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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

The Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) has signaled the need to procure supplementary 

reserve capacity within the Wholesale Energy Market (WEM) to meet forecast demands. To 

procure this reserve capacity, a Declared Sent Out Capacity (DSOC) auction is proposed for 2025. 

AGL has identified this market signal from AEMO as the appropriate time to expand the Kwinana 

Swift Power Station (KSPS).  

 

The KSPS is located 40 km South of Perth in the Kwinana Industrial Area (KIA) at 1 Burton Place, 

Kwinana Beach (Lot 13 DP39572) in the city of Kwinana. The KSPS is a dual-fuel 120 MW peaking 

power station. The site is licensed as a prescribed premises for Electric power generation 

(L8471/2010/2) under the Environmental Protection Regulations. The premises have been 

operating under this licence without incident, since 2010. 

 

The KSPS features four 30MW gas turbines connected to two common generators. The expansion 

would involve installing additional gas turbines within the existing site to provide a total additional 

capacity of up to 250MW. It is proposed that the turbines would be open cycle units that could 

operate on gas, distillate, LNG, LPG and/or hydrogen. 

 

The existing plant is primarily operational during times of peak energy usage in Perth and the 

surrounding region, and the expansion of the plant will not change these operations. The power 

station by nature, will not operate continuously. AGL intends to obtain all necessary environment 

and planning approvals for up to four types of gas turbines which will correspond to four different 

plant configurations. The gas turbine will be selected after the environment and planning approval 

is obtained. 

 

AGL requested Ramboll undertake an air quality assessment as part of their approvals support for 

the expansion of the KSPS. The assessment included modelling potential air quality impacts 

arising from emissions of concern which include oxides of nitrogen (NOx) (expressed as nitrogen 

dioxide (NO2)), sulphur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO) and particulates (expressed as 

PM2.5).  

1.2 Purpose of this Report 

This report presents the assessment of the potential air quality impacts arising from emissions of 

NO2, SO2, CO and PM2.5 due to the proposed expansion of the KSPS. The approach, methodology 

and results of the air dispersion modelling are detailed as well as the predicted impacts.  
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Figure 1: KSPS Location 
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Figure 2: Indicative Layout of the proposed Facility 
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Figure 3: Background Air Quality Monitoring Study Ambient Monitoring Sites 

3.2 Peak to Mean Ratio 

In order to assess the potential cumulative 8-hour average impacts of CO GLCs, the peak to mean 

concentration formula as recommended by the Vic EPA (2013) was adopted to convert the 

monitored background 1-hour predicted concentrations of CO into 8-hour average CO background 

concentrations.  

 

The equation is as follows: 
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Equation 3-1: Peak to Mean Ratio 

𝐶𝑡 = 𝐶𝐴 × (
𝑇𝐴
𝑇𝑡
)
0.2

 

Where: 

Ct = the concentration at the required averaging period 

CA = the concentration at the known averaging period 

Tt = the time in minutes for the required averaging period 

TA = the time in minutes for the known averaging period 

3.3 Particulate Emissions 

In this assessment, whilst emissions of total particulates have been modelled from the KIA 

sources, the results have only been compared against the PM2.5 (particulate matter ≤2.5 μm in 

diameter) guideline. The PM2.5 criteria is more conservative than the PM10 criteria and PM2.5 is 

widely recognised as posing a greater risk to human health than PM10, due to its ability to 

penetrate deeper into the respiratory system and enter the bloodstream (DEC 2011). As such, 

this guideline has been adopted as the primary indicator for assessing potential health impacts 

from airborne particulates.  
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Figure 4: Receptor locations in relation to the proposed operations 
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Figure 5: Significant Current and Future Sources of emissions within the KIA that were included in the 

Background and Future Scenarios as represented by the Yellow Dots 
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4.2 Meteorological Data 

The meteorology of the required site was simulated using the Weather Research and Forecasting 

Model (Michalakes et al. 2001), subsequently referred to as “WRF”. This is a state-of-the-art 

numerical model, which uses the basic laws of physics and thermodynamics to calculate the 

evolution of a region’s meteorology in time and space. While originally released in 2001, it has 

been continuously updated since that date. The version used in this work was numbered 4.2. 

 

It represents the interactions of many variables, including wind velocity, air pressure, 

temperature and humidity, cloud, rain, plus surface characteristics like soil moisture, land use 

type, vegetation structure, ground roughness and water surface temperature. These are 

represented on a set of three-dimensional grids, covering the full depth of the atmosphere and a 

horizontal region that may be only a few kilometres wide, or cover the whole globe. Normally it is 

used in “nested” mode, in which the broader scales surrounding a region of particular interest are 

represented at coarse resolution, while those centred on that region are represented on a fine 

scale. 

 

The model was considered appropriate in this instance for use with the CALPUFF model as it takes 

into consideration the complex meteorology of a coastal environment and incorporates the 

impacts of the thermally induced boundary layer that impacts emissions from sources in the KIA. 

4.2.1 Metrological Model Configuration 

The model was run using four nests, with south-north resolution 27000, 9000, 3000 and 1000 

metres, and west-east resolution 85% of these values. 

 

The centre of the modelling region was set at -32.175°S, 115.75°E. All four nested grids were of 

size 37 by 46 cells, using a polar grid, each centered within the next largest (Figure 6). The 

extent of the outermost grid was chosen to ensure that a large width of ocean was represented to 

the west and south of Western Australia, experience showing that this was needed to ensure 

adequate model accuracy. 

 

The run simulated the period 1 July 2023 to 30 June 2024. This period was preceded by a three-

day “run up”, provided to permit model parameters to stabilise. Experience has shown that since 

the model was initialised using high-resolution measured data, a good match between modelled 

and measured values developed within a few hours. 

 

Input boundary and initial conditions for the model were obtained using the ERA5 reanalyses 

(Herzbach et al. 2023). The data used comprised a subset of the global data set, at 1° horizontal 

resolution with 16 levels from the surface to 50 hPa, covering the region from 90° to 165°E and 

65° to 0°S. 
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• Land use classes in the section of the innermost grid west of 115.85° and south of -32.05° 

were altered based on satellite imagery of the area, on a grid of 9 arc seconds. 

 

WRF was run using only the standard initial and boundary condition inputs: 

 

• Site measurements were not included, because it was desired to be able to compare model 

estimates with measurements. Should data from measurement sites have been 

incorporated in the model run, this would not have been feasible, since the validation 

process would have involved comparison of measurements with a derivative of those 

measurements; and 

• Nudging of model calculations towards the ongoing values in the ERA5 analyses (using the 

“grid nudging” approach) was evaluated, but the results of an analysis run showed little 

effect on model estimates. 

 

The CALMET meteorology files were generated for the period 28 June 2023 to 30 June 2024 

(noting that the initial three days were a run-up period for WRF) with a grid size of 29 points 

west-east and 39 points south-north, and 12 levels corresponding to the lowest 12 levels used by 

WRF. The southwest grid origin was located at UTM zone 50, 367000 m east and 6419000 m 

north, using grid intervals of 1000 m. This grid was located within innermost WRF modelling grid, 

with about 4 cells clear on all sides to exclude the region of transition of meteorological fields 

from the next larger modelling grid. 

4.2.2 Analysis of Meteorological Model Results 

Model estimates were compared against measurements made at the nearest locations of publicly 

available meteorological data, the Bureau of Meteorology site at Jandakot Airport, and three on 

Garden Island (Garden Island HSF, Colpoy’s Point and Armament Jetty).  The Jandakot site is 

within an open airfield area, so tends to experience increased wind speeds. Figure 7 compares the 

wind roses for the measured and modelled winds at Jandakot. The two wind roses show general 

similarity, except for more frequent and generally stronger measured winds from the east. As 

shown in Figure 7, despite the use of the “barren land” land use class for the aerodrome, there 

was little enhancement of mean wind speeds. The lower modelled wind speeds compared to 

measurement are shown as a quantile-quantile plot in Figure 9, as a drop in the curve about 6 

m/s. It appears that to achieve improved validation at Jandakot, modelling at higher resolution 

would be required. 
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Figure 7: Comparison of measured (above) and modelled (below) wind roses for Jandakot 
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Figure 9: Quantile-quantile plot of modelled and measured wind speeds at Jandakot. 

Modelling of winds in the vicinity of Garden Island might be expected to be problematic, due to 

the poor resolution of the island on a 1 km grid. However, the comparison of modelled and 

measured values at all sites showed reasonable agreement. 

For example, Figure 10 shows wind roses for the Colpoys Point site, which is located on the horn-

shaped point in the northern section of the naval base. There is an appearance of broad similarity, 

which is confirmed by the quantile-quantile plot comparing the two wind speed distributions 

(Figure 11). Comparisons for the Garden Island HSF and Armament Jetty sites were closely 

similar. 
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Figure 10 Comparison of measured (above) and modelled (below) wind roses at Colpoy’s Point. 

 







Kwinana Swift Power Station Expansion 

Air Quality Assessment 

 

  

 

22 

Confidential 

4.3.1 Scenario 1 – Existing 

Scenario 1 included all known significant existing operations in the KIA excluding current and 

proposed AGL sources that were operating during the modelled period between 1st July 2023 and 

30th June 2024. 

 

The sources that were included in the existing scenario included the following sources: 

 

• AGR’s sodium cyanide plant; 

• CSBP’s nitric acid plant; 

• CSBP’s ammonia plant; 

• Synergy’s HEGT facility; 

• Alcoa’s refinery including the powerhouse, calciner and liquor burner; 

• Newgen power station; 

• Cockburn 2 power station; 

• The Kleenheat gas processing facility;  

• Nickel West’s refinery; and 

• Tronox’s pigment plant. 

 

Emissions information and source parameters were obtained from a number of publicly available 

information including studies undertaken by the DWER, approvals documentation and values 

reported to the NPI as well as emissions information supplied by some operators in the region. 

 

In addition to these sources, an assumed background concentration for predicted concentrations 

as discussed in Section 3 was included at all modelled locations.  

 

A validation assessment was undertaken using existing sources where the results of the modelling 

were compared against monitored data at the North Rockingham AQMS for the modelling period. 

The results of this validation are discussed further in Section 5.1.  

4.3.2 Scenario 2 – Future Sources: 

Scenario 2 included the emissions and background concentrations as outlined in Scenario 1 but 

with the addition of future approved (yet to operate) and expected operational sources in the KIA. 

This included the addition of the following sources: 

 

• CSBP’s ammonia plant expansion; 

• The Kwinana waste to energy facility; 

• The East Rockingham waste to energy facility; 

• The Covalent lithium plant; 

• The Tianqui lithium plant; and 

• The BP renewable energy project. 

4.3.3 Scenario 3a – Normal Operations in Isolation: 

The normal operations in isolation scenario included emissions estimates and stack parameters 

from the proposed KSPS power station expansion turbines in isolation. Emissions from four 

proposed turbines operating on diesel 100% of the time, as a worst case scenario as combustion 

of diesel produces higher concentrations of NOx (See section 4.4), were included under the 

normal operations scenario(s). 

 

The KSPS power station is expected to continue operating as peaking power station with 

estimates indicating that in the future it would expect to operate on average approximately 25% 

of the year. Whilst up to four additional turbines will be installed, it is expected that only three of 
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these turbines will generally operate at the one time with one turbine kept in reserve. This 

assessment has however conservatively assumed that operations from both the existing and 

future KSPS would occur continuously all year and that the four proposed turbines would be 

operational at the same time. 

4.3.4 Scenario 3b – Normal Operations - Cumulative: 

The proposed normal operations scenario included emissions from all emissions sources and 

background concentrations as outlined in Scenario 2. It included emissions estimates and stack 

parameters from the existing KSPS power station that were based on conservative results from 

stack testing data undertaken at the facility as well as the continuous operation of the KSPS 

power station expansion turbines. Emissions of NOx from four proposed turbines were included in 

the modelling assessment assuming the plant was operating on diesel 100% of the time, as a 

worst case scenario, as described in Scenario 3a.  

4.3.5 Scenario 4 – Start Up Operations: 

Emissions from the proposed turbines under a startup scenario were assessed using the emissions 

provided by the manufacturers. Like the normal operations scenario (Scenario 3b), emissions 

under this scenario were considered cumulatively with emissions and background concentrations 

as described in Scenario 2 as well as with emissions from the existing AGL plant operating in a 

normal mode. Startup emissions are expected to occur over a 10-minute period. It was 

conservatively assumed that normal operations were occurring for the other 50 minutes in an 

hour. 

4.3.6 Scenario 5 – Shut Down Operations: 

Emissions from the proposed turbines under a shutdown scenario were assessed using the 

emissions information provided by the manufacturers with other sources as described in Scenario 

4. Similar to the startup emissions, shutdown emissions are expected to occur over a 19-minute 

period. It was conservatively assumed that normal operations were occurring for the other 41 

minutes in an hour. 

4.4 Emission Estimates and Stack Parameters 

 

Manufacturers specifications for the proposed turbines guarantee NOx emissions of 42ppm 

(referenced to an oxygen content of 15%) of NOx when operating on natural gas. AGL indicated 

that due to emissions controls that are expected to be implemented, most of the time the 

turbines will be operating between 15 and 25 ppm of NOx when combusting natural gas.  

 

The turbines will utilise dual-fuel Dry Low Emission (DLE) combustion system to minimize NOₓ and 

CO emissions for both natural gas and diesel operations. 

 

Whilst it is expected that the plant will typically be operating on natural gas, to allow operational 

flexibility or in the event that natural gas is unavailable, the proposed turbines were modelled 

assuming 100% use of diesel in the turbines to provide a more conservative estimate for the 

modelling as emissions of NOx from the combustion of diesel are typically higher than those from 

natural gas. The maximum emissions concentrations of NOx based on manufacturers 

specifications that is expected with the use of diesel is 74 ppm of NOx (referenced to an oxygen 

content of 15%), although again similar to the use of natural gas, it is likely that this 

concentration is much lower in reality. The modelling assessment has conservatively used the 

maximum emissions concentration of 74 ppm of NOx as the basis of this assessment for normal 

operations. 
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Under start up and shutdown operations, the emissions concentration of NOx from the 

combustion of diesel can increase for periods of up to 10 minutes to 80 ppm. This emissions 

concentration assuming 10 minutes of startup/shutdown and 50 minutes of normal operations 

was assessed int eh startup and shutdown scenarios.  

 

Emissions of CO, and particulates for both normal, startup and shutdown operations were based 

on manufacturers specifications. Maximum emissions concentrations of CO under normal 

operations assuming 100% use of diesel were expected to be 50 ppm (referenced to an oxygen 

content of 15%). Maximum emissions concentrations of CO under normal operations assuming 

100% use of diesel were expected to be less than 10 mg/Nm3 (referenced to an oxygen content 

of 15%). 

 

Emissions concentrations of SO2 were based on manufacturers specifications for diesel usage as 

provided in Appendix 1 with the values adjusted for the sulphur content of diesel used in 

Australia. 

 

Formaldehyde can sometimes be an emission of concern during the combustion of gas for power 

generation. It forms during the oxidation of methane, particularly where combustion 

temperatures are lower. Gas engines, especially large-bore natural gas engines, tend to emit 

more formaldehyde than gas turbines as the lower combustion temperatures in some parts of the 

cylinder allow incomplete oxidation of methane. The manufacturers of the proposed technology 

have previously undertaken stack testing for concentrations of formaldehyde from the proposed 

turbines, but found that the that the concentrations of formaldehyde were not detected (Siemens, 

Pers. Comms. May 12, 2025) and as such, were not considered a pollutant of concern in this 

assessment. 

 

A summary of the stack parameters (as derived from emissions information provided in Appendix 

1) and emissions data for the existing and proposed KSPS sources that were used in the 

assessment is provided in the tables below. 
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5. MODELLING RESULTS 

5.1 Model Validation 

To assess the potential performance of the model, predicted concentrations were compared 

against monitored NO2 concentrations at the North Rockingham AQMS as shown in Figure 13. The 

quantile-quantile plot shows that predicted concentrations of NO2 using an assumed background 

concentration of 30 µg/m3 showed the model was performing reasonably at this location when the 

winds were coming from the direction of the KIA. The plot shows that the highest modelled 

concentrations were overpredicting when compared to the monitored values by approximately 5-7 

µg/m3. Despite the slight over prediction, the model is considered to be performing reasonably 

and is suitable to assess potential impacts from the proposed turbines at the KSPS. Use of a more 

conservative background concentration (39.5 µg/m3 derived from the 70th percentile of regional 

monitored data) will further add to the conservativity of the assessment outcomes.  

 

 

Figure 13: Quantile-Quantile Plot of Predicted and Monitored 1-hour Average Concentrations of NO2 at the North 

Rockingham AQMS 
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5.2 Modelling Results 

Predicted concentrations of the pollutants of concern at the nominated receptor locations (as 

outlined in Table 4) are presented in the tables below. The results presented at the nominated 

receptor locations are mostly below the relevant criteria, with the of exception of PM2.5 during the 

cumulative, startup and shutdown scenarios for the annual average monitoring period. It should 

be noted that for PM2.5, based on the monitored data from the South Lake AQMS, the annual 

average monitored concentrations already exceeded the NEPM criteria before any modelling was 

undertaken. The maximum modelled concentration of PM2.5 at the sensitive receptors from the 

contribution of the KSPS in isolation was 0.93% of the NEPM annual criteria.  

 

Contour plots of the predicted ground level concentrations (GLCs) for each of the scenarios and 

relevant averaging periods are presented in the figures below. Cumulative short-term impacts 

from NO2 were considered to be the main pollutant of concern. The contour plots show that in 

general all the predicted concentrations are below the relevant criteria except for some isolated 

exceedances of the NO2, SO2 and PM2.5 criteria predicted to occur in close vicinity of various 

sources including the KSPS. No exceedances were predicted of CO for any averaging period or the 

annual average SO2 criteria at any location in the modelled domain. 

 

 











Kwinana Swift Power Station Expansion 

Air Quality Assessment 

 

  

 

33 

Confidential 

 

Figure 14: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 1: Existing 

Sources 
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Figure 15: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 1: Existing Sources 
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Figure 16: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 1: Existing Sources 
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Figure 17: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 1: Existing Sources 
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Figure 18: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 2: All Future 

Sources 
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Figure 19: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 2: All Future Sources 
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Figure 20: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 2: All Future Sources 
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Figure 21: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 2: All Future Sources 
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Figure 22: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3a: Normal 

Operations in Isolation 
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Figure 23: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations in 

Isolation 
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Figure 24: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations in 

Isolation 
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Figure 25: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations in Isolation 
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Figure 26: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3b: Normal 

Operations - Cumulative 
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Figure 27: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations - 

Cumulative 



Kwinana Swift Power Station Expansion 

Air Quality Assessment 

 

  

 

47 

Confidential 

 

Figure 28: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations - 

Cumulative 
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Figure 29: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations - Cumulative 
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Figure 30: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 4: Start Up 

Operations 
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Figure 31: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 
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Figure 32: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 



Kwinana Swift Power Station Expansion 

Air Quality Assessment 

 

  

 

52 

Confidential 

 

Figure 33: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 
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Figure 34: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 5: Shut Down 

Operations 
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Figure 35: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 5: Shut Down Operations 
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Figure 36: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 5: Shut Down Operations 
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Figure 37: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of NO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 5: Shut Down Operations 
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Figure 38: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3a: Normal 

Operations in Isolation 
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Figure 39: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations in 

Isolation 
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Figure 40: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3a: Normal 

Operations in Isolation 
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Figure 41: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations in 

Isolation 
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Figure 42: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations in 

Isolation 
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Figure 43: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations in Isolation 
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Figure 44: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3b: Normal 

Operations – Cumulative 
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Figure 45: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations – 

Cumulative 
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Figure 46: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3b: Normal 

Operations – Cumulative 
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Figure 47: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations – 

Cumulative 



Kwinana Swift Power Station Expansion 

Air Quality Assessment 

 

  

 

67 

Confidential 

 

Figure 48: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations – 

Cumulative 
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Figure 49: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations – Cumulative 
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Figure 50: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 4: Start Up 

Operations 
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Figure 51: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 
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Figure 52: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 4: Start Up 

Operations 
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Figure 53: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 
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Figure 54: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 
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Figure 55: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 
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Figure 56: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 5: Shut Down 

Operations 
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Figure 57: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 5: Shut Down Operations 
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Figure 58: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 5: Shut Down 

Operations 
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Figure 59: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 5: Shut Down Operations 
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Figure 60: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of SO2 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 5: Shut Down Operations 
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Figure 61: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of SO2 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 5: Shut Down Operations 

 



Kwinana Swift Power Station Expansion 

Air Quality Assessment 

 

  

 

81 

Confidential 

 

Figure 62: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of CO (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3a: Normal 

Operations in Isolation 
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Figure 63: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of CO (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations in 

Isolation 
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Figure 64: Predicted Maximum 8-hour Average GLCs of CO (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3a: Normal 

Operations in Isolation 
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Figure 65: Predicted Maximum 8-hour Average GLCs of CO (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations in 

Isolation 
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Figure 66: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of CO (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3b: Normal 

Operations – Cumulative 



Kwinana Swift Power Station Expansion 

Air Quality Assessment 

 

  

 

86 

Confidential 

 

Figure 67: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of CO (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations – 

Cumulative 
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Figure 68: Predicted Maximum 8-hour Average GLCs of CO (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3b: Normal 

Operations in Isolation 
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Figure 69: Predicted Maximum 8-hour Average GLCs of CO (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations in 

Isolation 
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Figure 70: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of CO (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 4: Start Up 

Operations 
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Figure 71: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of CO (Zoomed In) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 
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Figure 72: Predicted Maximum 8-hour Average GLCs of CO (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 4: Start Up 

Operations 
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Figure 73: Predicted Maximum 8-hour Average GLCs of CO (Zoomed In) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 
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Figure 74: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of CO (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 5: Shut Down 

Operations 
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Figure 75: Predicted Maximum 1-hour Average GLCs of CO (Zoomed In) – Scenario 5: Shut Down Operations 
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Figure 76: Predicted Maximum 8-hour Average GLCs of CO (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 5: Shut Down 

Operations 
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Figure 77: Predicted Maximum 8-hour Average GLCs of CO (Zoomed In) – Scenario 5: Shut Down Operations 
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Figure 78: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3a: Normal 

Operations in Isolation  
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Figure 79: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations in 

Isolation 
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Figure 80: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations 

in Isolation 
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Figure 81: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3a: Normal Operations in Isolation 
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Figure 82: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3b: Normal 

Operations – Cumulative 
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Figure 83: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations – 

Cumulative 
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Figure 84: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations – 

Cumulative 
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Figure 85: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 3b: Normal Operations – Cumulative 
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Figure 86: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 4: Start Up 

Operations 
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Figure 87: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 
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Figure 88: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 
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Figure 89: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 4: Start Up Operations 
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Figure 90: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 5: Shut 

Down Operations 
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Figure 91: Predicted Maximum 24-hour Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 5: Shut Down Operations 
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Figure 92: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Across Modelled Domain) – Scenario 5: Shut Down 

Operations 
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Figure 93: Predicted Annual Average GLCs of PM2.5 (Zoomed In) – Scenario 5: Shut Down Operations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Kwinana Swift Power Station Expansion 

Air Quality Assessment 

 

  

 

113 

Confidential 

6. SUMMARY 

As part of the regulatory approval process, AGL requested Ramboll to undertake an assessment of 

the air quality impacts associated with the proposed upgrade of the KSPS. The assessment has 

considered the potential air quality impacts arising from emissions of NOx\NO2, SO2, CO and 

particulates (expressed as PM2.5), associated with several scenarios. 

 

The results of air dispersion modelling predicted concentrations at all sensitive receptor locations 

in the region below the relevant ambient air quality criteria for all modelled scenarios and 

averaging periods, with the exception of PM2.5 for the annual averaging period. It should be noted 

however, that the ambient monitored concentrations of PM2.5 used in this assessment already 

exceeded the NEPM criteria. The maximum modelled concentration across all sensitive receptors 

from the contribution of the KSPS in isolation was 0.93% of the PM2.5 annual average NEPM 

criteria. No exceedances of the CO criteria were predicted for any averaging period, likewise for 

the annual average criteria of SO2 at any location within the modelled domain.  

 

The assessment has incorporated several conservative assumptions including the following which 

indicate that the results of the modelling could be considered a conservative estimate of worst 

case GLCs in the region: 

 

• Emissions from the plant assumed worst case NOx emissions concentrations as guaranteed 

by vendors based on combustion of diesel. Emissions concentrations of NOx from the 

proposed turbines are typically expected to be significantly lower than those that were 

modelled due to the use of natural gas. 

• Modelling was undertaken assuming continuous operation of the KSPS when it is expected 

to operate for approximately 25% of the year.  

• Background concentrations from non-industrial sources were based on a worst-case year. 

• The model validation showed that when using an assumed background concentration of 

NO2, the model was slightly overpredicting the highest predicted concentrations of NO2 

when compared to the monitored data at the North Rockingham. 

 

Based on the outcomes of the air dispersion modelling and considering the inherent conservativity 

incorporated into the assessment, the expansion of the KSPS likely presents a low risk of 

impacting health at sensitive receptors in the region.  
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7. LIMITATIONS 

Ramboll prepared this report in accordance with the scope of work as outlined in our proposal to 

AGL and in accordance with our understanding and interpretation of current regulatory standards. 

 

The conclusions presented in this report represent Ramboll’s professional judgement based on 

information made available during this assignment and are true and correct to the best of 

Ramboll’s knowledge at the date of the assessment. 

 

Ramboll did not independently verify all the written or oral information provided during the course 

of this investigation. While Ramboll has no reason to doubt the accuracy of the information 

provided to it, the report is complete and accurate only to the extent that the information 

provided to Ramboll was itself complete and accurate. 

 

This report does not purport to give legal advice. This advice can only be given by qualified legal 

advisors. 

 

7.1 User Reliance 

This report has been prepared for AGL and may not be relied upon by any other person or entity 

without Ramboll’s express written permission. 
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Manufacturers Specifications 



General & Commercial GTI number X2107227E

SGT-800
Document number

Revision B Page 1

---

We reserve all rights in this document and in the information contained therein. Reproduction, use or disclosure to third
Parties without express authority is strictly forbidden. © Siemens Energy AB

Siemens Energy is a trademark licensed by Siemens AG.

Nominal Performance Data

Introduction

This document describes the nominal performance for a SGT-800 in simple cycle application for the AGL Kwinana K2 project
in Australia.

Set Description

Gas Turbine SGT-800

Gas Turbine Type SGT-800-474_001

GTPerform version 4.7.2

Summary performance data

Nominal performance, the data below is for information only and shall not be considered as guaranteed. The power output is
based at the generator terminals. Auxiliary power and the transformer losses have not been included in this document.

Anti-icing is not included in the calculations.

Basic data

Type of Drive  Generator Drive
Generator frequency 50,0  Hz
Power factor 0,90
Inlet loss @ ISO ambient 10,00 mbar
Outlet loss @ ISO ambient 5,00 mbar
LHV (gas) 46803 kJ/kg
LHV )liquid) 42815 kJ/kg
Fuel Temperature (gas, liquid) 15,0 °C
Altitude 0 m above sea level
Barometric pressure 1,013 bar










