampy areas but does
not include blackwood swamp forest. Juveniles congregate in groups at the water surface in pools free of vegetation. Significant habitat
for the dwarf galaxiid is all potential habitat and a 30m streamside reserve within the core range.
Potential habitat for the White Bellied Sea eagle species comprises potential nesting habitat and potential foraging habitat. Potential
foraging habitat is any large waterbody (including sea coasts, estuaries, wide rivers, lakes, impoundments and even large farm dams)
supporting prey items (fish). Potential nesting habitat is tall eucalypt trees in large tracts (usually more than 10 ha) of eucalypt or mixed
forest within 5 km of the coast (nearest coast including shores, bays, inlets and peninsulas), large rivers (Class 1), lakes or complexes of
large farm dams. Scattered trees along river banks or pasture land may also be used. Significant habitat for the white bellied sea eagle is
all native forest and native non-forest vegetation within 500 m or 1 km line of sight of known nest sites (where nest tree still present).
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Limnodynastes
peroni

striped
marsh frog

Litoria
raniformis

green and
golden frog

Perameles
gunnii

eastern
barred
bandicoot

Prototroctes
maraena

Australian
grayling

Pseudemoia
pagenstecheri

tussock skink

Pseudemoia
rawlinsoni

glossy grass
skink

Sacophilus
harrisii

Tasmanian
Devil

Tyto
novaehollandiae

Masked owl
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Potential habitat for the Striped Marsh Frog is natural and artificial coastal and near-coastal wetlands, lagoons, marshes, swamps and
ponds (including dams), with permanent freshwater and abundant marginal, emergent and submerged aquatic vegetation. Significant
habitat for the striped marsh frog is high quality potential habitat. See FPA Fauna Technical Note 18 for guidance on assessing significant
habitat for the striped marsh frog.
Potential habitat for the green and gold frog is permanent and temporary waterbodies, usually with vegetation in or around them.
Potential habitat includes features such as natural lagoons, permanently or seasonally inundated swamps and wetlands, farm dams,
irrigation channels, artificial water holding sites such as old quarries, slow flowing stretches of streams and rivers and drainage features.
Potential habitat for the eastern barred bandicoot is open vegetation types including woodlands and open forests with a grassy
understorey, native and exotic grasslands, particularly in landscapes with a mosaic of agricultural land and remnant bushland. Significant
habitat for the Eastern Barred Bandicoot is dense tussock grass sagg sedge swards, piles of coarse woody debris and denser patches of
low shrubs (especially those that are densely branched close to the ground providing shelter) within the core range of the species.
All streams and rivers in their lower to middle reaches. Areas above permanent barriers that prevent fish migration are not potential
habitat.
Potential habitat for the tussock skink is grassland and grassy woodland (including rough pasture with paddock trees), generally with a
greater than 20% cover of native grass species, especially where medium to tall tussocks are present.
Potential habitat for the Glossy Grass Skink is wetlands and swampy sites (including grassy wetlands, teatree swamps and grassy
sedgelands), and margins of such habitats.
Potential habitat for the Tasmanian devil is all terrestrial native habitats, forestry plantations and pasture. Devils require shelter (e.g.
dense vegetation, hollow logs, burrows or caves) and hunting habitat (open understorey mixed with patches of dense vegetation) within
their home range (427km2). Significant habitat for the Tasmanian devil is a patch of potential denning habitat where three or more
entrances (large enough for a devil to pass through) may be found within 100m of one another, and where no other potential denning
habitat with three or more entrances may be found within a 1km radius, being the approximate area of the smallest recorded devil
home range (Pemberton 1990). Potential denning habitat for the Tasmanian devil is areas of burrow-able, well-drained soil, log piles or
sheltered overhangs such as cliffs, rocky outcrops, knolls, caves and earth banks, free from risk of inundation and with at least one
entrance through which a devil could pass. FPA’s Fauna Technical Note 10 can be used as a guide in the identification of potential
denning habitat.
Potential habitat for the masked owl is all areas with trees with large hollows (>15 cm entrance diameter). In terms of using mapping
layers, potential habitat is considered to be all areas with at least 20% mature eucalypt crown cover (PI type mature density class `a’, `b’,
or `c’). From on ground surveys this is areas with at least 8 trees per hectare over 100cm dbh. Remnants and paddock trees in
agricultural areas may also constitute potential habitat. Significant habitat for the masked owl is any areas within the core range of
native dry forest with trees over 100cm dbh with large hollows (>15 cm entrance diameter). Such areas usually have no regrowth
component or just a sparse regrowth component. In terms of using mapping layers for an initial desktop assessment prior to an onground survey. Significant habitat may occur in all areas within the core range classified as dry forest (TASVEG dry Eucalypt forest and
woodland) with at least 20% mature eucalypt crown cover (PI type mature density class `a’, `b’, or `c’) that is classified as mature
(Growth Stage class `M’). From on ground surveys this is areas with at least 8 trees per hectare over 100cm dbh and more than half of
the canopy cover is comprised of mature trees. Remnants and paddock trees in agricultural areas may also constitute significant habitat.
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APPENDIX 2 – MAPS

Figure 1. Property titles
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Figure 2. Natural values
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Figure 3. Eagle nests line of sight
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Figure 4. CFEV
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APPENDIX 3 - PHOTOS
Photos taken by Sally Scrivens and Michael Tempest 03/03/2020.

Plate 1. Patch of Eucalyptus regnans adjacent to a watercourse on the property
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Plate 2. Willow, blackberry and scotch thistle in the riparian area of the Great Forester River in the north west of the property

Plate 3. View north west through the development footprint
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1.

Introduction
1.1

Background

An access relocation for a pork abattoir and piggery (Scottsdale Pork) is proposed at 349 Ten
Mile Track, Springfield, that will generate additional traffic on Ten Mile Track and the
Tasman Highway. Council has requested this TIA to understand implications and respond
appropriately to the development application.
This Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) should be referenced in the development application
for Scottsdale Pork. The TIA provides guidance on:
•

the proposed access relocation of 349 Ten Mile Track to support the proposal,

•

the impact of increased traffic on the existing road network,

•

changes required to accommodate the additional traffic.

The TIA has been prepared based on Department of State Growth guidelines.
1.2

Objectives

A Traffic Impact Assessment is a means for assisting in the planning and design of
sustainable development that considers:
•

Safety and capacity

•

Equity and social justice

•

Economic efficiency

•

The environment and future development.

This TIA considers the impact of the proposal on projected traffic volumes expected by 2029.

1.3

Scope of Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA)

This TIA considers in detail the impact of the proposal on the local road network including
the Tasman Highway and Ten Mile Track.
1.4

References

•

RTA Guide to Traffic Generating Developments (2002)

•

Dorset Council Interim Planning Scheme (2013)

•

Austroads Guidelines

•

o

Road Design Part 4A: Unsignalised & Signalised Intersections 2017

o

Traffic Management Part 6: Intersections, Interchanges & Crossings 2019.

Scottsdale Pork abattoir Vehicle Movement Assess. – Ten Mile Track (Sept. 2019)
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1.5

Statement of Qualifications and Experience

This TIA has been prepared by Richard Burk, an experienced and qualified traffic engineer in
accordance with the requirements of the Department of State Growth’s guidelines and
Council’s requirements.
Richard Burk is an experienced and qualified traffic engineer with:
•

32 years professional experience in road and traffic engineering industry
o

Director Traffic and Civil Service Pty Ltd since May 2017.

o

Manager Traffic Engineering at the Department of State Growth until May
2017.

o

Previous National committee membership with Austroads Traffic
Management Working Group and State Road Authorities Pavement Marking
Working Group

•

Master of Traffic, Monash University, 2004

•

Post Graduate Diploma in Management, Deakin University, 1995

•

Bachelor of Civil Engineering, University of Tasmania, 1987

Richard Burk
BE (Civil) M Traffic Dip Man. MIE Aust CPEng
Director Traffic and Civil Services Pty Ltd
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2.

Site Description

Figures 1 and 2 show the relative position of the proposed access relocation of 349 Ten Mile
Track. The land surrounding Ten Mile Track is used for agricultural purposes. The
topography is relatively flat with undulating hills. Various agricultural businesses operate
with access from Ten Mile Track.
Figure 1 – Proposed development site 3.5km from the Tasman Hwy

3.5 km

Source: LISTmap
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Figure 2 – 349 Ten Mile Track access and nearby road network

Proposed access relocation
Existing access

Source: LISTmap
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3.

Proposal, Planning Scheme and Road
Owner objectives

3.1
Description of Proposed Development
Council is considering junction requirements for the proposed access relocation to 349 Ten
Mile Track. This TIA assesses the situation in terms of existing and additional traffic from the
ongoing development. See Appendix C for site plan and Appendix D for plant layout plan.
Figures 3 and 4 show the proposed site layout and access arrangement.
Figure 3 – Proposed abattoir access at 349 Ten Mile Track

3.2
Local Road Network Objectives
To maintain safe and efficient operation of the Council road network.
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Figure 4 – Proposed abattoir access at 349 Ten Mile Track

3.3

Council Planning Scheme

The proposed development involves land currently zoned Rural Resource in accordance with
the Dorset Council Interim Planning Scheme 2013.
Figure 5 – Dorset Interim Planning Scheme 2013 - Rural Resource Zone

Source: LISTmap
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4.

Existing Conditions

4.1
Transport Network
The immediate road network consists of Ten Mile Track and the Tasman Highway.
4.1.1
Ten Mile Track
Ten Mile Track is a largely unsealed rural council road with a collector function. As such the
80km/h Rural Default Speed Limit for Unsealed roads applies.
Observed traffic activity provides evidence of an estimated traffic flow rate on Ten Mile
Track of 90vpd.
There do not appear to be any roadside hazards in the vicinity of the proposed access where
the trafficable width of the road is 5.5m. By gravel road standards the road is in good
conditions with minimal delineation. Guideposts appear to be provided where there are
culverts under the road.
The proposed abattoir access location is indicated in figure 6.
Figure 6 – Aerial view of existing 349 Ten Mile Track access

Source: LISTmap
Figures 7 – 12 show the road approaches to the proposed access relocation.
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Figure 7 – Existing access to 349 Ten Mile Track

Figure 8 – Proposed relocated access approach to 349 Ten Mile Track

Figure 9 – Elevation looking east toward the proposed access to 349 Ten Mile Track

Proposed access is situated
on a slight crest in the road
with drainage shedding
north and south of the site.
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Figure 10 – Looking north along Ten Mile Track from the proposed access

Available sight
distance is 95m

Figure 11 – Looking south along Ten Mile Track from the proposed access

Available sight
distance is 210m

Figure 12 – Looking north along Ten Mile Track past the proposed access on the right

5.5m

Trafficable road
width is 5.5m with
no road shoulders.
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4.2
4.2.1

Traffic Activity

Ten Mile Track

From traffic observations the estimated AADT is 90 vpd.
A brief traffic survey was conducted on 23rd September 2019, see Appendix A for results.
The survey shows 3 vehicles on the road over 20 minutes i.e. a rate of 9 vph.

4.3

Crash History

The Department of State Growth is supplied with reported crashes by Tasmania Police. The
Department maintains a crash database from the crash reports which is used to monitor road
safety, identify problem areas and develop improvement schemes.
The 5-year crash history records three crashes on Ten Mile Track, see figure 15. None of the
crashes were near the proposed access, see figure 16.
Figure 15 – 5 Year Crash History for Ten Mile Track

Figure 16 – Reported Crash locations for Ten Mile Track

Proposed access relocation
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4.4

Services

An overhead power supply pole is located opposite the proposed access and 5.5m from the
edge of road.
4.5

Road Safety Review

An existing road safety review of Ten Mile Track was conducted in September 2019. Figures
10 – 12 show the nature of the road. Characteristically the road has forgiving roadsides with
the only hazard present being power poles which are typically offset some 5.5m from the
edge of the road and a bend in the road just north of the proposed access.
There is one bend along the Ten Mile Track alignment potentially deserving to be signed with
a curve warning sign and this bend occurs some 70m north of the proposed access, see figure
10. This bend is also partially concealed by a large eucalypt tree. The bend lowers the speed
environment to an estimated 50km/h in the north bound direction and 45km/h in the south
bound direction. These speeds are estimated from Ball Bank measurements that are normally
used to determine advisory speeds on sealed road corners and are considered a reasonable
estimation in this case. Lower speeds environments are likely in wet conditions.
There is a one lane bridge over the Great Forester River 500m north of the proposed access.
This bridge is provided with One Lane bridge warning signs on both approaches but not
signed in accordance with the Australian Standard AS1742.2, see Appendix E.
4.6

Austroads Safe System Assessment

Ten Mile Track has been assessed in accordance with the Austroads Safe System assessment
framework. This framework involves consideration of exposure, likelihood and severity to
yield a risk framework score. High risk crash types and vulnerable road user crash types are
assessed for each site and aggregated to provide an overall crash risk. Crash risk is
considered in terms of three components:
•

Exposure (is low where low numbers of through and turning traffic) i.e.1 out of 4

•

Likelihood (is low where the infrastructure standard is high) i.e. 1 out of 4

•

Severity (is low where the speed environment is low) i.e. 1 out of 4

The Austroads Safe System Assessment process enables the relative crash risk of an
intersection or road link to be assessed. Road users are considered along with the most
common crash types. The crash risk score is an indication of how well the infrastructure being
assessed satisfies the safe system objective which is for a forgiving road system where
crashes do not result in death or serious injury.
From safe system assessment, the proposed access was determined to be reasonably aligned
with the safe system objective with a crash risk score of 37/448 which is a very low risk
score, see figure 19.
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Figure 19 – Safe System Assessment of Ten Mile Track
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5.

Traffic Generation and Assignment

This section of the report is to determine how traffic generated by the proposal is distributed
within the adjacent road network now and ten years future.
5.1

Traffic Growth

A background annual compound traffic growth rate of 1.0% has been assumed for Ten Mile
Track.

5.2

Trip Generation

Trip generation due to the proposal is estimated as shown in figure 20. Estimated traffic
generation from applicable rates matches Scottsdale Pork’s estimate of 36 vpd.
Figure 20 – Traffic Generation Estimation
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5.3
Trip Assignment
Estimated traffic assignment is shown in figure 21. A 50:50 split between Scottsdale and
Launceston bound traffic is assumed. Estimated peak hour traffic from figure 20 is 7.4vph.
For assignment purposed 8vph is assumed.

Figure 21 – Estimated traffic assignment at 349 Ten Mile Track for 2029
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6.

Impact on Road Network
6.1

Impact of traffic generated by the proposal

The current level of traffic activity at 349 Ten Mile Track is very low, therefore the small
increase in traffic due to the proposed abattoir would have a negligible impact.
6.2
Sight Distance
Sight distance requirement for Acceptable Solution or Performance Criteria are summarised
in figure 22. The 50km/h speed environment north of the proposed access relocation reduces
sight distance required to the north to 90m with 95m available so the proposal satisfies the
Acceptable Solution.
Figure 22 – Sight distance availability and requirements summary.
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6.3
6.3.1

Impacts on road users

Public Transport

No impact.

6.3.2

Delivery Vehicles

No impact.

6.3.3

Pedestrians and Cyclists

No impact.

6.3.4

Motorcyclists

No impact.

6.4
6.4.1

Other impacts

Environmental

No applicable environmental impacts were identified in relation to:
•

Noise, vibration or visual impact

•

Community severance, pedestrian amenity

•

Hazardous loads, air pollution or ecological impacts

•

Heritage and Conservation

6.4.2

Street Lighting and Furniture

The proposal does not justify street lighting or other roadside furniture.

20 | P a g e

Traffic Impact Assessment

7.

Dorset Interim Planning Scheme 2013
7.1

•

Road and Railway Assets Code E4

Section E4.6.1 Use and road or rail infrastructure
Acceptable solution A3: For roads with a speed limit of more than 60km/h the use must
not increase the annual average daily traffic (AADT) movements at the access or junction
by more than 10%.
Acceptable solution A3 is not satisfied. The proposal is estimated to generate 37 daily
traffic movements over a base load of an estimated 90vpd on Ten Mile Track i.e a 41%
increase.
Performance Criteria P3: For limited access roads and roads with a speed limit of more
than 60km/h: c) an access or junction which is increased in use or is a new access or
junction must be designed and located to maintain an adequate level of safety and
efficiency for all road users.
Performance Criteria P3 is satisfied. The proposed access is safe from road safety
review on site, consideration of available sight distance, consideration of crash history
and from Austroads Safe Systems Assessment which shows good alignment with the Safe
System Objective.

•

Section E4.7.1 - Development on and adjacent to Existing and Future
Arterial Roads and Railways
Acceptable Solution A1: The following must be at least 50m from a railway, a future
road or railway, and a category 1 or 2 road in an area subject to a speed limit of more
than 60km/h:
a) New road works, building, additions and extensions, earthworks and landscaping
works; and
b) Building envelopes on new lots; and
c) Outdoor sitting, entertainment and children’s play areas
Acceptable solution A1 is satisfied as the nearest building is 300m from the proposed
abattoir site.
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•

Section E4.7.2 – Management of Road Accesses and Junctions
Acceptable Solution A2: For roads with a speed limit of more than 60km/hr the
development must not include a new access or junction.
Acceptable Solution A2 is satisfied. The existing access to 349 Ten Mile Track is
simply being relocated 20m further north to a better situated point for access in terms of
sight distance.

•

Section E4.7.3 - Management of Rail Level Crossings
This section is not applicable as the area of land does is not traversed by a railway.

•

Section E4.7.4 – Sight Distance at Accesses, Junctions and Level
Crossings.
Acceptable Solution A1: Sight distance at
a) an access or junction must comply with Safe Intersection Sight Distance shown in
Table E4.7.4
Acceptable solution A1 is satisfied, see figure 22.

7.2

•

Car Parking and Sustainable Transport Code E6

Section E6.6.1 Car Park Numbers

Acceptable Solution A1: The number of car parking spaces will not be less than 90% of the
requirements s of Table E6.1Acceptable solution in accordance with Table E6.1 for Resource
processing use.
The abattoir plant will operate with ten employees. Table E6.1 requires 2 spaces per 3
employees. Accordingly, the car park will need to provide 7 spaces.
24 car parking spaces are proposed. See Appendix D.
Acceptable Solution A1 is satisfied.
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•

Section E6.7.1 Construction of Car Parking Spaces and Access Strips

Performance Criteria P1: All car parking, access strips, manoeuvring and circulation spaces
must be readily identifiable and constructed to ensure that they are useable in all weather
conditions.
The proposed abattoir access and road will be constructed to a standard suitable for loaded
semitrailer access and useable in all weather conditions, see figures 3 and 4 for the internal
road layout including staff parking and truck loading areas.
The car parks, haul road and loading areas will be provided with durable all-weather surface.
Performance Criteria P1 is be satisfied.

•

Section E6.7.2 Design and layout of car parking

Acceptable solution A2.1: Car parking and manoeuvring space must:
a) have a gradient of 10% or less – compliant
b) where providing for more than 4 cars, provide for vehicles to enter and exit the site in a
forward direction – compliant, manoeuvring spaces is available for turning.
c) have a width of vehicular access of no less than prescribed in Table E6.2: Compliant
▪

Car park (21 and over parking spaces) require access width of 5.5m. Access
road is a 5.5m wide 2-way road

d) have a combined width of access and manoeuvring space adjacent to parking spaces not
less than as prescribed in Table E6.3
Access strip 6.4m wide with 90-degree parking – compliant
Car park widths 2.6m wide – compliant
Car park lengths 5.4m – compliant.
Acceptable solution A2.1 is satisfied.

Acceptable solution A2.2: The layout of car spaces and access ways must be designed in
accordance with AS2890.1-2004 Parking Facilities, Part 1: Off Road Car Parking.
The entrance to 349 Ten Mile Track will be designed with 9m radius for the left turn in to
cater for semitrailer access.
Proposal complies so acceptable solution A2.2 is satisfied.
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•

Section E6.7.3 Car Parking Access, Safety and Security

Not applicable as development requires less than 20 parking spaces.

•

Section E6.7.4 Parking for Persons with a Disability

This provision is not applicable.

•

Section E6.7.6 Loading and Unloading of Vehicles, Drop-off and Pickup

Performance Criteria P1: For retail, commercial, industrial, service industry or warehouse
or storage uses, adequate space must be provided for loading and unloading the type of
vehicle associated with delivering and collecting people and goods where these are expected
on a regular basis.
The working areas include 2 loading and unloading areas:
•
•

A carcass loadout area
A livestock unloading area.

See Appendix D for detail and plant layout for these loading bay areas.
Performance Criteria P1 is satisfied

•

Section E6.8.1 Pedestrian Walkways

Performance Criteria P1: Safe pedestrian access must be provided within carpark and
between entrances to buildings and the road.
Pedestrian access to the carpark and covered walkways between the processing building,
amenities block and administration block are provided for safe access. The plant layout plan
in Appendix D shows the intended facilities.
Performance Criteria P1 is satisfied
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8.

Recommendations and Conclusions

This traffic impact assessment has been prepared to consider the impact on Ten Mile Track
due to the proposed abattoir at 349 Ten Mile Track.
Traffic projections for 2029 show projected peak hour traffic activity at the access of 4vph
and a 20vpd increase in daily traffic on Ten Mile Track currently estimated at 90vpd. The
traffic activity increases by 22% but from a very low base so the impact on traffic capacity is
negligible.
From review of the existing roads, crash history and road safety the following issues have
been identified:
•

There is a bend in the Ten Mile Track alignment some 65m north of the proposed access
relocation that should be provided with Curve warning signs on both approaches in
accordance with the Australian Standard AS1742.2

•

There is a one lane bridge over the Great Forester River 500m north of the proposed
access relocation that is not signed in accordance with the Australian Standard AS1742.2

•

The proposed access relocation will be on a minor crest in the alignment of Ten Mile
Track and will not require as driveway culvert.

Evidence is provided to demonstrate that the requirements of the Dorset Interim Planning
Scheme 2013 Road and Railway Assets Code E4 and Car Parking and Sustainable Transport
Code E6 are satisfied.
Recommended countermeasures to treat the issues identified from site inspection include:
Recommendation 1: Council consider signing the bend just north of the proposed access
relocation with Curve warning signs on each approach.
Recommendation 2: Council consider signing the one lane bridge approaches to the Great
Forester River 500m north of the proposed access relocation in accordance with AS 1742.2,
see Appendix E.
Recommendation 3: The proposed access relocation be constructed to Council standard
without a driveway culvert and with 9m radius for left turn entrance from Ten Mile Track to
cater for semitrailers. The access driveway will be 5.5m wide and unsealed.
Recommendation 4: The gate to the proposed access relocation be setback from the edge of
the road enough to cater for delivery vehicles including semi-trailers. A gate setback of at
least 20m is recommended.
Overall, it has been concluded that the proposed development should operate safely and
efficiently subject to the above recommendations. Based on the findings of this report the
proposed development is supported on traffic grounds.
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Appendices
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Appendix A - Turning count 23rd Sept 2019
Ten Mile Track Mid-afternoon count.

27 | P a g e

Traffic Impact Assessment

Appendix B - Tasmanian 26m B Double Network

Source: Department of State Growth Website
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Appendix C – Site Plan
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Appendix D – Plan Layout Plan
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Appendix E – One Lane Bridge Signage
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1) Water requirements - Scottsdale Pork Report
2) Irrigation Plan

Russell Whitmore Senior Agronomist
Nutrien Ag Solutions

SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020

Scottsdale Pork report
2020

Russel Whitmore
Senior Agronomist BAppSc(Ag)
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Scottsdale pork
The following report is based on the nutrient and water requirements of the following
crops, lucerne and mixed pasture.
Irrigated lucerne
A well feed, irrigated lucerne crop in a standard year will produce anywhere from 12 to 20t/ha of dry
matter per hectare. Table 1 show the nutrient removal from a 14t/ha lucerne crop. It is important to
note that this removal is from taking the hay or silage off the paddock completely. Not feeding the
lucerne in the same paddock. If feed off in the same paddock the nutrient removal will be lower.

Table 1
Nutrient
removed
1 tonne

N

P

K

S

Ca

Mg

Cu

Zn

Mn

Lucerne
Hay t/DM

33

3.3

28

2.4

11

2.1

6

21

56

estimated
yield 14t

462

46.2

392

33.6

154

29.4

84

294

784

Hay
(Clover/ry
egrass)

30

3

25

2

9

2

estimated
yield 10t

300

30

250

20

90

20

Kilograms

Grams

Mixed pasture
Irrigated pasture can regularly produce more than 15t/ha with several dairy farms recording closer
to 18 to 20t/ ha. Irrigated and well feed 15t/ha should be very conservative.
Using a winter active mixture will help utilise water over the colder months would be advisable.
Winter active ryegrasses will produce bulk feed over winter, however rye grasses only have a
relatively shallow root zone of 30‐40cm. mixing with winter active cocksfoot and phalarises with root
zones between 60‐90cm will ensure a larger catch zone helping reduce any wasted nutrients from
leaching.
Winter active phalaris holdfast GT would be an ideal fit, with a deep root system and strong winter
growth it will handle waterlogging and acid soils. Holdfast GT is also very reactionary to gibberellic
acid applications over winter.
Russel Whitmore
Senior Agronomist BAppSc(Ag)
rwhitmore@robertsltd.com.au

During winter the several gibberellic acid (GA) applications will produce more growth through the
winter. as soon as the soil temperature goes under 7 degrees GA should be applied to ensure growth
can continue throughout winter.
HOLDFAST GT Holdfast GT (Phalaris aquatica) is a semi erect, winter active variety which forms thick,
dense tufts of wide blue/green leaves that are very palatable to sheep and cattle. It has a low level
of summer dormancy, so it can respond and take advantage of any summer rainfall should it occur.
Holdfast GT key features:
•Grazing tolerant winter active phalaris
•Holdfast GT exhibits excellent seedling vigour to aid successful establishment
•Selected for long term persistence under grazing (both set stocking and rotational grazing)
•Increased productivity over the life of the stand
•Lower levels of stagger causing alkaloids
•Its ability to grow in acidic conditions increases it’s area of adaptation

Irrigated lucerne and mixed pastures water requirements.
Evaporation data indicates Scottsdale has evaporation of roughly 1000ml per year. 500ml through
summer, 100ml through winter 200ml through spring 200ml through autumn. Over summer there is
500mm evaporation on average. The evapotranspiration can match this however on average it is
slightly lower. The average summer has 350mm of evapotranspiration means that the requirement
to be water neutral is 3.5ml/ha. 350mm over the 90 days of summer equates to 3.8mm/day and
27.2mm per week.
Over winter, June, July and august there is around 100mm evaporation and 60mm
evapotranspiration. 60mm/90 days is 0.6mm a day water usage. Per week it is 4.5mm. Over a winter
active crop that is utilising the water and nutrients from fertigation in accompany with GA to
stimulate growth 10mm irrigation a hectare over winter is initially feasible.

Table 2 shows the total irrigation water needed per crop. The larger crops that you grow the more
water will be required.

Russel Whitmore
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Table 2

Crop

Irrigation depth
applied mm

Irrigation
quantity
ML/ha

Potatoes

300-450

3.0–4.5

Poppies

150-250

1.5–2.5

Peas

100-200

1.0-2.0

Green Beans

200

2

Pyrethrum

100-150

1-1.5

Buckwheat

150

1.5

Carrots

350

3.5

Onions

350-400

3.5 –4.0

Broccoli

200-250

2-2.5

Squash

150-200

1.5-2.0

Lucerne

350-450

3.5-4.5

Pasture

350-600

3.5-6.0

In summary
5 ha of lucerne will use up to 25ML of irrigation per year.
5ha of mixed pasture will use up to 30ML per year. A winter active phalaris will tolerate and thrive
with irrigation through the end of autumn and early spring.
A cut and carry approach will optimise the nutrient removal from these pdks to avoid nutrient
leaching.
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2) Irrigation plan for Scottsdale pork

this plan will have four separate sections, summer, autumn, winter, and spring.
Introduction
Outlined in the “Scottsdale Pork Abattoir Wastewater Reuse Feasibility Assessment” there is a total
of 14.9ha irrigatable land. While on a 90th percentile year irrigation may not be needed with rainfall
being greater than evaporation it is still feasible and even beneficial to use the irrigations as a
fertigation suppling the essential nutrients to the plants. While avoiding surface runoff is our key
goal this can be done by avoiding irrigation while the soil is at field capacity, or 24 hours after
complete soil saturation. Irrigation quickly with a traveller equipped with a small nozzle can apply
around 10mm/ha, this will limit surface runoff. Some of the irrigated water will be lost to the
atmosphere. Applied to an established pasture with strong winter activity the moisture and the
nutrient will be utilised.
In the 90th percentile year, according to the ‘Scottsdale Pork Abattoir wastewater reuse feasibility
assessment’, there are 7 months in which we are receiving more rainfall than our evaporation level
can deal with, leading to wetter soils. However, our pastures will still be using nutrients and water
quickly in spring and autumn while the ground temperatures are relatively high and favourable for
growth.
The infiltration rates of Scottsdale pork’s loam to sandy loam soil are quick enough for an application
of 10 mm through a traveller irrigator to occur and not cause any surface runoff, and 6 hectares
would use 0.60 Ml. Scottsdale pork’s wastewater is 0.6 Ml a month.
Winter
Irrigation through winter in a 90th percentile year needs to be on selected sites that can handle
excess water. Avoiding any runoff by not irrigating after significant rainfall. Irrigating as fast as
possible with a small nozzle in the irrigator, this alone will cause some moisture loss to the
atmosphere. With the nutrients in the irrigation and the addition of gibberellic acid that could be
easily applied through a ground spray rig or via helicopter to stimulate growth and utilise the
nutrients, especially the nitrogen as potassium and phosphorus are relatively stable in the soil.
With 14.9 ha irrigatable land an application of 10mm/ha will utilise 1.49 Ml of water in total. Given
that the wastewater from the abattoir is 0.6 Ml/month is 2 and a half months’ worth of wastewater.
Field capacity occurs 24 hours after complete saturation of the soil. Irrigation should be avoided
24hours after substantial rain. This can be seen by water pooling on the surface. Irrigation should
not be applied 24 hours before substantial rainfall, a rainfall that causes runoff. Infiltration rates of a
loam soil would indicate that around 13mm/ha per hour would be boarder line for runoff.
Over winter, two irrigations over 14.9ha of 10mm should be applied in situations that allow to use
2.98Ml of water.
Autumn

Russel Whitmore
Senior Agronomist BAppSc(Ag)
rwhitmore@robertsltd.com.au

Irrigating through autumn while ground temperatures are still high, above 9 degrees, will be
important coming into winter to ensure the damn levels are low. Irrigation can occur at least once a
month to keep the dam low coming into winter.
14.9ha at 10mm over three application is 4.47 Ml.
Spring
Coming out of winter with the ground temperature and day length increasing pasture production
will spike rapidly, utilising moisture and nutrients available. The nitrogen in the wastewater would
be beneficial at this time. Irrigation can utilise the wastewater at least once a month at 10mm/ha.
14.9ha at 10mm over three application is 4.47 Ml.

Summer
Summer irrigation will not be an issue as the wastewater of 0.6 Ml a month will not be enough to
keep pastures productive. It is very unlikely that any runoff will occur through irrigation.

Conclusion
The total wastewater from the abattoir is 7.2Ml per year.
With 14.9ha of irrigatable land this can be managed with timely application.
Even in a 90th percentile year the benefit of applying the nutrients to the pastures in combination of
gibberellic acid will out way the moisture build-up of the soil.
Even without counting summer irrigation autumn, winter and spring irrigation would use more
wastewater than the abattoir would produce.
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APPENDIX G

Land Title

SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020

APPENDIX H

1. JWE Scald Dehairer
2. WAM Screw Screen

SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020

Produktübersicht

Typ
Type

SDM
16-60-4-20

SDM
50-60-5-20

SDM
50-160-4-20

SDM
50-160-4-25

SDM
50-160-5-20

SDM
50-160-5-25

SDM
50-160-6-20

SDM
50-160-6-25

Durchgangsbreite (mm)
Passage width (mm)

2000

2000

2000

2500

2000

2500

2000

2500

Schweine bis max. (kg)
Pigs up to (kg)

200

250

250

250

250

250

250

250

Kettenantrieb
Chain-drive

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Direktantrieb
Direct drive

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Haspelbrühtrog
Windlass conveyor scalding tank

•

•

-

-

-

-

-

-

Durchlaufbrühtrog
Through-feed scalding tank

-

-

•

•

•

•

•

•

Leistung (Schweine/Std)
Output (pigs/h)
200
150
100
50
0

4

SDM 50-60

Zwei-Walzen Enthaarungsmaschine
mit Haspelbrühtrog JWE SDM 50-60
Die JWE SDM 50-60 ist eine
Zwei-Walzen Enthaarungsmaschine mit Haspelbrühtrog
bestehend aus der Enthaarungsmaschine DM 50 und dem
Haspelbrühtrog SM 60 für
Stückzahlen bis 40 Schweine
in der Stunde.

Zwei-Walzen Enthaarungsmaschine JWE DM 50
 Automatiksteuerung
	Maschinenkörper
Stahlkonstruktion Edelstahl
	Geschlossene Auswurfklappe, die den sauberen
vom unsauberen Raum
trennt
 Enthaarungswalze Ø 700 mm,
JWE Kunststoff-Enthaarungsschläger mit Schabeisen
 Enthaarungswalze Ø 400 mm,
JWE Enthaarungsschläger
 Halterippen, mit denen das
Enthaaren von Schweinen ab
einem Mindestgewicht von
25 kg möglich ist
 Links und rechts Schutzgitter
 Kettenantrieb
 Antriebsmotor 7,5 kW

Enthaarungswalzen / Dehairing rolls

8

Haspelbrühtrog
JWE SM 60-5
	Maschinenkörper
Stahlkonstruktion Edelstahl
 Haspelrechen mit fünf
Segmenten, feuerverzinkt
 Drei Schweine unter Wasser
 Brühwasser-Umwälzpumpen
garantieren die optimale
Brühwassertemperatur
 Elektronische Brühwassertemperaturregelung

Optionen
Heizung:
Der Haspelbrühtrog kann mit
- Dampf frei ausströmend,
- Warmwasser über einen
Wärmetauscher oder
- elektrisch
beheizt werden.
Abflammung:
Die optionale Abflammung in
der Zwei-Walzen Enthaarungsmaschine kann mit
- Erdgas oder
- Propangas
betrieben werden.

BAUMANN

F

F O O D T E C

B

A

C

D

E

Two-Roll Dehairing Machine
with Windlass Conveyor Scalding Tank JWE SDM 50-60
The JWE SDM 50-60 is a
two-roll dehairing machine
with windlass conveyor scalding
tank composed of the dehairing
machine DM 50 and the
windlass conveyor scalding
tank SM 60 for up to 40 pigs
an hour.

Two-roll dehairing machine
JWE DM 50
 Automatically operating
 Machine body steel
construction stainless steel
 Closed galvanized ejection
flap, separating the dirty 		
area from the clean area
 Dehairing roll Ø 700 mm is
equipped with JWE dehairing
rubber beater with special
metal elements
 Dehairing roll Ø 400 mm is
equipped with slightly bent
JWE dehairing beaters
 Retainer ribs for dehairing
pigs weighing more than
25 kg
 Chain-drive
 Drive gear motor 7,5 kW

Windlass conveyor scalding
tank JWE SM 60-5
 Machine body steel 		
construction stainless steel
 Windlass conveyor with five
segments, hot galvanized
 Three pigs under water
 Scalding water circulation
pumps guarantee optimum
scalding
 Electronic temperature
control

Options
Heating:
The scalding tank can be used
with
- steam heating free flow,
- warm water with
heat exchanger or
- electrical heating.
Singeing:
The optional singeing in the
Two-roll dehairing machine
can be used with
- natural gas or
- propane gas.

Nr.
No.

Typ		
Schweine/Std.
Type		Pigs/h

A
B
C
D
E
				

9095-115

SDM 50-60-5-20

2000 mm

40

1200 mm

1800 mm

2625 mm

3600 mm

F
2350 mm

9

JWE-Baumann hat,
was zählt:
Kompetenz, Erfahrung,
Engagement und immer
die beste technische
Lösung für jeden einzelnen
Kunden. Deshalb gehört
JWE-Baumann zu den
führenden Herstellern
qualitativ hochwertiger
Schlachthausmaschinen,
Komplettanlagen und
Systeme. Weltweit.
JWE-Baumann has what
counts:
expertise, experience,
commitment and always
the best possible solution
for the requirements of
our customers. These are
the qualities that mark
JWE-Baumann as one of
the market leaders for
high-class abattoir
machines, complete plants
and systems. Wordwide.

BAUMANN

JWE-Baumann GmbH
Im Letten 10
73433 Aalen-Oberalﬁngen
Germany
Telefon: +49 7361-37053-0
Telefax: +49 7361-37053-99
Sämtliche technische Abbildungen sind
unverbindlich.
Konstruktionsänderungen bleiben
vorbehalten.
Die Abbildungen enthalten teilweise
Sonderausstattung gegen Mehrpreis.
All technical data and pictures are for
information only and without responsibility.
All design is subject to change without notice.
Some photographs contain special
options available at an extra charge.

info@jwe-baumann.de
www.jwe-baumann.de

4.2016 - hasenmaile.de
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APPENDIX I

Wastewater Diagram

SP Pig Processing Facility
EIS report
April 2020
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LEGEND
1. W45 - 45°C WATER
2. W82 - 82°C WATER
3. CW - COLD WATER
4. CW + CL - COLD + CHLORINE WATER
5. EFFLUENT WATER
6. RECYCLED WATER
7. ROOF STORM WATER
8. YARDS AND MISCELLANEOUS WASTE WATER
9. TBA - TO BE ADVISED
10. TBC - TO BE CALCULATED
11. P1 - PRESSURE CONTROLLED PUMP
12. ALL PERCENTAGES TBC

LIQUID & WASTE MANAGEMENT SCHEMATIC LAYOUT
3
2
1
0

WINTER STORAGE MADE OPTIONAL
BALANCE TANK REPLACED BY PUMP PIT
OFFAL AND PAUNCH WASTE ADDED
LIQUID & WASTE MANAGEMENT
SCHEMATIC LAYOUT
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24.01.20
21.01.20

REV

DESCRIPTION

DATE

SCALE NTS

P +61 3 9011 1622
F +61 3 9011 1633
M +61 433 111 848
E: anthony.hosri@leanprojects.com.au

SCALE
DATE
SIZE
DRAWN
CHECKED
STRUCTURAL DESIGN

NTS
24.01.2020
A1
KRS
A.H.

DRAWING

& WASTE MANAGEMENT SCHEMATIC
SCOTTSDALE PORK LIQUID
LAYOUT
PROJECT

SITE

DRAWING No.

REV

18-12-P-01

2

