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From: RIESE Ralph [Ralph.Riese@ehp.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Friday, 13 January 2017 2:06 PM
To: PAGE Emma
Subject: RE: Question about air modelling - Santos

Correct.  It is common to express the result as a percentage of the EPP (Air) objective as a way of showing the relationship. 
E.g.  “In this case the predicted ground-level concentration is only 20% of the relevant EPP (Air) objective.  This represents a
low likelihood of any adverse impacts at the sensitive receptor site.”
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ralph Riese
A/Compliance Delivery Manager
Coal & Central QLD Compliance | Gladstone
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4971 6508 | VoIP 22508
Level 2 | 20-22 Herbert St Gladstone 4680
PO Box 5065 Gladstone 4680

 
 

From: PAGE Emma 
Sent: Friday, 13 January 2017 2:02 PM
To: RIESE Ralph <Ralph.Riese@ehp.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Question about air modelling - Santos
 
Thanks, Ralph!
 
One more question, from my understanding from our chat, the main reason that the risk is so low to sensitive receptors
despite the substantial difference in values of the CO concentrations, is because the value is so far below the EPP Air value for
CO of 11,000ug/m3?
 
Just need to make sure that all my justifications in the report are thorough
 
Thanks
 

Emma Page
Senior Environmental Officer (Assessment)
Petroleum and Gas I Petroleum, Gas and Compliance
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 3330 5610
Level 7, 400 George Street Brisbane QLD 4000
GPO Box 2454, Brisbane QLD 4001
                         
                  

                      …make the move
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From: RIESE Ralph 
Sent: Friday, 13 January 2017 2:00 PM
To: PAGE Emma <Emma.Page@ehp.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Question about air modelling - Santos
 
“At your service!”
 
Oops.  “ground-level concentration”.
 
 
 
 
 

Ralph Riese
A/Compliance Delivery Manager
Coal & Central QLD Compliance | Gladstone
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4971 6508 | VoIP 22508
Level 2 | 20-22 Herbert St Gladstone 4680
PO Box 5065 Gladstone 4680

 
 

From: PAGE Emma 
Sent: Friday, 13 January 2017 11:42 AM
To: RIESE Ralph <Ralph.Riese@ehp.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Question about air modelling - Santos
 
Hi Ralph,
 
Thank you for responding so fast! Just one question, what does GLCs mean?
 
Thanks
 

Emma Page
Senior Environmental Officer (Assessment)
Petroleum and Gas I Petroleum, Gas and Compliance
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 3330 5610
Level 7, 400 George Street Brisbane QLD 4000
GPO Box 2454, Brisbane QLD 4001
                         
                  

                      …make the move
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From: RIESE Ralph 
Sent: Friday, 13 January 2017 10:00 AM
To: PAGE Emma <Emma.Page@ehp.qld.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Question about air modelling - Santos
 
Emma:  although there is a sizable increase in the predicted 8-hour average CO ground-level concentration at the nearest
sensitive receptor, the likelihood of any adverse impact would be very low.
 
Determining the probable cause of the increased CO GLCs would take a little digging ( the adopted background CO
concentration remains the same for both reports, so I suspect it relates to an overall increase in CO emissions from the new
equipment, and perhaps some differences in modelling tool setup).  Happy to dig if needs be.
 
Cheers, Ralph.
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ralph Riese
A/Compliance Delivery Manager
Coal & Central QLD Compliance | Gladstone
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 4971 6508 | VoIP 22508
Level 2 | 20-22 Herbert St Gladstone 4680
PO Box 5065 Gladstone 4680

 
 

From: PAGE Emma 
Sent: Friday, 13 January 2017 9:22 AM
To: RIESE Ralph <Ralph.Riese@ehp.qld.gov.au>
Cc: FOLLENT Lucy <Lucy.Follent@ehp.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Question about air modelling - Santos
 
Hey Ralph,
 
I am currently working on an EA amendment application for Santos and I have a quick question to do with air modelling in an EIS (which
was more generic) vs site specific air modelling. The application is seeking to increase its compressor station from 3 to 9 compressors,
which will substantially increase the emissions.
 
Santos modelled generic air compressor stations in its EIS. In Section 6.2.1 and Section 6.2.2 of Appendix P – Air Quality of the EIS,
Santos provided data for the highest predicted cumulative concentrations at 1km from the compressor, which are as follows:

- NO2 – approximately 125 μg/m3 (1 hour average), which is well below the  EPP Air value of 250 μg/m3

- NO2 – approximately 10.5 μg/m3 (annual average), which is well below the EPP Air value of 33 μg/m3
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- CO – 200 μg/m3  (8 hour average), which is significantly less than the EPP Air value of 11,000 μg/m3  

In its supporting information for the amendment, Santos provided the following information for the highest predicted
cumulative concentrations at the closest sensitive receptor (665 m) to the proposed CF1 plant. Santos has provided
comparison to the Environmental Protection (Air) Policy 2008 (EPP Air). They were as follows:

- NO2 -  153.6 μg/m3 (1 hour average) which is well below the EPP Air value of 250 μg/m3

- NO2 – less than 11.3 μg/m3 (annual average) which is well below the EPP Air value of 33 μg/m3

- CO – 2,200 μg/m3 (8-hour average) which is significantly less than 11,000 μg/m3 EPP Air value.

 

My main question is what is the risk of the CO concentration going from 200 μg/m3 at 1km from the compressor station to 2,200

μg/m3 at 665m from the compressor station. Both values are well under the EPP Air limit of 11,000μg/m3 . P&G consider that
due to the fact it is still far below the EPP Air limits, the risk is minimal, but it is a large change to the values.
 
P&G need to determine if the site specific information shows a substantial change in the risk to the closest sensitive receptors
when compared to the EIS modelling. I have also attached the relevant sections of the EIS and the amendment application and
the EA.
 
Please let me know when you are available for a chat.
 
Thanks
 
 

Emma Page
Senior Environmental Officer (Assessment)
Petroleum and Gas I Petroleum, Gas and Compliance
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 3330 5610
Level 7, 400 George Street Brisbane QLD 4000
GPO Box 2454, Brisbane QLD 4001
                         
                  

                      …make the move
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Provide the purpose and scope of
the document and any relevant
detail to be included. Also provide
the reasons the document is
needed.
For all enquiries, except document amendment/development requests, please complete the sections below:
1.       If the enquiry relates to a specific environmental authority, site or application please provide the relevant details

below:
Client/Applicant name: Santos
Environmental authority
number:

EA EPPG03515915

Site name and/or tenure
number(s):

Scotia Project Area (PL176)

Application type:
For example: environmental
authority amendment, plan of
operations, FA decision.

EA amendment (major)

2.       Other information required:
Background information
about the issue:
Please provide specific
information/context around the
issue, for example:
-          Define the issue.
-          Explain the history of the

issue, how the issue came
about, what was done to
address the issue by the client
and the Business Centre.

-          Provide references to the
sections of the legislation,
policy, guideline, standard etc.
which are relevant to the
issue.

-          Previous advice provided to
client about the issue.

-          The client’s expectations in
terms of scope of the advice
that is to be provided.

-          Previous advice provided by
RSRS.

-          Potential solutions considered.

Background to the Gas Fields Development EIS

The Santos Gas Fields Development Project (GFD) was declared a coordinated project under section
26(1)(a) of the State Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971 (SDPWO Act) on 16
November 2012. On 4 December 2015, the Coordinator General released the ‘Coordinator-
General’s evaluation report on the environmental impact statement for the GFD Project’ (CG
Report). The Coordinator General approved the GFD Project, subject to imposed and stated
conditions included in the CG Report, designed to assist in the minimisation and management of
project impacts. Appendix 1 of the CG Report includes the stated conditions for inclusion in any
Environmental Authority governing the GFD Project.

GFD Commencement

Santos is planning to commence the GFD on the Scotia Project Area (PL176) (under EA
EPPG03515915) in the first quarter of 2017. Commencement of the GFD Project has been confirmed
by the Office of the Coordinator General as being when construction begins on the proposed
upgrade of the Scotia compression facility (Scotia Plant). Activities currently authorised by EA
EPPG03515915 were confirmed to not constitute GFD activities.

Proposed amendment

On 5 December 2016, Santos provided a draft EA amendment application for the Scotia project area
to amend the EA to include the CG’s stated conditions and obtain the relevant authorisations for
the GFD project. However, the CG’s stated conditions include various site-specific conditions and
schedules for which the draft amendment application provided an assessment of potential impacts
on relevant environmental values. EHP did not consider the draft amendment application to be
valid and provided advice to Santos on 13 December 2016 (please see attached email). In this
advice, P&G advised Santos that, while it notes that Santos considers that s139 and s150 of the EP
Act do apply, due to the site-specific nature of proposed amendment, P&G is still in the process of
determining if the sections apply. 

On 16 December 2016, Santos lodged the formal application (please see Santos’ supporting
information attached).

The possible trigger for public notification is the expansion of the compressors on the Scotia Project
Area and the subsequent increase in contaminants. Under the s150 of the EP Act, if an EIS has been
undertaken under the SDPWO Act and the EIS for each relevant activity was notified under that Act
before the application was made, then the notification stage does not apply to the application. P&G
considers that if this section were not included in the EP Act, then public notification would apply
due to the increase in the risk of environmental harm from a substantial change (more than 10%) in
contaminants, due to the increase in the compressor stations on the Scotia Project Area. Please see
the attached word document for further details on the proposed amendment to the compressors
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and P&G’s comparison between the information included in the EIS and the proposed amendment.
 

Linking to s150 of the EP Act

The concentrations detailed in P&G’s word document demonstrates that there is a
significant difference in the concentrations that were modelled for the EIS versus the
site specific modelling for the Scotia Project Area. Air modelling for the EIS predicted

cumulative concentration of CO to be a maximum of 200μg/m3  1km from the
compressor and the site specific modelling has predicted the concentration of CO at

665m to be 2200μg/m3. The concentrations for NO2 were also higher for the site
specific modelling, however, not by such a large margin. However, it should be noted
that all of the modelling including the site specific modelling is within the limits of the
EPP Air values.

Santos makes it clear in its application that it considers that it will not be required to
publically notify this EA amendment. In Section 4.5 of the supporting information,
Santos states “Impacts from air emissions resulting from combustion activities associated with the
GFD Project were modelled and assessed as part of the EIS (refer to Chapter 15 and Appendix P –
Air Quality of the EIS). Given the progressive nature of GFD development across the entire upstream
area over the next 20 or so years, it was impractical (and impossible) for the CG to have provided
authorisations for emissions from specific fuel burning equipment across the GFD Project as part of
the CG Stated conditions. The conditions proposed in Section 5 for the Scotia Plant expansion are
consistent with the air schedule of the existing Scotia EA and conditioning for this type of impact
across the broader GLNG gas fields.”

P&G understands that the intent of s150 of the EP Act is to streamline the process.
However, in RSRS’ information sheet on these new sections, it states:

“The notification stage for an EA application will not apply if-

-         The EIS was notified under s33 of the SDPWO Act before the application was
made - s150(1)(b); and

-         The environmental risks of the activity have not changed since the EIS was
notified – s150(1)(c); and

-         If the application proposes a change to the way the relevant activity is to be
carried out – the change would not attract a submission objecting to the change
– s150(1)(d).”

Details of the enquiry:
Please provide the following
information:
-          Explain clearly what

advice/assistance is required
from RSRS to address the
identified issue?

-          How the advice is intended
to be used (i.e. assist in
making a decision about an
application or the amount and
form of financial assurance, to
provide advice to the client,
assist with legislative
interpretation, ministerial
brief, assessment report etc.)?

-          Identify, if known, the
implications/risks associated
with the issue (positive and

P&G’s specific query is related to the information provided by Santos on the expansion of the Scotia
Plant.
 
Based on the information outlined in this request, there is clearly a change in what the modelling in
the EIS predicted  versus the site specific modelling. However, P&G is seeking clarity on how to
determine the significance of that change as it relates to public notification.
 
Regarding s150(1)(c) of the EP Act:

- Are there any criteria to help the delegate determine what a “change” to the
environmental risk is, as it is likely there will always be differences due to the differing
specificity of the modelling?

- As Santos has outlined, it was impossible for it to provide site specific modelling in its EIS.
As such, how much discretion does the delegate have to decide that the difference
between the generic modelling information in the EIS  and the site specific modelling in the
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negative). application will not trigger a “change”, especially when noting that the site specific
modelled emissions are still within the EPP Air values?

 

Attachments:
Please list and attach
documentation and
correspondence relevant to the
enquiry.

- EHP’s comments on Scotia EA Amendment to include CG Conditions

- Santos’ EA Amendment application

- Santos GFD – Appendix P – Air Quality

- Santos GFD – Chapter 15 – Air Quality

- EA EPPG03515915

- P&G Comparison on EIS modelled emissions and site specific modelled
emissions

RSRS USE ONLY
Enquiry reference number:
 
 

If you need any clarification please send a reply email to ResourceSector@ehp.qld.gov.au quoting the enquiry reference number provided
above.
Response endorsed by
(name(s) and position(s)):
For complex or contentious
enquiries, seek endorsement for
your response from a Team Leader
or Manager. Cc the Team
Leader/Manager to the response.
Further action required:
 

Has legal advice been sought?
If it has, attach the legal advice to
the enquiry response.

 

Note: This information has been provided to assist in resolving the questions presented herein and should not be
circulated externally in its current form. It does not constitute formal legal advice.

 
 
 

Emma Page
Senior Environmental Officer (Assessment)
Petroleum and Gas I Petroleum, Gas and Compliance
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 3330 5610
Level 7, 400 George Street Brisbane QLD 4000
GPO Box 2454, Brisbane QLD 4001
                         
                  

                      …make the move
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Information on modelled emissions  
Attachment A of Santos’ supporting information outlines that the existing Scotia Gas Plant is being 
expanded to include the Scotia Central and Flank 1 (CF1) Plant, adjacent to the existing Scotia Gas 
Plant. The existing plant is currently 30 terajoules per day (TJ/day) and 30 million standard cubic feet 
per day (MMSCFD). The expansion will nominally be to 87 TJ/day and 84 MMSCFD (this includes 
both the existing plant and the CF1 plant). However, Santos has stated that the maximum capacity of 
the new CF1 plant will have is up to 60 million standard cubic feet per day and up to 133 TJ/day.  
 
Information from the EIS 
The relevant sections of the GFD EIS are Chapter 15 – Air Quality and Appendix P – Air Quality 
(please see the relevant attachments).  
 
Chapter 15 – Air Quality outlines the environmental values likely to be affected by the activities, the 
potential impacts from these activities and the mitigation measures for these activities. Appendix P – 
Air Quality provides air emissions modelling and assessment of the impact of the modelled air 
emissions. However, all of the information that has been used for the modelling is based on the 
following scenarios: 

- A nominal large integrated hub gas compression facility (240 TJ/day) – normal operations  

- A nominal large integrated hub gas compression facility (240 TJ/day) – major flaring event  

- A typical nodal gas compression facility (80 TJ/day) – normal operations.  

Santos has stated that for the purposes of the EIS, a scenario based on the maximum development 
case was developed at the approval of the Terms of Reference. 

In Section 6.2.1 and Section 6.2.2 of Appendix P – Air Quality of the EIS, data was provided for 
different distances. The highest predicted cumulative concentrations at 1km from the compressor 
are as follows:  

- NO2 – approximately 125 μg/m3 (1 hour average), which is well below the  EPP Air value of 
250 μg/m3 

- NO2 – approximately 10.5 μg/m3 (annual average), which is well below the EPP Air value of 
33 μg/m3 

- CO – 200 μg/m3  (8 hour average), which is significantly less than the EPP Air value of 11,000 
μg/m3   

Information from the amendment application  

In its supporting information for the amendment, Santos provided the following information for the 
highest predicted cumulative concentrations at the closest sensitive receptor (665 m) to the 
proposed CF1 plant. Santos has provided comparison to the Environmental Protection (Air) Policy 
2008 (EPP Air). They were as follows: 

- NO2 -  153.6 μg/m3 (1 hour average) which is well below the EPP Air value of 250 μg/m3  

- NO2 – less than 11.3 μg/m3 (annual average) which is well below the EPP Air value of 
33 μg/m3  

- CO – 2,200 μg/m3 (8-hour average) which is significantly less than 11,000 μg/m3 EPP Air 
value.  
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From: PAGE Emma [Emma.Page@ehp.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 13 December 2016 5:05 PM
To: 
CC: Kahle, Dan; BREAKER Kylie
Subject: EHP's comments on Scotia EA Amendment to include CG Stated Conditions 
Attachments: 161213 - EHPs comments on draft EA amendment for Scotia - EPPG03515915.pdf

Hi

Thank you for submitting the draft environmental authority (EA) amendment application for the Scotia Project Area, EA
EPPG03515915, to include the Coordinator General’s stated conditions (CG’s conditions) on the EA, as Santos is seeking to
commence the Gas Field Development Project (GFD) on petroleum lease (PL) 176.
 
EHP has provided comments in the attached document.
 
If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below.
 
Kind regards,
 
 

Emma Page
Senior Environmental Officer (Assessment)
Petroleum and Gas I Petroleum, Gas and Compliance
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
 ----------------------------------------------------------------
P 07 3330 5610
Level 7, 400 George Street Brisbane QLD 4000
GPO Box 2454, Brisbane QLD 4001
                         
                  

                      …make the move
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Page 1 of 3  13 December 2016 
 

On 5 December 2016, Santos submitted a draft environmental authority (EA) amendment 
application for the Scotia Project Area, EA EPPG03515915, to include the Coordinator General’s 
stated conditions (CG’s conditions) on the EA, as Santos is seeking to commence the Gas Field 
Development Project (GFD) on petroleum lease (PL) 176. EHP understands that the stated conditions 
must be imposed on the EA, as required by s205 of the Environmental Protection Act 1994 (EP Act). 
EHP has reviewed the draft application and advises that further information is required to ensure 
the application meets the legislative requirements as per s226 of the EP Act. Further, EHP has also 
provided general feedback on the draft application.  
 
Please note, under s139 and s150 of the EP Act, due to the GFD EIS having been carried out under 
the State Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971, the information and notification 
stage may not apply to the application. EHP notes that Santos considers that these sections do apply 
to this proposed application. However, due to the site-specific nature of this amendment 
application, EHP is still in the process of determining if these sections apply.  

 
Legislative requirements under s226 of the EP Act 

 
Issue 1: Description of the proposed amendment  
Section 226(d) of the EP Act requires applicants to describe the proposed amendment. In Section 2 
of the supporting information, Santos stated that as the CG’s conditions must be included on the EA, 
the application only addresses the CG’s conditions which require site-specific consideration. EHP is 
satisfied that most of the proposed amendments have been adequately described, however, the 
following proposed amendment is not considered to have been adequately described.  
    
Issue 1.1: Section 2.1.1. Condition A1 – Scoping table  
In Section 2.1.1 of the supporting information, Santos has stated that the amendment application 
seeks to authorise GFD activities associated with the Scotia Project Area on PL176. These activities 
are typical of exploration, development operation and decommissioning phases of a petroleum and 
gas project. As Santos has detailed, the CG’s condition A1 is as follows:  

 
Scoping table conditions  
A1 [To be determined following an assessment for each EA. Condition General 1 will clearly 
identify the activities authorised under the environmental authority and specify the scale and 
intensity of the activity, where relevant.]  

 
EHP considers that the relevant “scale” is the number of the activities to be undertaken (and has 
been provided by Santos in the draft EA amendment application for both activities that are 
authorised under the existing EA and those that will be authorised under the GFD). However, EHP 
considers that the relevant “intensity” is the total maximum disturbance or size (depending on the 
activity) of each of the activities. The intensity of each of the activities (for the existing authorised 
activities and the GFD activities) needs to be provided in the draft amendment application.    
 
Further, in Section 2.1.1 of the supporting information, Santos has stated that the project will 
include both temporary and permanent accommodation facilities. EHP considers that these should 
be included in the scoping table.  
 
Recommendation 1.1.1 
As outlined in the CG’s conditions, Santos is required to include both the scale and intensity of the 
activities in the proposed scoping table. As such, when the application is formally lodged, please 
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Page 2 of 3  13 December 2016 
 

ensure that the relevant intensity (as maximum disturbance or size) of each of the activities is 
included in condition A1.   
 
Recommendation 1.1.2  
When the application is formally lodged, please ensure that the scale and intensity of all 
accommodation camps is included in the scoping table.  
 
Issue 1.2: Attachment A: Scotia Central Flank 1 – Air Quality Impact Assessment  
 
Attachment A of the supporting information outlines that the existing Scotia Gas Plant is being 
expanded to include the Scotia Central and Flank 1 (CF1) Plant, adjacent to the existing Scotia Gas 
Plant.  
 
In Section 2.1 of Attachment A of the supporting information, it states that the new CF1 Plant will 
have an initial nominal capacity of 40 million standard cubic feet per day (MMSCFD), however, it can 
reach up to 60 MMSCFD. However, there is no information on the current MMSCFD of the existing 
Scotia Gas Plant.  
 
In Section 2.1.2 of Attachment A of the supporting information, it states that the proposed CF1 Plant 
will include one flare that has a capacity up to 133TJ/day. However, there is no information on the 
current TJ/day of the existing Scotia Gas Plant.  
 
Recommendation 1.2.1  
To allow the assessing officer to adequately assess the increase in capacity of the existing Scotia Gas 
Plant to the expansion to include the CF1 Plant, please include the following information:  

- The current MMSCFD of the existing Scotia Gas Plant; and  
- The current TJ/day of the Scotia Gas Plant.  

 
General Comments on the draft EA amendment 

 
Issue 2.1: GFD Project Background 
In Section 1.1 GFD Project Background of the supporting information, Santos states that the 
commencement of the GFD is when construction begins on the proposed upgrade of the Scotia 
Plant. Santos has referenced that the upgrade to the plant is further discussed in Section 2.3.3. 
However, this section does not exist. Also, Attachment A (the air modelling report) of the supporting 
information includes a detailed description of the upgrade of the Scotia Plant and should be 
referenced in this section.   
 
Recommendation 2.1.1 
To allow for the assessing officer to locate the relevant information, update this section to include 
the correct referencing.  
 
Issue 2.2: Environmentally relevant activity (ERA) for chemical storage 
In Section 2.2 of the supporting information, Santos states that it seeks authorisation for ERA 8(1)(c) 
for chemical storage and that it would be undertaken in accordance with CG’s condition C5. There is 
minimal further information provided in the application around this activity. However, in the GFD 
EIS, information on the mitigation measures and management practices around chemical storage are 
included in Chapter 9 – Land Resources and Appendix Y-F – Chemical and Fuel Management Plan.  
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Recommendation 2.2.1 
Please confirm that ERA 8(1)(c) can be undertaken in accordance with the mitigation measures and 
management practices outlined in the EIS.  
 
Issue 2.3: Referencing of figures  
In the list of figures, there are two figures listed as “Figure 2”, the map showing sensitive receptors 
and the map showing environmentally sensitive areas.  
 
Recommendation 2.3.1 
Please update the figures with the correct figure numbers.  
 
Issue 2.4: Referencing the incorrect EA  
In Section 1 and Section 3.2 of Attachment A of the supporting information, EA EPPG00980113 has 
been referenced. However, due to the cancellation of EA EPPG00980113 on 25 May 2016, the 
applicable EA is now EA EPPG03515915, which was most recently issued on 27 October 2016. There 
has been a substantial change in the conditions between EA EPPG00980113 and EA EPPG03515915.  
 
Recommendation 2.4.1  
Please ensure that the correct EA number (and all relevant conditions) for the Scotia Project Area is 
referenced in Attachment A.  
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