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SEPARATE DA NEEDED FOR A TRANSFER STATION FOR THE STORAGE OF ASBESTOS WASTE

Dear Sir,
This is a submission arguing that for the reasons discussed below the “temporary storage” of any volume of Asbestos waste at 6-14 
Tennant Street Fyshwick exposes the population to unnecessary risks and requires a separate DA for a Waste Transfer Station.

Briefly the “temporary storage of asbestos” does not fit in with a DA for an Integrated Resource Recovery Facility.

1. It is not integrated. Asbestos waste does not fit in any area of this complex proposal or integrated into any other part of it.
2. It is not a resource capable of another beneficial use.
3. It cannot be recovered and is regulated by numerous laws, policies and guidelines which direct its safe disposal in landfill.

Lease Variation
A simple lease Variation to add Waste Transfer Station (p 230-31EIS) is unacceptable for a number of reasons the main one being 
that lease variations are not a substitute for environmental assessment. The Development Tables of the Territory Plan list uses that 
are permissible only after assessment. They are a list of Assessable proposals only. They do not guarantee permission through lease 
variation or convey consent through lease variation. There has been no assessment in this EIS for the transfer station to receive 
asbestos waste. One is required under the law after adequate and full assessment for the addition of a Transfer Station to the 
permitted uses on the lease for Blocks 6-14 Tennant street.

Legislative Requirements
As a stand alone development the Impact Track would have been triggered by Schedule 4 of the Planning and Development Act

Item 9(c)proposal for the construction of a waste management facility that is for the storage, treatment, disposal, processing, 
recycling, recovery, use or reuse of regulated waste

and

Item 10 proposal for a waste transfer station or recycling facility that sorts, consolidates or temporarily stores solid waste 
(including municipal waste) for transfer to another site for disposal, storage, reprocessing, recycling, use or reuse, if the 
transfer station (b) will be less than 1km from the boundary of a residential block or unit in a residential or commercial zone;

and

Item 11 proposal that involves storage of the placard quantity of a Schedule 11 hazardous chemical on land, or in a building or 
structure on the land, that, immediately before the commencement day, was not registered as premises in the placard quantity 
register, unless the authority produces an environmental significance opinion indicating that the proposal is not likely to have 
a significant adverse environmental impact

A lease variation for additional uses as stated in EIS201900001 would be unlawful, without consent obtained through an 
independent Impact Track assessment. The DA process in train is for a Integrated Resource Recovery Facility not a transfer 
station and its assessment is based on activities relevant to that use. If approval includes the temporary storage component then it 
will have been an approval unable to be assessed by any of the documentation supplied as part of EIS201900001 and contrary to 
Section 50 of the Environmental and Planning Regulation. Indeed there was no assessment at all in the EIS of the risks and potential 
impacts of the temporary storage of asbestos waste.

No Justifiable Need
Asbestos waste has no place in this DA; it cannot be recycled. The proposal to transport 2.500 tpa of Asbestos Containing Material 
to Tennant street for “temporary storage” has absolutely nothing to do with the Integrated Resource Recovery basis of this DA. 
Asbestos is a waste only, destined for safe disposal at a landfill. Another project specific Scoping Document should have been 
issued to guide Hi Quality on what was required for the assessment of the transport, handing and storage of asbestos waste.

The ElS does not explain why there is a need for temporary storage of Asbestos as was required by the Scoping Document section 4. 
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Asbestos waste is not integrated with any other of the development’s activities. It is not a resource and it cannot be recovered for 
any beneficial use. It does not belong in this EIS. Under the law it requires separate assessment and under the Territory Plan cannot 
be allowed be a simple lease variation. Transfer Stations must be assessed under the Impact Track.

The ACT does not need a transfer station for asbestos. Given the relatively small size of the ACT it can be assumed that there are no 
areas without approved asbestos disposal infrastructure within a reasonable travel distance. It has at Mugga Lane, a well designed 
and functioning landfill licensed to accept asbestos waste. The ACT is the only jurisdiction providing free disposal for domestic 
delivery of <250kg because the ACT government owns the landfills & controls the gate fees.

It is commonly accepted that the best place for asbestos waste is landfill. Australia has so much asbestos that asbestos waste will 
need to be disposed to landfill for at least several decades. ‘Double handling’ of asbestos waste can potentially increase exposure 
risks, so the receipt of asbestos waste at transfer stations is often discouraged. Several jurisdictions including the ACT actively 
discourage asbestos waste receipt at transfer stations. Many transfer station operators will not accept asbestos for good reasons . Its 
acceptance requires higher levels of training, more rigorous occupational health and safety procedures and, most likely, costlier 
insurance.

The Australian Government Report for the Asbestos Safety and Eradication Agency (ASEA) ASBESTOS WASTE IN 
AUSTRALIA, SEPT 2015 in discussing the situation in the ACT says;

“The ACT is serviced by two landfills that receive asbestos waste, namely the Mugga Lane Resource Management Centre and 
the West Belconnen Resource Management Centre (which is closed to general waste). Mugga Lane is expected to have about 
30 years of capacity as they are constructing a new asbestos cell. A new disposal site for contaminated and non-contaminated 
soil, including asbestos impacted soil, is currently going through planning and approval stage. With the construction of new 
asbestos disposal cells, ACT TAMS believes that the ACT has capacity for asbestos waste disposal for approximately 30 
years.”

Transfer stations do provide an important linkage to landfill disposal for asbestos waste but only in areas lacking a local landfill 
licensed to receive asbestos or where the tipping fees discourage safe removal and illegal dumping occurs.

The ASEA Report contained a comment from the ACT EPA;
‘We don’t encourage double handling of asbestos via transfer stations (t/s) & prefer asbestos goes straight to landfill for 
disposal. Domestic quantities (<250kg) ... can be received for free to prevent illegal dumping, or disposal in household bins.
and
‘Transfer/stations take only double bagged asbestos & require placing in bins (no throwing). If packing is torn they have bags 
on site for minor tears (only). Unpackaged asbestos is not allowed to enter the t/s. If only small can place in a bag on site, but 
if larger, then refuse to take until properly wrapped’.

Lack of appropriate and Required Assessment
What Hi Quality is proposing is a transfer station for Asbestos waste. As a transfer station it is a very different development which 
should require a separate DA and ElS being within 1 km of residential areas, so that all those many issues surrounding the removal, 
transport, handling, health impacts and storage of asbestos in any of its forms, can be fully explained and assessed.

DA201900001, other than the facts that it proposes to take 2.500 tpa and has storage for 30 tonnes of waste, provides no other 
information or analysis of the asbestos proposal. No Risk Assessment was done. No strategic planning was identified to assess the 
need for transfer stations to take asbestos waste in the ACT. The various legislation and regulations governing asbestos waste and 
the codes and protocols relevant were not referenced in any way. There was absolutely no impact assessment as would have been 
required under Schedule 4 of the P&D Act and Section 50 of the P&D Regulations.

Health and safety issues associated with the use or handling of asbestos is regulated in the ACT primarily through the Dangerous 
Substances Act 2004 and the Work Health and Safety Act 2011 and their associated regulations. Guidance Note 114; Transport of 
Waste containing Asbestos in the ACT sets out requirements for the transport by road of asbestos waste in the ACT. Guidance for 
the management of asbestos at transfer stations is available generally consistent and based upon the National Occupational Health 
and Safety Commission Code of Practice for the Safe Removal of Asbestos, 2nd edition (Commonwealth of Australia 2005). 
Significantly Hi Quality made no reference to these Document or to any others relating to asbestos regulation. Hi Quality did no 
Impact Assessment, identified no risks. The ACT population should not be exposed to unnecessary risks.

In summary this part of Hi Quality’s proposal for an Integrated Resource Recovery facility demands under the law a separate DA for 
a Transfer Station. My reasons are:

Asbestos is neither integrated nor a resource or capable of reuse. It ends up in landfill. It does not fit in an Integrated 
Resource Recovery Facility.
Given the relatively small size of the ACT it can reasonably be assumed the there are no areas without asbestos disposal 
infrastructure within a reasonable travel distance. The conclusion therefore is that the asbestos waste for Tennant Street is 
from interstate. This waste still does not require a transfer station it could go straight to Mugga Lane.
Any a waste governed by the Dangerous Goods Act demands separate assessment.

• It exposes the ACT Population to unnecessary health risks from the double handling in and out of Fyshwick.
• It is not justified in view of the ACT government’s policies on asbestos transport and disposal;

Because there is adequate and free disposal of small quantities of asbestos in ACT landfills, >250 tonnes temporary storage 



prior to transfer to landfill is not required.
Because there has not been and is incapable of being, based on the provided documents, any important and substantive 
assessment of this dangerous activity.
Because the the Territory Plan and Planning and Development Act requires assessment for activities of this kind.

In the absence of any credible or relevant environmental assessment for the proposal to transfer and store highly regulated asbestos 
waste in EIS20190001 it must be rejected as inadequate to allow assessment for approval. Whatever the outcome of this proposal a 
separate DA In the Impact Tract is required by law for the temporary storage of asbestos waste. If it functions as a transfer station 
and has no other function then it is a transfer station.

Yours sincerely,
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To:
Subject:
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AC, EPD Customer Services
EIS 201900001
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Representation against Draft EIS201900001

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

DECOMMISSIONING

Dear Sir,
Section 5i) of the Scoping document required: “A description of all the 
components of the proposal (including the nature, sources, quantities of all 
waste streams accepted on the site), proposal specifications, the predicted 
timescale for implementation (design, approvals, construction and 
decommissioning) and project life.” Failure to address this important 
requirement is an omission considered sufficient to be inconsistent with 
statute such that the assessment documentation is deemed inadequate in 
terms of assessing the proposal’s impacts and according to law must be 
refused.

I have looked for such a description of the final decommissioning of the site 
and cannot find it other than “Two above ground storage tanks (ASTs) and 
former transformer located in the southern block and one below ground 
concrete tank in the northern block require decommissioning and disposal 
as part of the remediation actin plan (refer Phase 2 Report APPENDIX H and 
Site Audit Report APPENDIX I).”This is not what the Scoping document 
intended. I understand it to be referring to the end of life of the operation.

Several important questions are invoked by the issue of decommissioning of 
a large waste recycling facility. If business fails, the machinery wears out, 
the markets disappear or future technology and waste disposal methods 
overtake this development what will we be left with at Fyshwick? Will there 
be a contaminated site as there is there now? Will the operator leave 
stockpiles of unusable waste? Who will be responsible for any cleanup?

The purpose of an EIS is to report on the outcome of an assessment process 
carried out to identify the potential impacts expected to occur during a 
proposal’s construction, operation and decommissioning, and the 
measures that would be set in place to avoid, minimise, manage and 
monitor impacts. The EIS is also a method to communicate the decision-
making process as to the selection of a preferred option that best avoids, 
or otherwise minimises impacts. The EIS needs to demonstrate that the 
residual effects on the receiving environment are not significant and any 
impacts can be effectively mitigated to an acceptable level. In this 
instance that means plans for the removal of all waste on the site following 
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completion of the operations, final monitoring of the site for soil and 
groundwater condition and measures to remediate any degradation and 
measures for ongoing maintenance of the site in a good and safe 
condition. Key in this assessment is to revisit the residual-risk rankings once 
the above issues have been addressed.

There is no detail in the ElS on decommissioning of the proposal. In not 
presenting clear information it means that the assessment is incomplete 
and cannot be adequately determined. Under ESD principles, the design 
needs to account for intergenerational equity to ensure that the health, 
diversity and productivity of the environment is maintained or enhanced 
for the future, for the benefit of future generations. This should be 
accounted for in the assessment.

As there is absolutely no clarity and definition around the decommissioning 
and management measures provided it is hard to determine if the impacts 
and risks can be effectively mitigated to support approval at this stage of 
the DA process.

Yours sincerely
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To:
Subject:
Date:

AC, EPD Customer Services 
EIS201900001
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Representation against Draft EIS201900001

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

INADEQUATE GREENHOUSE GAS ASSESSMENT

The EIS lacks any credible greenhouse gas assessment against the National Greenhouse and Energy 
Reporting Scheme. Scope 3. Scope 1 and Scope 2 considerations are included but the important, in this case, 
Transport and Distribution, up and down stream impacts, on carbon emissions Scope 3 are not.

Transport is Australia’s third largest and second fastest growing source of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 
The road transport sector makes up 88% of total transport emissions having increased 64% from1990 to 2020,
(with projected total emissions of 88.9Mt CO2-e). This is indefensible in a warming world. Major behavioural 
and technological changes will be needed to deliver a more acceptable outcome. Approval of 
DA201900001 will not help to overcome the world crisis in greenhouse gas emissions nor satisfy the goals of the 
ACT Climate Change Strategy 2019-2025

The Proponent provides a number of over simplified and unsupported statements about his GHG footprint.

A Greenhouse Gas Emissions assessment has been completed to provide a quantitative assessment of 
scope 1 and 2 emissions, calculating the project would generate approximately 418 tonnes of CO2e 
during construction (Scope 1) and approximately 9,997 tonnes per annum of CO2e during operation. 
Overall the project will result in significantly reducing Greenhouse Gas emissions through recycling of waste 
materials and diversion from landfill, thereby reducing GHG and contributing to the reduction of impacts 
upon climate.

The Project would make a significant contribution to resource recovery in the ACT through diversion of 
materials from landfill resulting in significant reduction in greenhouse gas.

The Project aims to significantly reduce GHG emissions through recycling of waste materials and diversion 
from landfill. As shown in Figure 18 in Chapter 8.0 Waste and materials, it is estimated up to 460,000 tonnes 
of waste would be diverted from landfill each year. Based on 2018 National Greenhouse Accounts Factors 
this would equate to approximately 300,000 tCO2e.

Providing a central location for waste management would secure long term cost efficiencies such as 
aggregation (waste activities being located closer together) and densification of waste resources that 
reduce the economic and social costs associated with recovery of resources that would otherwise go to 
landfill and the consequent costs associated wiht transportation of these waste streams resulting in 
significant reduction in greenhouse gas generation. This Project will benefit the ACT by helping to divert 
more materials from landfill through increased resource recovery of the highest volume waste streams 
generated in the ACT (including construction and demolition waste, timber, concrete, asphalt and soils) 
and provide for beneficial reuse and creation of products that can be reused across the ACT region. The 
site will also create 84 full-time jobs during operation.

The above assertions do not stand up to scrutiny. The claims that there would be reduced greenhouse gas 
emissions relating to landfills must be challenged. The proposal is only targeting some organic waste material 
and given that the proposal involves the transport of waste and recovered materials to and from site would 
generate greenhouse gas emissions.

A rough calculation of the transport impacts puts 462,000 vehicles, mainly trucks, on the road to service this 
operation. Their full consumption was not included in the Scope I analysis. To accept that the proposal will 
have a clear beneficial outcome for climate change objectives, through the reduction of greenhouse gas 
emissions is not supported by the Transport Impact Assessment Appendix E.

To substantiate this claim details of the source of the waste were required and the distances to be traveled by 
these trucks. The age of the trucks would also be relevant. Calculation of the relevant greenhouse gas 
emissions is needed particularly emissions relating to the transport of waste and recovered materials from site 
to the ACT and from there to Windellama or overseas. The assessment should include the destinations of the 
recovered goods including any RDF which might be made, including RDF sold overseas.

The assessment does not consider if treating and transporting materials interstate and overseas would use 
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more energy and generate more greenhouse gas than dealing with it in the ACT or at its source.

The global transport sector is responsible for 23 per cent of world energy-related CO2 emissions. Road 
transport is the dominant source of transport emissions in Australia, contributing 85 per cent of all transport 
emissions. Transport, using trucks (not cars) accounts for about 18% of Australian transport emissions each 
year. Growth in transport activity has outpaced improvements in fuel efficiency. Hence reducing these 
emissions from transport must be an important part of climate change mitigation programs both at local and 
national levels. More efficient demand management is one way to mitigate against the alarming global 
warming trend.

The proponent must be asked to account for the project’s transport generated contribution to GHG (Scope 
3) emissions.

Hi Quality’s development proposal should be asked to consider alternatives for resource recovery and reuse 
which would significantly reduce the number of vehicles and road miles necessary to achieve some of the 
beneficial outcomes. Reduction of total urban vehicle kilometres, shifting freight onto rail and the use of 
mobile plant at the point of production should be addressed .

In addition the greenhouse impact is a highly significant adverse impact which has no credible mitigation or 
management controls and which does not meet the ACT policy for net zero emissions by 2045.

There is no assessment of greenhouse gas emissions and savings across the project-lifecycle in the EIS. This EIS 
must be refused.

Yours sincerely,
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To:
Subject:
Date:

AC, EPD Customer Services 
Representation against EIS201900001 
Wednesday, 9 September 2020 12:50:17 PM

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

Representation against EIS201900001

INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION FOR ASSESSMENT - RDF

Dear Sir,
Section 5(i) of the Scoping Document required “A description of all the components of the proposal 
(including the nature, sources, quantities of all waste streams accepted on the site), proposal specifications, 
the predicted timescale for implementation (design, approvals, construction and decommissioning) and 
project life.” And Section 8 “Sufficient information is required to provide the Authority with an adequate 
understanding of the environmental impacts associated with the proposal. “

It should be clear to ACTPLA that the proponent intends, markets being available, to manufacture Refuse 
Derived Fuel (RDF) from the residual waste. The ElS failed to describe this component of the proposal in 
sufficient detail, as required, to provide the reader with an adequate understanding of the risks and potential 
impacts associated with the RDF manufacture.

On the topic of the RDF the EIS lacks clarity about the following issues

the resource recovery criteria;

the technical methodology to be employed

types of machinery
their location in the recycling facility

the processes necessary to achieve quality of product
stages of the process and their precise sequence

the necessary QA and QC measures

RESOURCE RECOVERY CRITERIA / PECIFICATIONS
Before it can be burned in NSW the RDF will be required to demonstrate compliance with all relevant 
elements of the New South Wales Energy from Waste Policy Statement. Apart from legal requirements 
additional fuel specifications, that is chemical and physical parameters, will be laid down in the contract 
between the IDF supplier and user. This information will be of a technical and scientific nature capable of 
being verified.

For higher qualities of RDF and/or SRF, a multi-stage separation process is necessary for manufacturing. A 
multi-stage mechanical separation process is used by the suppliers for the external processing of waste fuel 
that is Premium Quality, Medium Quality and Low Quality. One of the requirements for RDF is the availability of 
sufficient quantities that will match with specifications. In practice, this may lead to a controversial challenge 
between high recovery rate and high quality of the product. It becomes clear that one cannot expect a high 
recovery rate and a high quality at the same time.

The resulting final quality of waste fuels like RDF will depend on the origins of the input materials as well as on 
the volume and intensity of the separation process applied in fuel manufacturing. For premium quality high 
calorie RDF used as primary burner fuels in cement kills the recovery rate is about 20% for commercial waste 
input and only 7% for organic waste input. It is not efficient to mix these two different input materials before 
starting the recovery process as the separating conditions become more complex resulting in lower quality or 
lower recovery rates then the required product.

RDF must fulfil general quality requirements in order to be safely and efficiently utilized such as;

well defined calorific value,
low chlorine content,
quality controlled composition (few impurities),
defined grain size,
defined bulk density and
availability of sufficient quantities with required specifications.
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The EIS must demonstrate how waste streams will be managed so they do not contain contaminants such as 
batteries, light bulbs or other electrical or hazardous wastes. It is also important that the intended waste 
stream is carefully characterised to ensure that it can meet the specifications of the consumer. The final 
quality of RDF will ultimately depend on the composition of the feedstock that is the input materials as well as 
on the extent and the intensity of the recovery process. Variation in waste streams poses one of the greatest 
risks to the ability of cement kilns or power generation plants to meet emission standards. For Air Quality 
reasons the RDF part of this proposal needs more attention. Cumulative impact assessment includes 
downstream impacts or time lag impacts.

The proponent must provide evidence that the facility meets current international best practice techniques. 
Best practice demands that he:

•Demonstrates how the facility will be operated and perform at best practice standards

•Provides details of monitoring equipment, location, specifications, instrumentation systems and
management

•Provides a risk assessment, plans and procedures that reflect normal, abnormal operations and
emergencies for all parts and processes of the facility

•Demonstrates how waste will be received, stored, and processed.

Provides quality assurance and quality criteria protocols for managing contamination and risks.

Demonstrates the content of halogenated substances in waste and waste derived fuels.

• Demonstrates how waste streams will be managed so they do not contain contaminants such as
batteries, light bulbs or other electrical or hazardous wastes

• Provides clear and accurate information on the amount (tonnes) of wastes received onsite, including
unprocessed, processed and output materials

• Specifically address contingency procedures for contaminated waste, rejected loads and supply failures

• Outlines management of all residual wastes

• Outlines process for scientific testing and characterisation of all residual wastes

Demonstrates that any facility that receives residual wastes generated by the RDF production facility 
has all necessary approvals to receive, process and/or dispose the waste

TECHNOLOGIES / PROCESSES
Due to the inherent complexity of the input material and for a higher quality RDF, a multi stage process with 
repeated unit operation steps, for example several times crushing, sifting and separating, is necessary to 
obtain the required quality and uniformity of waste fuels. Refuse-derived fuels are either obtained as fluffy 
material or made by drying, crushing, compressing, and extruding the combustible fraction of MSW into 
pellets or bales. In any case, a multi-stage process with repeated unit operation steps (i.e. several times 
crushing, sieving and separating) is necessary for obtaining the required quality and uniformity of waste fuels, 
due to the inherent complexity of the input material. The final quality of RDF will ultimately depend on the 
composition of the input materials, as well as on the extent and the intensity of the applied recovery process.

One of the requirements for RDF is the availability of sufficient quantities that will match with specifications. In 
practice, this may lead to the controversial challenge between high recovery rate and high quality of the 
product. It is clear that it is difficult to achieve a high recovery rate and a high quality at the same time. 
Separation of waste streams is important as it does not make sense to mix two different input materials before 
starting the recovery process in the RDF processing plant. As the separating conditions become more 
complex, a lower quality and/or lower recovery rates of the required product results.

This means that a modern and advanced mechanical sorting plant for RDF consists of at least two or even 
three shredding steps, at least two magnetic separation steps for the rejection of ferrous-metals, at least one 
eddy-current separator rejecting of non-ferrous-metals, and, depending on customer requirements, at least 
two sieving steps. By using an in-plant multi-stage shredding process, the portion of larger fractions is 
automatically reduced, which results in improved fuel-technical characteristics.

QUALITY ASSURANCE AND QUALITY CONTROL
An important part of Quality Assurance is the representative sampling of waste fuel and testing of the final 
product. For higher qualities of RDF, a multi-stage separation process is necessary for manufacturing. One of 
the requirements for RDF is the availability of sufficient quantities that will consistently match with 
specifications. In practice, this may lead to the controversial challenge between high recovery rate and high 
quality of the product.

For example to get chlorine out of the waste stream and to obtain premium quality waste fuels an NDIR 
infrared simple spectroscopic sensor might need to be used. A NDIR-sensor process step has to be integrated 



into the multi-stage waste fuel recovery process. This can be very expensive. This simple fact can cause a 
conflict of interests between technical and economical requirements of a waste fuel plant because it 
receives more money from the suppliers of waste fuel when it accepts a lower quality.

Feeding high quality materials into cement kilns or power stations the consumer has to pay the supplier or 
contractor, but for lower RDF qualities, the co- incineration plant receives money from the waste fuel supplier. 
This makes Quality Assurance of RDF an important issue. Due to limited production and increased demand for 
quality controlled high calorific premium RDF, consumers, cement plants, are already paying for this waste 
fuel. The lower the waste fuel quality, the lower is the payment from consumer to the supplier. For low RDF 
qualities supplier has to pay the consumer.

The proponent must give sufficient information for assessment of the quality of product he intends to produce. 

The proponent must give sufficient information about the machinery he will use and the number of stages in 
the processing to assess his ability to produce high quality RDF material. ACTPLA should note that the list of 
machinery in the Noise Report included one shredder and one baler only. If he intends a multi stage 
processing of RDF he must explain. If more machinery is intended then the noise assessment must be done 
again.

RISKS AND IMPACTS

Basic requirements for utilisation of RDF in co-incineration plants are legal compliance, legal validity of 
operating license and guarantee of supply of sufficient quantities with the required quality, as well as quality 
assurance.

A crucial parameter for waste fuel is chlorine (Cl) as well as the ratio Cl:S, because it strongly influences the 
corrosion behaviour during combustion of waste fuel. Unlike fossil fuels, waste fuels usually contain more 
chlorine (Cl) than sulphur (S) and the Cl:S-ratio is >1, making corrosion a severe problem in RDF-utilisation. 
PVC-packaging material from commercial waste is enriched with chlorine and must be removed during the 
recovery process. To get chlorine out of the waste stream and to obtain premium quality grade waste fuels 
the NDIR-sensor process step has to be integrated into the multi-stage waste fuel recovery process,

Potential problems with RDF utilisation are plant corrosion due to Cl, S, Na, K, heavy metals content, as well as 
fire risk in production and storage. It is absolutely essential for the recover of this material that the chlorine 
content is controlled. Corrosion is a major risk and air quality can be adversely impacted. Dioxins and furans 
are produced in combustion processes when chlorine is present with a catalyst such as copper or another 
heavy metal. Dioxins and furans are some of the most toxic substances and a serious risk to human health as 
they bio-accumulate. Dioxins are highly toxic and can cause reproductive and developmental problems, 
damage the immune system, interfere with hormones and also cause cancer.

As already mentioned, for premium quality of high calorific waste fuel, the consumer has to pay the supplier, 
but for lower qualities it is different. This simple fact is causing a conflict of interests between technical and 
economical requirements of a waste fuel incineration plant. It receives more money from the suppliers of 
waste fuel when it accepts a lower quality lower heating value, higher content of chlorine, heavy metals and 
impurities, less homogeneity of RDF. The proponent must explain how he proposes to deal with this risk.

It may appear easy to produce Refuse Derived Fuel, you just get some waste, shred it, screen it to remove 
‘fines’, extract ferrous and non-ferrous metals, bale it then wrap it.
What’s the spec., who knows, who cares? The community cares; the customer will care because the 
specifications of the RDF will significantly have an effect in respect of economic, technical and environmental 
issues. It is a serious concern that the final RDF bales if of a lower quality, will be exported to Asia where the 
understanding of risks and regulatory controls is not as advanced as in Australia.

CONCLUSION
The tension between high recovery rates and high Quality means the environmental impacts of burning 
waste is well understood. the choice is clear on the side of quality of product. So the proponent needs to 
demonstrate the technical, chemical and physical parameters he intends to use.

Planning cannot defer this assessment to an EMP stage because if EIS201900001 is approved, then the 
proponent will be under no obligations to undertake any further assessment. The Scoping document requires 
more detailed information sufficient for an assessment of the concerns raised above. The proponent must be 
asked to meet his statutory obligations.

Yours sincerely,
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Subject:
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Representation against EIS201900001 
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Representation against EIS201900001

GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION

The EIS page118 reported that concentrations of dissolved metals in groundwater chromium, copper and zinc 
were discovered during the Contaminated Site Audit above the trigger levels for drinking water. No clear 
contaminant source was identified, however the EIS assumed it was likely the result of surface water infiltration 
through the upper soil profile. It was noted too that copper and zinc were detected in the surface water 
samples analysed and as such may be associated with general regional conditions or background 
concentrations.

The EIS further opined that Given that the similar metal concentrations were detected upstream and 
downstream of the Site, it is considered that elevated heavy metals are associated with general regional 
conditions. The surface water testing occurred in a dry time and only two out of four samples were able to be 
collected so potential contaminant loads originating from the site through the creek may not have been 
captured.

The EIS was keen to stress that High Quality was not the offender but the Contaminated Site Audit found 
serious contaminated buried fill and buried slurry from a previous concrete batching operation, Appendix G. 
A reasonable conclusions is that the groundwater has been contaminated by these and that the concrete 
batching and its wastes have infiltrated the water table.

Liquid Wash Out is an unavoidable by-product of concrete batching. The wash out slurry sinks to the bottom 
of settling ponds and tanks in concrete plants and is extremely difficult to pump and transfer. It is an alkaline 
material that is very difficult to re-use in the concrete batching process as it is not a consistent product and its 
re-use presents a number of technical and concrete performance issues.

Liquid Wash Out is classified as a liquid waste material. As such this waste must be transported by licensed 
contractors in specially designed “sucker-trucks” and disposed of at licensed facilities, attracting the waste 
and environment levy. Liquid Wash Out can be stored in settling ponds, which are agitated to keep the 
material in a state of suspension. The Liquid Washout or Slurry is as such maintained in a liquid state. The water 
can then be pumped out and recycled back into the batching process, while leaving the majority of the 
alkaline cementitious material in the settling pond.

If Liquid Wash Out cannot be kept in a state of suspension the material will collect at the bottom of the 
settling pond, requiring it to be pumped out and disposed of at a licensed facility. It should be noted that 
there are only a few licensed facilities in NSW that are able to accept Liquid Wash Out waste. There is also a 
requirement for the load of Liquid Wash Out waste or concrete slurry to be tracked by the transporter and 
also for the transport to be licensed to transport liquid wastes. This might explain the buried slurry at 14 Tennant 
street. The final option for dealing with Liquid Wash Out is to change it from a liquid waste to a solid waste. This 
is advisable as it increases the ease of handling the waste, increases the number of disposal sites licensed to 
accept the waste and also decreases transport costs and disposal fees.

One mechanism for transforming the waste from a liquid to a solid is to pump the slurry into dewatering tubes 
or geo-fabric bags. The synthetic dewatering tubes hold and contain the fine grains and material within the 
waste, while allowing the water to pass through its high- ow pores. The water released from the tubes can be 
captured in the batch plant’s settling ponds and re-used in the concrete batching process. When the fine 
grains and material within the geo-fabric have sufficiently dried it can be removed from the tube and 
processed as a Solid Wash Out.

Solid Wash Out has the consistency of clay and is returned concrete that has been washed out and dried. It is 
a mixture of aggregates and sand from the original concrete, and contains fly ash, hydrated lime and other 
cementitious materials that contain heavy metals or cause alkalinity. This material is typically taken out of 
washout pits, drained, dried, transported to quarries or recycling centres and recovered for re-use. Solid Wash 
Out does not require a licensed transporter and does not need to be tracked. However, if it is to be disposed 
of it does need to be transported to a licensed facility, although this will attract the waste and environment 
levy on each tonne of disposed material. At the licensed facility Solid Wash Out is either re-processed into 
gravel and sand or is mixed with various other materials to become either road-base or another ll product. If 
re-used as fill or road-base the materials require an assessment against a resource recovery exemption.
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Hi Quality needs to explain what it intends to do with each of these three strands of batching waste.

In considering the groundwater pollution the ElS concluded that “No further investigation was considered 
warranted.” From the above description of the wastes from concrete manufacture it is not just possible but 
probable that it was the source of the groundwater pollution. Considering this, there is a high risk of further 
surface water and groundwater pollution and the Molonglo River from the continuing batching operation. 
Further investigation is definitely necessary.

The ElS did not distinguish between Cr(III) and Cr(VI) when it reported the exceedences. While it is correct that 
chromium is naturally occurring in rocks, plants, soils, volcanic dust and gases, Chromium is primarily in 
trivalent form and does not usually remain in the atmosphere but is deposited into the soil and water. In stable 
forms in soils Cr(III) is not soluble while Cr(VI) the more toxic, is produced by industrial processes and more 
soluble in water.

Chromium (VI) is found in fly ash, the product of power generation in coal fired power stations, and has been 
used in the concrete industry for decades as a substitute for cement. Fly ash is highly permeable and allows 
the contaminants, in this case heavy metals, to leach out quite quickly when it comes into contact with 
water. Hi Quality proposes to continue the use of fly ash in its cement batching operation.

The heavy metals in the groundwater infiltrated through soil potentially deposited there by either discharge 
from the neighbouring industrial activities or by airborne fly ash/cement dust. Similarly the contaminants 
detected in the surface water could have found their way through airborne dust or run off.

If it had not been for the chromium I might have accepted the explanation that the metals were associated 
with general regional conditions or indicative of background conditions. Instead I am more concerned than 
ever that these kinds of industries are not well sited to locating near sensitive and valuable waterways. The 
Molonglo River is an important tributary of the Murrumbidgee river, important for agricultures and drinking 
water for many towns and farms along its very long stretch.

The conclusion drawn is that since the Separation distance between the development and the wetland, 
tributary creeks and the river has been proven as insufficient to protect the water resource in the past we 
must expect further pollution and degradation from this development.

I request that the Proponent

conducts further investigation of the source of the detected heavy metal pollution in the groundwater and 
surface water taking note of the fact that Zinc is particularly eco-toxic.

identifies more accurately the valency of the chromium better to inform its source.

conducts further testing of groundwater quality and connectivity with the Molonglo River.

investigates the risk of further pollution of site groundwater and evaluates its impacts including as part of the 
investigation the depth of the groundwater and its recharge rate.

commits to an ongoing surface and groundwater monitoring regime set out clearly in a Revised EIS.

Yours sincerely,



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

AC, EPD Customer Services 
Representation against EIS201900001 
Saturday, 12 September 2020 2:27:04 PM

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

Representation against EIS201900001

INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION ON THE RECYCLING FACILITY

For High Quality’s IRRF there are more than 1500 pages but barely two devoted to the important component of the 
recycling facility with a few other details scattered throughout the EIS volume making it difficult to gain a meaningful 
and substantive impression of all of the issues raised regarding its methods of operation. .

The diagram on page 28 appears to be inconsistent with the Architect’s drawings in Appendix Q which indicates doors 
on all four sides. This picture cannot be relied on as it also fails to indicate the leachate collection in the middle of the 
floor. Planning should demand a properly( with scale and dimensions) drawn diagram of this building.

There needs to be better explanation of the layout of machinery and the capacity of the building to accommodate the 
extra machinery for RDF manufacture. The traffic flow through the building all needs more detailed explanation as it 
would appear that the delivery trucks are tipping waste on the floor in the path of other vehicles and machinery which 
might need to operate there.

More critical, which the proponent appears not to acknowledge, is if there is the need to stockpile (or bunker) materials 
in the facility to allow for continuous operation. The following points should be made clear and explicit:

the capacity of the building and the individual bunkers to store waste

the triggers to cease receiving waste if the capacity to store is exceeded at any given time

how odour will be controlled when mitigation measures are based on normal operating conditions only

the distance separating the stockpiles

stockpiling heights and proposed covers (if any)

the length of time the material will be stored

As the proponent has no control over traffic conditions, and limited control on suppliers, how is it going to regulate its 
operation to ensure it can process for 12 hours every day without any excess waste waiting on the floor, in a queue or 
stockpiled? As there seems to be no suggested bunkering or pre-processing storage, how will the proponent deal with a 
backlog of trucks or feedstock?

There are Waste Management Protocols which include Stockpile Best Practices. It is disappointing the the EIS did not 
reference any of these. They say among a number of things that the facility should take precautionary measures that 
minimise risks. C&D waste stockpiling in particular can cause various emissions and risks (like pollution of water, leaching 
or run-off of contaminants and particulates; heat generation with potential to cause fire; generation of litter; dust, and 
odour emissions etc.). However, precautionary measures exist: for example, the waste should be segregated and 
disposed in separate dedicated containers (the Australian Guideline for Stockpile Management).

Managing the on-site risks, depends on the following factors:

waste type and chemical and physical characteristics of the materials being stockpiled;

hydrological and hydrogeological conditions including proximity to surface; and
ground waters,

water quality and protected environmental values;

length of time materials will be stored;

proposed management approach to the stockpiled materials, including safety aspects of guarding the site from 
unauthorised visitors like children. 

The above information has not been provided in the EIS and therefore it is unclear if mitigation measures for stockpiling 
have been considered. This leads me to the conclusion that the measures will be less than Best Practice and that we can 
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expect at different times the building to be overloaded with waste on the floor waiting to be sorted and shredded and 
that related issues of air quality and odour will not have been ameliorated, leading to adverse environmental and health 
impacts.

Traffic flow in an out of the building and throughout the building is important for safety reasons. The assessment team is it 
a disadvantage in not having an accurate site plan for the facility because trucks moving through a building tipping 
loads on the floor while machinery is operating and waste is being continuously shuffled around is potentially very 
dangerous.

The location of bunkers and storage areas for hazardous waste is important. The design of the leachate collection in the 
centre of the sloping floor needs more explanation. Description of the storage and collection and retrieval of the 
leachate is very important because it cannot be allowed to reach the stormwater drains and eventually the Molonglo 
river. The proponent must describe with more detail the leachate capture, disposal or on site treatment method.

Tyres should be shredded immediately so they are not stored where they can hold water and become a breeding 
ground for insects and mosquitoes and mosquitoes.

Air Quality is a major issue insider recycling facilities. Some facilities use a piping system with an array of nozzles aimed to 
deliver a fine spray to the area where dust is likely to be generated in the tipping area. They typically are activated by 
station staff “on demand” when dust is generated. Dust suppression systems can operate using water only or can have 
an injection system that are able to mix odour-neutralising compounds (usually naturally occurring organic extracts) with 
the water. These dual purpose systems effectively control both dust and odours. The Draft ElS fails to discuss exactly how 
dust suppressant will occur. Water-based dust suppression systems, however, can have adverse economic impacts. The 
additional moisture added to the waste increases the the amount of leachate created.

Waste recycling sheds are dusty and unhealthy places. The EIS should have described the indoor air quality and the 
methods proposed to mitigate it. Any ventilation systems or Pollution Control systems with filters should have been 
proposed and then described. Air Quality monitoring to protect the workers should have been proposed for installation. 
Other OHS risks such as noise needed to be identified and assessed for health impacts on workers and management 
solutions suggested.

Litter control needs more attention in this EIS. It is not treated seriously enough. It is unreasonable to expect the public to 
accept there will be no litter outside the shed on the say so of the developer. All practicable measures should be taken 
to minimise litter generation and confine litter arising from the operation of the whole project and the recycling shed in 
particular, within the boundaries of the site.

Litter should be minimised by ensuring full containment at the depot. A litter collection program should be established to 
control wind-blown litter at the site. Simple things like covering bins and transport vehicles, checking the direction of the 
wind before mulching or crushing, and enclosing drop-off areas can minimise litter.

Daily litter inspections and pickups at the facility and on surrounding streets must be implemented. Litter should be 
collected at least once a day, more frequently if it becomes unsightly or a nuisance. A perimeter fence should be 
installed to prevent windblown litter from leaving the site. Details of the materials to be used and the height of the fence 
should be provided. All incoming and outgoing loads must be covered

To prevent traffic litter acceleration, deceleration or turning lanes at the site entrances and exits and along internal 
routes must be controlled to maintain steady traffic flows around the facility.

As mentioned above Appendix Q the doors on this building are on each of the 4 sides. An explanation must be provided 
for the traffic flow in and out of the building and particularly the direction for vehicles wishing to leave the site as only 
one door on the eastern side seems to be an exit. Traffic exiting this door would need to cross the path of queuing 
vehicles at the weight bridges . This needs to be explained from the point of view of on site safety. The site plan showing 
traffic movement around the site uses arrows to show flow into and out of this building. Planning needs to verify the 
accuracy of these diagrams.

The Planning Authority should request the proponent to rewrite his EIS with better organisation and written in a way where 
detailed descriptions are provided in a clear informative readable form with all questions answered in the one location 
of the document. He needs to put himself in the shoes of the reader, not stupid but ignorant, since it is the purpose and 
obligation of the EIS to describe all components of his proposal, to identify all risks and assess their potential impacts.

Yours sincerely,



From:
To: AC, EPD Customer Services
Subject: Representation against draft EIS201900001 
Date: Saturday, 12 September 2020 3:11:47 PM

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au
Representation against draft EIS201900001

WASTE STOCKPILING

This is an area of the proposal for assessment which is unclear and confusing..

Contaminants from stockpiles of material awaiting processing or in stockpiles of finished product can leach into the soil. 
Commercial and Industrial Waste, and Construction and Demolition Waste (Mixed) must be stored in an undercover enclosed 
facility on a sealed and bunded surface whilst awaiting transfer or processing.There is no certainty that this is the proposed method 
of stockpiling at 14 Tennant street.

“An earthen bund would surround the perimeter of waste soil stockpiles and processing area to contain sediment laden runoff.” 
p.78. It is not clear if this is proposed as a standard construction or only for the waste soil. If so the earthen bund will not provide
adequate protection. The ElS further says it will “Manage stockpiles through the use of sediment and erosion control measure
including use of concrete storage bunkers, sediment fencing and bunding around stockpiles and covers.” This is confusing and
unclear. Is there an inconsistency? Will all stockpile be bunded? Will the bunds all be earthen? Concrete bunkers should have been 
described and engineering drawings provide to assessment of their effectiveness.

The EIS fails to say if the storage bunkers would be separate bunkers inside the product storage area and if so should have provided 
more information about this area Is it fully enclosed against dust emissions odour etc. Will each bunker be bunded separately or the 
whole product area as one. What kind of bunding?

“Contaminated materials would be temporarily stockpiled and removed from Site to the Proponent’s Windellama Landfill or other 
appropriately licenced facility.” p.89 The location of the temporary storage on site should have been provided. How far will they 
have to be moved from point of discovery to this temporary storage area? The area should be described to ensure that no release of 
contaminants is possible.

“Material stockpiles would be located outside limits of drainage lines“ This is impossible to verify because there are no diagrams or 
figures which overlay the stockpile areas and drainage lines. A rough attempt to verify this creates doubt. The arrows depicting the 
flow routes across the site puts all the stockpiles in the flow direction; besides water will make its own path.

Drainage lines run behind the the Product Storage area on the east of the site. The location of the Product Storage Area is therefore 
questionable for suitability as it is also adjacent to the water management system, the sediment basins. I the Storage area is just an 
area wiht not roof as I suspect then wind blown contaminated dust will settle easily into the water management system; an 
unacceptable outcome.

“Material stockpiles would be located within Product Storage areas, south of the Concrete Pre-cast Facility. Offset from the 
northern boundary of the Site, it is unlikely that material stockpiles would have a significant impact on the visual amenity of viewers 
of the Site.” It is not clear if this product storage area is an enclosed building or on a hardstand. ACTPLA should request that the 
proponent provided details of the construction, layout and management of the risks associated with a Waste Stockpile Product 
Storage area.

There will be need for several stockpiles on the site. These have not been accounted for on any reliable map. Figure 33 Emission 
Source locations shows 6 sites in a geometric shape. What are we to make of these? Do they represent a constructed bunker and if so 
why are they all the same size Surely they are for different waste types and would require custom built bunker systems. There is a 
stated need for separate stockpiles for bricks, concrete, paper and cardboard, metal, timber, plastics probably more than one type, 
glass, soil, and aggregate. Tyres are also stored, shredded and removed to a licensed landfill. None of these have been identified on 
any site plan.

The location of the RDF stockpiles is of particular concern because it can be considered a special hazard because of the toxic smoke 
it would emit in a waste fire and because it has high calorific value and in a site waste fire would assist the fast spread of the fire to 
other areas of the project. All RDF stockpiles should be isolated. The Proponent needs to be asked to guarantee this and indicate 
how and where it will occur.

The above information has not been provided in the EIS and therefore appropriate mitigation measures for significant adverse 
impacts from stockpiling have not been considered.
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CONSTRUCTION

Soil and demolition waste will need to be stockpiled during the rehabilitation of the site and during the construction phase of the 
project. Insufficient information has been supplied about risks and the management of stockpiled material during this period to 
ensure that no contaminants leave the site and pollute the adjoining areas. There is potential for erosion during construction and 
operation, particularly during any excavation activities. Any erosion would be accentuated by the movement of construction plant, 
and other vehicles and by rainfall and runoff. There is also potential for rain and wind-induced erosion of unsecured product and 
waste stockpiles. Uncontrolled soil erosion and sedimentation may impact water quality of nearby Molonglo River. All vegetation 
and buildings which would mitigate against soil blowing off the site have been removed.

RISK ASSESSMENT

Stockpiling should be conducted in an appropriate manner so that the risk of harm to human health and the environment is prevented 
or minimised. The EIS failed to demonstrate adequately how the following risks with stockpiling will be managed and to 
demonstrate the potential impacts and methods to prevent or mitigate adverse outcomes. A risk assessment would addresses issues 
related to on-site layout, stability and dimensions of stockpiles and timeframes for storing waste and waste derived products.

If the Product Storage Area is for materials stockpiling then what is indicated on Figure 33. More explanation is required. In total 
how many stockpiles will there be in this development?

The proponent will need to consider these risks in detail to ensure a robust risk assessment is conducted and acceptable management 
measures and procedures are put in place. In the case of the IRRF on-site risks will depend on factors such as the:
• waste type and chemical and physical characteristics of the materials being stockpiled
• exact location of stockpiles on the site
• hydrological and hydrogeological conditions including proximity to surface and groundwaters, water quality and protected
environmental values; proximity to and sensitivity of the surrounding environment (including adverse impact to water, human health 
and amenity); implementation of appropriate pollution control standards
• length of time materials will be stored
• proposed management approach of the stockpiled materials.

IDENTIFIED RISKS

1] Pollution of waters leaching and runoff of contaminants and particulates. Materials must be stored away from surface
watercourses, flood zones and groundwater recharge areas to prevent environmental harm to water. Most jurisdictions have
provisions and associated offences under Environment Protection legislation relating to water, not to discharge waste to land or
waters, including through infiltration. Adverse outcomes include reduced natural resource quality and contamination of land, surface
water and ground water.

Materials with a potential to produce leachate and contaminated runoff should be stored in a sealed and bunded area in order to 
divert stormwater away from the waste, and contain and prevent impact from potentially contaminated runoff. It is not clear if the 
stormwater and sediment controls are meant to contain the runoff from contaminant containing stockpiles and if not how the 
leachate produced will be contained and dealt with.

Covering materials may also be required to reduce the potential for leachate generation or to prevent or minimise gaseous or dust or 
other emissions. The EP Act works to protect waters from the adverse impacts of pollution that might reduce their value to current 
and future generations. This includes our creeks, streams, rivers, groundwater and aquifers.

The EIS states“Material stockpiles would be located outside limits of drainage lines.” - except for the Product Storage Area?

The limits of drainage lines need to be demonstrated. Surely what matters more is the flow path of the rainfall. It would appear that 
the stockpiles especially those in the soil processing area, that is if the diagrams can be relied on, are in the direct path of the flow 
lines and sediments would find a route to the drains eventually.

It is not clear if the stormwater and sediment controls are meant to contain the runoff from contaminant-containing stockpiles and if 
so how the leachate produced will be contained and dealt with. If not then why bother to bund or attempt to isolate stockpiles from 
drainage lines. This EIS is very confusing.

2] Heat generation with potential to cause fire. Operators must take reasonable steps to prevent risks associated with fire at their
premises, including managing stockpiles appropriately. To meet this requirement, operators must conduct a risk assessment and
implement necessary controls. Potential significant adverse impacts occur from waste fires. The smoke is toxic and harmful to
human health and the risk of damage to property spreads beyond the waste facility.

Depending on the size and composition of the stockpile, flammable or combustible liquids and hazardous wastes should not be 
stored near to waste stockpiles. Similarly, maintenance and activities that can produce sparks such as welding should be conducted 
away from waste storage areas.

3] Manoeuvrability. “Siting of stockpiles within the designated storage areas would consider material type and required buffer
distances to buildings, roads and other material stockpiles in accordance with fire management controls.” p.83 The proponent must
allow enough space for stockpiled materials, for any manual sorting required by operators and for clear pathways for all vehicle
movements around the site. Areas between stockpiles should be kept free of obstruction and allow easy movement of emergency



vehicles. The risks posed by specific wastes should be considered when determining the suitable width and overall footprint of the 
stockpile. For example, accessibility or risk of fire.

4] Stockpile height. “Maximum stockpile height would be 5m and materials would not be stored for >6 months” Generally a
maximum stockpile heights for material management or resource recovery activities is in the range of 3−5 metres. These stockpile
height limits are largely based on stockpile manageability, dust impacts, stability, potential impact to underlying infrastructure. In 
some situations (due to more sensitive nearby locations and uses) environmental risk and fire risk.

The height of stockpiles should generally be lower than surrounding structures. Excess height can lead to other safety risks such as 
from instability. Stockpiles should generally be below fence lines when within five metres of the site boundary.

It is not clear whether the waste soil stockpiles are inside a building or surrounded by a wall or fence to contain the dust from the 
stockpiles. More information is required. It would appear that a 5m stockpile near the main gate is from the point of view of visual 
amenity too high apart form the dust that will escape onto Tennant Street. It would appear also that the stockpiles are closer that 5m 
from the boundary of the site. This should not be approved.

5] Length of time for storage. The EIS indicates the stockpile will not be in position for longer than 6 months but provides no
contingency action if, through disruption of operating conditions or market failures, the stockpiles cannot be removed within the 6
months period and the need for extra or older or higher stockpiles eventuates. Storage of materials for long periods of time because
of market failure, increases the risk to the environment and human health.

Management plans should be developed and implemented to address any increased risks that extended storage periods may present 
if required and should still be contingent on the existence of a market.

6] Generation of litter. “Fencing, landscaping and bunding surrounding the site to control windblown litter.” p.92 No details of
appropriate fencing or bunding of the site have been provided or shown on any site plan. Details should include materials to be used
and probable heights of the fences.

7] Dust emission. The Air Quality study did not look at the source of the emission dust for nuisance and health impacts on those
affected at the source. Separation Distance guidelines for effective air quality and noise management were consulted for residential 
receptors but did not assess the amenity issues around dust and noise for the nuisance impacts on nearest neighbours even if they are
not permanent residents. However anecdotal evidence suggest that there may be more than one hundred people who live in
Fyshwick, more than the 56 who gave it their residential address in the latest census.

8]Odour emissions are possible if waste stockpiles are outdoors and uncovered. .

9] Vermin. In addition to adverse health and amenity impacts from dust, odour and leachate, outdoor stockpiles of materials can also
harbour vermin such as rodents and mosquitoes which may lead to the risk of diseases. Controls such as barriers, covering,
minimised storage timeframes and generally good housekeeping should be implemented to help mitigate potential impacts from 
vermin. There should be no stockpiling of tyres because they will hold rainwater and become a breeding ground for mosquitos.

10] Adverse visual amenity. The height of the stockpiles should be no higher than the fence or buildings around their location. At
5m the stockpiles in the Product Storage Area in spite of being a little offset as the proponent claims will be visible to all traffic 
travelling east on Tennant street and to the businesses fronting Tennant street, especially if the walls of the area are lower than the 
5m. There is confusion because the whole design and functioning of the project lacks clarity and detail. Adverse visual amenity and
creation of unsightly or offensive conditions interferes with the enjoyment of the area. Visual amenity is another good reason to
either lower the stockpile heights or to build a fully enclosed storage facility.

11] Stockpile instability. The proponent offers no evidence for their integrity of the stockpiles to guarantee against collapse or
slump. When considering stockpile stability, size and management, the issues that should be considered include:

• design and management including excessive height and side slope gradients

decreased internal friction caused by water inundation or other pressure on or within the stockpile.
structure of the base and sub-base including ability to protect groundwater and susceptibility to dissolution from rainwater 
or materials held in the stockpile
relevant sub-surface geology and geotechnical characteristics
proximity to extraneous sources of ground vibrations including railway lines, or other heavy vehicle movements or 
building activities. I noted that the Noise Impact Assessment considered vibration from the concrete manufacturing facility 
but ignored potential impacts from the railway. Earth quake disturbance should also be considered.
materials handling procedures to prevent stockpile collapse.

Stockpile collapse can lead to potential injury and damage to infrastructure; to site contamination; infiltration of leachate into and 
damage to underlying groundwater aquifers. Spacing between the stockpiles for safety reasons should at least be equal to the height 
of the stockpile or adequate for emergency vehicle access, which ever is the greater.

12] Abandonment of the site or business closure . Contingency measure in the event of closure of the proposal to avoid
abandonment of stockpiles should be supplied. The proponent offers the proposed operational contingency to divert materials to Hi



Quality Group sites such Windellama landfill to reduce the adverse consequences but there needs to be some consideration of the 
possibility that the Hi Quality Group might be ceasing operations and Windellama either closed or in other hands.

13] Mischievous criminal vandalism. Sites should be secured to prevent unauthorised access but allow for entry of emergency 
vehicles.

If the risks listed above are not properly managed there is an adverse outcome of substantial costs to individuals, companies, the 
community and government to rectify any resulting impact on health and the environment. The risks listed above are major 
consideration in determining if it is suitable to stockpile particular types of waste and waste derived products. Inappropriate 
management of such risks may lead to a breach of the EP Act including causing environmental harm including nuisance.

The proponent must address the issues raised above as they affect many people, general amenity in Fyshwick and environmental and 
human health.

Yours sincerely,
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Subject: Representation against draft EIS201900001 
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Representation against draft EIS201900001

RISK AND PREVENTION OF ON-SITE WASTE FIRES

The Scoping Document 8.2.11 expressly requested the following

•Describe how the site is suitable for the proposed use by considering identified hazards and risks including risk of fire
and adequate fire suppression.
• Provide an assessment of the potential threat of fire occurring at the facility, any effect on the surrounding area that a
fire may have and the protection measures necessary to address the potential threat of fire.

• Describe management of risk in relation to fire in stockpiled material.

• Outline waste storage and management practices to mitigate against oversupply or stockpiling of refuse derived fuel
(RDF}/processed engineered fuel {PEF} at the site, including measures to mitigate against fire risks.
•Waste storage and waste management practices to mitigate against oversupply or stockpiling of wastes and refuse
derived fuel (RDF}/processed engineered fuel (PEF} at the site, including measures to mitigate against fire risks. ACT
Health

Limited information was provided to satisfy the Scoping Document requirements.

The proponent has devoted little attention to the high Risk of waste fires on his site A full Appendix was devoted to 
Bushfire risk when waste fires are more likely to occur.

The proposal fails to include routine waste inspections to detect any active or combustible materials in the stockpiled 
waste nor the installation of thermal detection equipment which would automatically trigger a response to smouldering 
fires. Proposed Fire fighting equipment should be described so it can be assessed for adequacy. It would be totally 
unacceptable to rely solely on the ACT Fire Service since a fire in bad weather could very quickly spread off site to other 
businesses. Since there is no description of the systems that might be employed to manage fires on site no safety and 
performance assessment can be made.

There is no specific mention in the main EIS of the storage of sufficient firefighting water onsite. I have concern that there 
may not be enough water stored onsite to deal with a fire or that water may not be easily accessible. I note that there 
will be a number of buildings on the 10ha site and note none are proposed to have rainwater tanks which could be used 
for site uses and in a fire emergency. It is noted that no information is provided on any permanent water storage tanks 
for use by fire hydrants or dust suppressant sprays.

The ElS makes a brief mention of a deluge system in the main recycling facility but fails to give any details about it. It is 
not clear how the fire deluge system would be activated or what other systems will be provided for the other buildings 
on the site. If the system is manually activated then is there sufficient time to deal with a fire outbreak and what are the 
procedures for supervision during evening hours when the facility is understaffed. There is a need to confirm the ability to 
operate the fire system during a power failure. In accordance with the Scoping Document these should have been 
described for assessment of suitability and performance. It should be noted that in the event of a fire it is unlikely to be 
safe to continue operations at the site.

It appears the developer aims to address the fire risk through preventing a fire from developing beyond the smouldering 
stage with water sprays. However, there is no assessment or test-evidence to support the proposed method’s ability to 
prevent a smouldering fire from developing into a flaming fire. It is therefore possible that the water spraying system, if a 
fire is detected, would be unable to prevent the fire from further developing or to control a fully developed fire.

The fire system’s size and performance should be clarified (e.g.its ability deal with a fire up to a certain rating/size). This 
would ensure it is fit for purpose in relation to the expected amount of fuel(combustible material) stored on site at any 
point in time, accounting for bunkering in the main facility building. This information should be provided to ensure its 
implementation is sufficient to achieve maximum protection of individual safety and property on and offsite.

ACTPLA should be aware that the ACT Emergency Services should be alerted to the potential storage of Refused 
Derived fuel on site and its location as in NSW the Fire Service regards this as a particularly hazardous substance. It is likely 
to contain more flammable content, certainly it should have a high calorific value and due to its composition any smoke 
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it emits would be considered toxic.

If a fire were to develop past the smouldering stage, and the proposed fire suppression system is unable to contain the 
fire, it appears the facility would then rely on intervention by the ACT Emergency Services. If the system is unable to 
control the fire an alternative method of fire suppression will need to be relied upon unless evacuation of the facility and 
complete reliance on the fire brigade is considered appropriate.

There are conflicting priorities with respect to fire safety within the facility. The need to wet the waste stockpiles is at odds 
with the need to reduce leachate formation as water comes into contact with waste. This conflicts with the fire safety 
strategy as wetting the waste is the main method of fire prevention.

A Fire Management Plan has not been included as part of the documentation for this EIS. It is assumed that this will be 
developed at a later stage or included as a condition of approval if the proposal is given development consent. This is 
unacceptable. In this location, for a facility this size and in a built up area, fire risk is one of the most dangerous hazards 
associated with this development. Community concern demands the development of a Fire Management Plan; 
demonstrated capability of a fire system to prevent a fire from developing and adequate, reliable water supply. 
Deferment to a later stage is unacceptable since fire spread to other near businesses has not been considered as 
required by the Scoping Document and if occurred could be catastrophic.

Details on how the facility and systems will comply with the National Construction Code - Building Code of Australia have 
not been provided. It is assumed this would be form part of future design stages of the site or set as a conditions of 
approval; noting that the National Construction Code may impact on the design of the fire suppression systems.

Yours sincerely,



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

AC, EPD Customer Services 
Representation against EIS201900001 
Sunday, 13 September 2020 10:51:48 PM

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

Representation against EIS201900001

NOISE IMPACTS

DearSir.

this representation contends that the Noise Impact Report Appendix M is inconsistent with the information 
provided in the Main ElS and in important aspects cannot be relied on.

The Report states “Sound power information has been developed based on the project description and 
measured sound power spectrum information for similar projects.” ACTPLA must ask the proponent to 
demonstrate that there is a similar facility in size, scope. intensity, frequency and duration operating anywhere 
else. If so he must name it for verification. The assumptions in 5.4 Noise Sources cannot be verified because 
the raw data supporting them has not been supplied. If the Author of this Report has relied solely on what the 
developer has told him or on the Transport Report, then the Noise Impact Assessment lacks substance and 
must be rejected as second hand and unreliable.

The list needs to be questioned for completeness. Only two trucks are included where the EIS states 15 dog 
trucks will be operating on the site. Only two machines are named for the RDF manufacturing whereas to 
produce saleable RDF, meeting specifications, a whole range of additional machinery would need to be 
installed on site including a baler and wrapper.

The Table 5.2 Adopted Sound Power Levels is also questionable. The sound power levels are provided for a list 
of equipment and machinery but the Table does not say where those levels were obtained. Is it from the 
manufacturer’s specifications? The origins of the data for authentication, preferably from field testing, should 
be provided at the very least for the noisiest of the equipment.

Another concern is that the list is incomplete. Relying solely on page 17 there appears to be two trucks 
operating on site for noise consideration. This is doubtful since previously in the EIS there were 15 identified as 
operating. Surely 15 would not be working solely in sheds and even if so their attenuated sound levels should 
have been added. It was stated in the draft EIS 2.4.1 that Operational Equipment On-site plant equipment 
would include the following as listed:

Front end loaders (4)

Excavators (3)

Hooklift trucks (2)

Truck and dog tippers (15)

Forklift (2)

Agitators (25)

Tankers (2)

Overhead crane (1)

Water carts (2)

Material Handlers (2)

Skid steer loader (2)

Manitou (1) juy7

Shredder (1)

Equipment Servicing Truck (1)

Mobile Screen (1)

Mobile Crusher (1)

It is unclear therefore whether the Adopted Sound Power Levels Table 5.2, included all of the projected 

mailto:ACEPDCustomerServices@act.gov.au
mailto:EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au


equipment or just those stated in the Appendix in Table 5.2. I suggest that the conclusion based on this must 
be rejected as lacking credibility since the list does include two trucks and two shredders. If were just an 
indicative list for sound then it would not have been necessary to include two. It appears however to be 
considered an exhaustive list, which would be totally inaccurate, based on the machinery listed in the draft 
EIS proper. This is not a trivial matter; the differences are not negligible. Any conclusions about noise or its 
mitigation based on Table 5.2 must be rejected. ACTPLA should not accept a simple denial on this issue and 
demand to see the raw data of the modelling.

Finally the NIA should have accounted for the sound level specifications for all plant items which would 
ensure the eliminations of noise characteristics such as tonality, impulsiveness and low frequency noise. 
Sometimes the loudness of the machines is less irritating than the type of sound they emit.

The concrete batching plant is situated close to the crushing yard. It is not clear if this was included in the 
modelling. As part of the ambient background noise it would make a significant difference to amenity and 
compliance. The EIS fails to prove that removing the crushing operations alone would meet the criteria for 
night time noise emissions. ACTPLA needs to confirm why the concrete batching should also not be restricted 
in the 6-7am period.

Yours sincerely,



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

AC, EPD Customer Services 
Representation against EIS201900001 
Sunday, 13 September 2020 11:06:37 PM

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

Representation against EIS201900001

UNSATISFACTORY NOISE MITIGATION MEASURES

Dear Sir,

The Integrated Resource Recovery Facility in Tennant Street Fyshwick will be a very noise operation for that locality with 
the potential to have significant adverse noise impacts. The Proponent in provided comprehensive mitigation measures 
acknowledges this fact. However a close look at the proposed measures reveal them likely to be ineffective.

The relevant mitigations measures recommended to avoid or limit impacts on surrounding receivers are as follows:

1 Operation of the wood processing yard tub grinder, crushing and screening yard, should not commence until 7am.

2. Ensure plant and equipment are selected and maintained to achieve the sound power levels outlined in this report,
particularly with regard to tub grinders, crushers and shredders.

3. Ensure plant and equipment is well maintained and not generating excessive noise.

4. Use broadband reversing alarms in place of traditional beeper reversing alarms.

5 . Operate machinery in a manner which reduces maximum noise level events.

6 . Site awareness training / environmental inductions that include a section on noise mitigation techniques / measures to 
be implemented when on site.

7. Develop of a community complaints management program, including complaints hotline and response management
procedure.

8. A post commissioning noise and vibration compliance measurements are recommended to confirm satisfactory levels.

SOME COMMENTS.

General

Sound is a natural phenomenon that only becomes noise when it has some undesirable effect on people or animals. 
Environmental noise has been identified by the World Health Organisation as a growing concern in urban areas because 
it has negative effects on quality of life and well-being and it has the potential for causing harmful physiological health 
effects on people with a constant exposure to it . With increasingly urbanised societies impacts of noise on communities 
have the potential to increase over time. In this context the failure of the EIS to answer the question about the life of the 
proposal is important.

Specific

1 Limiting operations of the crushing yard till after 7 am in the winter is not likely to have the outcome desired. It is closely 
situated to the concrete batching plant another high intensity noise emitter and cumulatively the noise will carry. It is not 
clear if the concrete batch plant will similarly be restricted to the same hours. If not, then this reduced hours of the 
concrete crushing yard will not benefit those receivers identified as being impacted.

2 This is difficult to ensure. The proponent may change his mind about the purchase of the equipment. There were no 
specifications for sound from the identified crusher to authenticate that the modelled sound power actually applied to it 
or to another crusher or was meant to be an average sound power level for crushers generally.

3 and 4 are assumed best operational or standard practice not mitigation measures design to avoid or improve 
outcomes. Again it is impossible to enforce because there will be no noise monitors on or off site to measure if and when 
the noise levels exceed the criteria.
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5 6 and 7 are not a mitigation measures at all. While good practice they have no real practical impact on any noise 
produced. They do not relate to impacts. Number 7 is referring to a standard Environmental Authorisation. It is not a 
measure adopted by the company to modify or regulate operations to achieve a improved sound noise level 
performance. Number 7 if it were to avoid or improve, should have had a trigger for cessation of operations if 
compliance cannot be achieved and contingency actions in this eventuality.

Further management measures were recommended by Golder in Appendix M

1. Noise generating work and activities should be (as proposed) limited (where possible) to the EPP Noise recommended
construction hours (i.e. 7 am to 6 pm Monday to Saturday excluding public holidays. Any unforeseen work that is
required outside the recommended standard hours should be suitably mitigated and managed with a goal of achieving
negligible noise levels at all residential receptors or undertaken with agreement from the appropriate consent authority.

2. During the construction design, choose appropriate plant, equipment and/or machinery for each task and adopt
efficient work practices to minimise the total construction period and the number of noise sources on the site.

Using acoustic materials or soundproofing in the construction of the recycling shed, the concrete batching plant and the 
manufacturing shed would be an effective mitigation measure. It is difficult to understand why this was not an automatic 
requirement.

3. During the works, avoid unnecessary noise due to idling engines, and high engine speeds when equipment can be
powered down and/or lower speeds are sufficient.

4. During the works, instruct drivers to travel directly to the site and avoid any extended periods of engine idling at or
near residential areas, especially at night.
Slowing down all vehicle movements should be enforced. The model assumed a 20mph speed limit but the ElS does not
say that this will be an enforced speed limit.

5. During the works, ensure all plant, equipment and/or machinery used on the site are in suitable condition, with
particular emphasis on exhaust silencers, covers on engines and transmissions and squeaking or rattling components.
Excessively noisy machines should be repaired or removed from the site.
Noise attenuating mufflers should be fitted on internal trucks, forklifts and machinery where possible

6. During the works, seek to minimise triggering alarms that are typically required when these items are used in reverse.
Where it is possible tonal motion alarms could be replaced with broadband “squash duck” motion alarms. If any
unforeseen night works must occur, all activities with the potential to generate impulsive noise should be avoided. These
types of events; especially at night have the limited potential to generate sleep disturbance or awakening impacts.
Muffled alarms in a generally onside environment present a danger if they cannot be heard.

The EIS must clearly describe in detail the decibels that can be reduced if these additional mitigation measure were 
employed.

Other measures should have been recommended which would have satisfied the public’s concerns relating to noise.

1.Erecting acoustic walls or fences around stationary machines or around the yards where the noisey machines will be
operating.

2. Ideally erecting an acoustic fence around the whole site would attenuate the noise and have an additional benefit in
improving visual amenity. An acoustic fence along Tennant street and to the south of the site would shield those
receivers from a large part of the noise.

3. Employing continuous real time noise monitoring for the operation for at least as long as it takes to establish that it is
operating to the limits set by the Environmental Authorisation.

Road traffic noise was not assessed. There should have been an assessment of the background traffic levels on Tennant 
street pre operation and the noise generated. The traffic levels on Tennant street as a result of the construction and 
operation of the facility and the future levels of noise from traffic on Tennant street as a result of the expansion over time 
of the development would be able to be measured against the existing ambient traffic noise for impact.

There was no cumulative impact assessment for noise. The NIA did not locate or identify other sources of industrial noise 
in the vicinity. Tigerwaste on Lithgow street crushes concrete at night. The cumulative impact of this with the night time 
truck deliveries at Hi Quality should have been measure. Noise monitoring is essential for picking up these impacts.

The NIA should have located and identified on the map as sensitive receivers all of the 56 residents who gave an address 
in Fyshwick in the most recent census. Most old Crown leases allowed a caretakers cottage and it seems obvious there 
are people living in some of these.

Unless mitigation measures are designed to actually avoid or prevent adverse noise impacts then they do not satisfy 
assessment requirements and should be revisited or if cannot be applied then the proposal should not go ahead.

Yours sincerely,



From:
To: AC, EPD Customer Services
Subject: Representation against Draft EIS201900001 
Date: Sunday, 13 September 2020 11:21:15 PM

Representation against Draft EIS201900001

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

LEACHATE AND STORMWATER CONTROL AND MANAGEMENT

INTRODUCTION

If not managed appropriately, urban development can increase the loads of pollutants and volume of stormwater and wastewater 
entering our waterways. Impacts on The Molonglo river its tributaries and wetland may include erosion, sedimentation, habitat loss, 
algal blooms, excessive aquatic weed growth, altered flow regimes and reduced aquatic biodiversity. These impacts diminish the 
benefits communities derive from healthy waterways. None of these impacts were addressed in the ElS documents.

Stormwater run-off can carry dust, sediment and contaminants from the facility into drainage systems and nearby watercourses. 
Uncontrolled site run-off can also block or restrict drainage systems and cause local flooding and/or soil erosion. Sediment can be 
transported from the site causing siltation of streams and rivers. This can result in the receiving waters becoming turbid or cloudy. 
Aquatic life maybe adversely affected as a result of sunlight being prevented from entering the turbid water.

Local drainage systems and watercourses must be kept free of sediments and silt and are kept free at all times of any contamination. 
The quality of receiving watercourses and rivers is must not be impacted. Aquatic life-forms and eco-systems are not adversely 
affected as a result of the facility operating.

The site selected for a major waste facility should be remote from major watercourses, streams, rivers or wetlands. Site design 
measures should be adopted to divert and effectively contain any overland flows or surface water around the operating area. There 
should be no discharge of intercepted surface waters from the site. All water collected should be tested and if contaminated removed 
from the site. No runoff water should ever leave the site to find its way into the watercourses.

I acknowledge that the ElS recognises that sediment and storm water management is a priority for a successful outcome of the EIS 
process. In addressing this however it pays insufficient attention to the issue of leachate production generally on the site. In this 
respect the EIS is confusing and incomplete.

There are four main types of stormwater generated on a waste recycling facility sites:

• Clean stormwater runoff from undisturbed areas of the site

Potentially sediment laden stormwater runoff from disturbed areas of the site and resource recovery operations; and

Potentially leachate contaminated stormwater runoff from the waste receival areas and stockpiled waste.

Potentially leachate contaminated stormwater run off from the crushing and screening activity.

LEACHATE

Additional information is required to ensure that all water pollution risks are identified and appropriately managed. It is unclear how 
wastewater from material processing or leachate from waste stockpiles will be managed. The EIS indicates that water will be used 
for waste processing, namely dust suppression, however the fate of this process water is unclear. The EIS includes a proposed 
stormwater treatment system but it is unclear if this only applies to stormwater. As there will be a range of materials stored and 
processed at the Site there is potential for a range of significant pollutants to be potentially present in process water therefore the 
proposed stormwater control system as designed would be unlikely to adequately treat pollutants other than those typically found in 
stormwater.

Materials with potential to produce leachate and contaminated runoff should be stored in a sealed and bunded area in order to divert 
the stormwater away from the waste, and contain and prevent impact from potentially contaminated run off. Other than waste soil it 
is not clear if these stockpiles are bunded or covered to reduce the potential for leachate generation. If so the bunds must be 
described fully for assessment of their effectiveness. Environmental risks posed by the structure of the base of the stockpiles 
including the ability to protect groundwater and susceptibility to dissolution from rainwater or materials held in the stockpiles needs 
careful assessment and the proponent’s ability to manage these risks must be demonstrated.

UNUSUAL RAIN EVENTS
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According to the ElS most of the sediment laden runoff from disturbed areas, about 60% of the total will come from the unsealed 
haul roads. This runoff could be minimised and managed with more protection and confidence if the internal site roads were all 
sealed. The EIS offered no reasons for the unsealed roads.

The EIS claims that enclosed sorting and processing activity in buildings will minimise run off but fails to deal adequately with 
leachate formation and collection. There is one simple mention of the leachate created in the recycling building. “The new building 
would have an initial footprint of 70 m by 40 m and would later be extended to 120 m by 40 m. The concrete floor of the building 
would be graded to drain any leachate from the waste to a central point for collection. The building would be fitted with a dust 
suppression system and fire deluge system.“ This is an inadequate assessment of this important issue. The ElS should have provided 
more detail about the leachate collection in the central part of the building. How will it be collected in drains or a tank? How much 
leachate is estimated to be produced. How will it be removed from the building and where will it be taken? How much leachate will 
the dust suppressant system be responsible for?

There is an inconsistency with the arrangement where there is a need to limit and collect leachate and a need to prevent dust by 
water suppression which is in conflict with leachate minimisation. This needs more clarification.

Given that in any storm event the waste trucks will continue to come and go every few minutes the doors to the buildings need to be 
opened increasing the likelihood of waste coming into contact with rain water and increasing the leachate in the recycling building. 
Measures to manage these impacts on water quality must be provided.

CONSTRUCTION PHASE

Generally this EIS does not give enough attention to the construction stage and since it is supposed to take 12 months I find this 
unsatisfactory. What will happened to run off and sediment during a high rainfall event in the construction period when there will 
more disturbance of the ground. Will this water wash off site and eventually find its way into the Molonglo river? During the 
construction phase it will be important to ensure that any exposed or stockpiled soils are managed to prevent dust generation.

Stormwater run off quality will be adversely affected in the event of rainfall. Unusual storm water events are inadequately addressed 
in this EIS. We are expected to accept without convincing technical or scientific proof that the collection dams and drainages system 
will be able to work efficiently in all rainfall conditions.

Construction excavations frequently “makes water”, that is, interferes with sub surface shallow perched water which must then be 
pumped into a suitable collection system. In this case the water should be tested for Chemicals of Concern since the site has been 
found to have been contaminated by fill and by previous use as a concrete batching plant. If found, the perched water must be 
pumped into tanks for off site removal. No water should be put into the stormwater system. If, as the work continues, the 
excavations continue to fill, then a system of drainage to another point on the site should be installed temporarily. All water 
collected from exposed soil or intercepted perched shallow aquifer water must be either retained on site for assessment prior to 
disposal; disposed of at a licensed liquid waste treatment works or treated on site before disposal. How this water will be collected 
and stored and where it will be tested and treated must be explained.

Soil stockpiled during excavation works should be suitably contained to prevent run-off of any potentially contaminated water or 
soil to the surrounding environment, including the stormwater system. The fundamental approach to stormwater management should 
be to ensure that water falling on the waste areas or any contaminated areas should not leave the site untreated.

Overall the EIS is deficient in its treatment of stormwater and water quality issues particularly those created during the construction 
phase when its shallow aquifers could be significantly interfered with and when the stockpiled contaminated soil will be exposed to 
rainfall. The potential for harmful substances egressing the site is high and there are no management measures described to prevent 
it.

LOCAL CONDITIONS

The Territory Plan Development Code states that all sites of size greater than 2,000m2 and subject to redevelopment need to provide 
evidence of adequate stormwater storage capture; need to ensure that the capacity of the existing pipe (minor) stormwater 
connection to the site is not exceeded in the 1-in-10 year storm event and need to ensure that the capacity of the existing overland 
(major) stormwater system to the site is not exceeded in the 1-in-100 year storm event. There is no evidence offered in the EIS that 
the stormwater management meets these criteria. Stormwater discharges from open areas must be prevented. The applicant must 
provide reasons why the area cannot be fully or partially bunded to exclude all stormwater escape from the site. The Applicant must 
provide reasons why his stormwater management system includes discharges from the site.

The EIS must address more adequately the likely volume of stormwater in a severe storm event both during the construction and 
operational stages. Transport Canberra and City Services have advised that areas where there is a current known flood risk include 
Fyshwick, Chapman, Duffy, Lyons, Page, Red Hill/Griffith, Weetangera and Barton/Forrest. The 2013 Alluvium Audit found an 
increased risk that stormwater infrastructure in many established areas of the city would be "unable to cope with major rain events", 
because the network had not been augmented to manage higher flows. Canberra Times 21Feb 2018 "There are no scheduled reviews 
of the condition of the stormwater infrastructure in established areas.” The 2013 Alluvium report said "To ensure that this 
infrastructure meets future stormwater needs, there needs to be an ongoing program for the review and augmentation of stormwater 
assets to alleviate flood hazards due to under‐capacity of drainage systems.”

In view of this the drainage system modelling has not been demonstrated to have the capacity to contain a 1 in 100 flood level. 
Many major rain events are larger than the 1 in 100 event. The Fyshwick Stormwater system should have been identified on a map 



and assessed for its capacity to deal with rainfall in unusual storm events. The risks of rainwater running over the gutters onto the 
site where it potentially could wash the materials from stockpiles off site down grade and onto the railway line to the south should 
have been identified and assessed for impacts. The site is at the foot of hill and grades to the south towards the railway line.

The risk of flood should have been assessed against the condition of the existing stormwater infrastructure in Fyshwick. Since the 
stormwater system at Fyshwick needs a major upgrade a more thorough investigation of the existing pipes should have been 
included in the modelling to guarantee that uncontrolled water would not inundate the site.

For the operational phase of the development some of the mitigation measures suggested are difficult to implement, unlikely to be 
employed or if used unlikely to be successful. The EIS should have quantified the success of any intended control measures 
especially the effectiveness of the onsite drains, sediment basins and dams to prevent or control flooding. Mitigation measures 
should be regularly inspected to ensure that they are in good condition and if necessary upgraded where their performance is 
deteriorating.

CONCRETE BATCHING AND MANUFACTURE

The site will co-locate a concrete batching and manufacturing operation and how these might rely on or be impacted by the proposed 
stormwater management system and the sediment control measures must be explained in detail. The EIS should provide detailed 
analysis of the impacts of the concrete operations on the other proposed activities on the site in relation to water quality and water 
management issues and how any risks will be managed. There were no risk or contingency plans to manage these taking into 
account the integrated nature and scale of the proposed operations.

Concrete batching produces wash water generally reused in the process and liquid wash out slurry which is an alkaline waste 
requiring disposal at liquid waste facilities. It should be noted that there are only a few licensed facilities in NSW that are able to 
accept Liquid Wash Out waste.

This creates difficulty and confusion in interpreting this EIS since the cement batching operation is already approved and operating. 
What happens to the liquid wash out slurry at Tennant street? If it goes into the settling basin or dam 4 then assessment of the 
effectiveness of the stormwater controls is very difficult.

One method of dealing with Wash Out Slurry is to allow it to change from a liquid form to a solid waste by pumping the slurry into 
dewatering geo-textile lined tubes or bags were the water can pass through the high flow pores. The water released from the tubes 
can be captured in settling ponds for reuse in the concrete batching plant. When the fine grains and material within the geo-fabric 
have sufficiently dried it can be removed from the tube and processed as a solid Wash Out. If these fine grains are to be reprocessed 
somehow at the crushing yard the potential for fine particulate dust containing fly ash and the alkaline residues to be emitted as 
fugitive emissions needed to be counted in the Air Quality study Appendix K . It was not.

Solid Wash Out has the consistency of clay and is returned concrete that has been washed out and dried. It is a mixture of aggregates 
and sand from the original concrete, and contains hydrated lime and other cementitious materials that cause alkalinity. This material 
is typically taken out of washout pits, drained, dried, transported to quarries or recycling centres and recovered for re-use. Solid 
Wash Out has been pre-classified as General Solid Waste However, if it is to be disposed of it does need to be transported to a 
licensed facility, and not sold as landscape supplies. If re used as fill or road base the materials require an assessment. If crushing is 
proposed for it, the AQI must be redone.

The Proponent must be asked to explain what happens to all the waste water in the both the concrete batching and manufacturing 
plants and what mitigation measures are in place to protect the environment. It appears to me that “integrated” recycling might 
sound like a good idea but when it comes to environmental management it presents added complexities.

CONCRETE CRUSHING AND SCREENING

The position of the crushing and screening yard and the large volumes of sand and gravel likely to be stored there also has to be 
assessed for the potential for considerable amounts of soil and aggregate being washed off site in an unusual rain event.

Factors which potentially impact the environment from Recycled Concrete Aggregate (RCA) production are water quality and 
stormwater run off erosion control, air quality, noise generation and waste generation. It has not been satisfied that crushed concrete 
would not have environmental or human health impacts for its proposed applications. That is partly because while a lump of broken 
concrete might look benign, it can have impacts on the environment. Due to its high alkaline content, concrete has the potential to 
cause high pH drainage into groundwater. It is potentially high in metals content partly due to the binders used in making the 
cement. It may also include fly ash from coal-fired power generation. The result can be drainage that is high in heavily contaminated 
waters. I suggest that this proposal should have developed a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan specific to each of the integrated 
aspects of it.

Crushed concrete use can lead to adverse environmental and human health effects that is why the industry has resistance to its 
uptake. Any use that would place the concrete in contact with water where it would interact with groundwater must be avoided 
because of the risk posed to groundwater by the leaching of contaminants.

The shallow aquifer on the site should have been assessed for the risk of contaminant transport. Leachate limits for the final 
aggregate products should be set to protect the environment where it will be used. There should be a commitment to regular 
groundwater and surface water monitoring since evidence exists it has already been contaminated by concrete slurry wash out.

Leaching characteristics of RCA depends on the many chemical contaminants likely to be present. RCA is highly dependent on pH 
and contains some heavy metals including Chromium. Recycled concrete tends to leach higher levels of metals than conventional 



concrete. The finer particles tend to leach more of some metals than sand/gravel sized particles.

RCA is also capable of producing TUFA, calcium‐based mineral deposits which can affect the permeability of geo-textiles, gravel 
drain fields, drain field piping, or open soil‐lined stormwater retention or detention facilities. Appendix J suggests the use of geo-
textiles as the base of the drains. If ‘crusher dust’ finds its way into those drains the geo- textile may become clogged. The 
proponent needs to offer avoidance or management solutions for this as if it were to occur. The geo-textile or fine grained drainage 
layer must be validated by field testing or permeability testing for its suitability as a filter on an industrial site with high 
concentrations of concrete dust deposition.

The single dam for the runoff from the crushing and screening yard is questionable for its effectiveness. The absence of a separate 
sediment basin on the southern side of the development needs an explanation.

WATER DISCHARGE

This is a proposal for an “integrated” resource recovery project. It includes the treatment of oily water, drilling mud and grease trap 
waste to separate the solids and treat the water for use on site. Yet the development’s own waste, sediment laden and contaminated 
water, is proposed to be discharged off site onto the land and hence into the river. Where is “integration” in this? I suggest that the 
stormwater plan and sediment control measure is reconsidered. All runoff and waste water should be treated on site in a purpose 
built facility for re-use as dust suppressant, firefighting water and general site needs. Excess treated water could then be disposed of 
in the town’s stormwater system having met Icon Water’s standards.

This submission does not agree with the plan in Appendix J to allow a controlled release of water across the vegetated area into the 
tributary creeks of the Molonglo river. I reject the assumption that there will be no adverse impacts on the downstream environment. 
“The controlled released of water is aimed to facilitate a non-altered flow with no adverse impacts from the increased impervious 
cover run-off the project site to the downstream environment.” p17 The following supports my view. “This SWMP aims to provide 
effective means of minimising the contaminants and sediment entrained by Site runoff surface water and retain a majority of that 
entrained contaminants on-site to reduce contaminant loads to the receiving watercourse.”p18 Minimising suggests it will collect all 
runoff and casts doubts on the size of the system to effectively achieve this. It would appear this development has no plans for 
managing contaminated water on site.

The ElS does not make it clear whether the drain, basins and dams systems are designed for rainwater run off only or to catch 
contaminated water from stockpiles and other areas also. If no contaminated water is meant to reach the basins and dams how is this 
effectively to be achieved? How and where is contaminated water to be kept on site. It is not clear. It seems to be at odds with the 
following sentence page 18 “This SWMP proposes to further reduce contaminants, sediments and associated runoff in the surface 
water flows by implementing strategically placed infrastructure including vegetated channels and sediment basins as Stormwater 
Quality Improvement Devices (SQIDs) close to the points where the runoff flows to the creeks.” More information should have 
been provided about the SQIDs including diagrams of their design; the number required; the exact locations and the methods used to 
come up with the design, location and number.

No water should be allowed to leave this site. Subsurface drain outlets should not be located within 200 metres upstream of the 
watercourse otherwise the necessary spacing for the construction of any further collection features downstream from the outlet to 
treat fine material which may wash out from the RCA will be restricted. If the outlet must be constructed closer than 200 metres 
from the watercourse, the designer should allow space for a Mechanical Sedimentation Trap to be constructed to remove the RCA 
fines.

Appendix J states that “Due to the large area of exposed soil on site, sedimentation due to land disturbance is likely to be the most 
relevant water quality issue for the Project. It is noted that potentially contaminated areas are segregated from the stormwater 
management system, as described in the EIS.” This is not true.

The site is a crowded site and does not allow desirable segregation. The EIS further states that stockpiles are situated outside the 
extent of the drainage lines. Again not so. The site layout reveals that the main Product Storage Area has drainage lines along three 
of its sides and directly abuts the main stormwater and sediment control dams. How does this segregate the water from contaminants 
in the waste materials? The Soil processing area is similarly exposed with the two major stockpile areas directly in line with the 
southerly flow path of rainwater. (Figure 2 Estimated catchment areas.)

The area of the exposed soil can be reduced if the roads are sealed and stockpiles on hardstand and covered. Avoid, manage then 
mitigate. Crushing processes where water sprays are used for dust suppression should be located away from sensitive areas; then 
screens should be erected against dust mobility, bunds used to collect waste water runoff, and all roads sealed, then a well 
constructed collection system be devised. Finally all potently contaminated water should be tested and removed off site for treatment 
and disposal. No other solution is acceptable.

“This SWMP aims to provide effective means of minimising the contaminants and sediment entrained by Site runoff surface water 
and retain a majority of that entrained contaminants on-site to reduce contaminant loads to the receiving watercourse.” The EIS must 
provide contingency measures if this proves to be unsuccessful. “As most surface water runoff flows across vegetated channels the 
majority of total suspended soils (TSS) is filtered by grasses and other vegetation. This SWMP proposes to further reduce 
contaminants, sediments and associated runoff in the surface water flows by implementing strategically placed infrastructure 
including vegetated channels and sediment basins as Stormwater Quality Improvement Devices (SQIDs) close to the points where 
the runoff flows to the creeks.” However there is no discussion of the quality of waster discharges or they may be affected if dam 
capacity is inadequate during a storm. There is no commitment to monitoring of water quality. No further details of these 
infrastructures is provided and should be. A plan or map should be provided to indicate the proximity of the creeks. A design of the 
devices should be drawn.



Discharge of waste water collected on site will have potential significant adverse impacts on watercourses and groundwater and 
must not be approved. I suggest to Planning that in other states it would not be.

“A maintenance plan for surface water infrastructure is included in Table 12. Surface water infrastructure unless otherwise stated 
should be inspected monthly and after each significant runoff generating storm event.” This plan relies on the diligence and 
environmental sensitivity of the workforce and therefore cannot be guaranteed. Who will monitor that the inspections are undertaken 
regularly?

Further information is required to demonstrate how contaminated run off will be managed and appropriately disposed of. If a 
discharge is proposed further information is required regarding how contaminated runoff will be treated to an appropriate level prior 
to discharge. The Proponent must clearly demonstrate how stormwater and contaminated runoff will be managed especially those 
areas that receive contaminated runoff.

Discharge of leachate from the site will potentially occur from the sediment basin and a stormwater drain at the eastern boundary of 
the premises. However it is unclear if the sediment basin will only receive stormwater. If the sediment basin is to receive wastewater 
from the whole site the proponent will need to consider all pollutants potentially present that pose a risk of harm to human health or 
the environment and assess the potential impacts on receiving waters.

In addition the proponent has not considered the environmental values of the receiving waters, as required by the Scoping 
Document, the Molonglo river and its tributaries and wetland or the practical measures that could be taken to restore or maintain 
those values. The proponent must include an assessment of the impact of any proposed discharge from the premises including:

• characterisation of the water, identifying all pollutants that pose a risk of harm to human health or the environment, including 
their concentrations and loads;

• an assessment of the expected frequency and volume of discharges;

• an appraisal of the practical measures that can be taken to prevent, control, abate or mitigate the pollution and protect the 
environment from harm;

• a description of the receiving environment, including the environmental values of the receiving waters affected by any
discharge and the practical measures that could be taken to restore or maintain those environmental values; and

• an assessment of the nature and degree of impact that any proposed discharge will have on the receiving environment. This
must include consideration of the indicators and associated trigger values or criteria for the identified environmental values.

Yours sincerely,



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

AC, EPD Customer Services 
Representation against EIS201900001 
Tuesday, 15 September 2020 1:45:08 PM

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au
Representation against EIS201900001

POOR QUALITY HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The Health Impact Assessment identifies that given the site’s proposed land use and proximity to sensitive 
receivers, the potential human health impacts of the project are within relevant regulatory criteria.

The Health Impact Assessment provides an analysis of relevant technical studies as they relate to human 
health identifying that while the Project may potentially have some negative impacts in relation to amenity 
(i.e. air, noise), they are within relevant regulatory criteria and consequently the likely impacts upon human 
health will be low (APPENDIX K of the EIS).

The HIA submitted with this ElS is little more than a desk top study relies on several other specialist studies and 
the accuracy of the information presented in these reports. If the information in any of these supporting 
assessments is inaccurate then this may affect the validity of the health impact assessment conclusions. This 
should be checked once the other specialist studies are verified. The validity of the health impact assessment 
conclusions therefore lack credibility. The disclaimer at the end reinforces this conclusion.

Management measures for identified risks are considered appropriate and no additional ones identified and 
necessary. This must be rejected for the following reasons.

1]the only potential health risks identified were

amenity (noise and traffic). Yet the HIA provided a comprehensive account of the very real and serious 
health risks from noise exposure. The HIA states “Community issues may arise for particular developments as a 
result of feelings of control, or lack of control, over decisions. This can result in increased levels of stress and 
anxiety particularly where there are perceptions that a particular development may affect the wellbeing and 
amenity of the community. These issues relate to perceived risks and can be mitigated for the Project through 
the maintenance of community consultation throughout the construction, commissioning and operation of 
the Project.” This is a misleading and false statement. The risks are more than “perceived risks”. Further it 
suggests that the community is ill informed and unreasonable and wrongly assumes that the type of 
Community consultation conducted to date would be adequate in allaying their ‘unreasonable’ concerns. 
Using the community consultation that was previously conducted as a baseline the community would have 
no faith and nor should Planning in this company to do anything to ally any community perceived or real risks. 

exposure to hazardous waste

risks associated with vermin and exposure to odour

the risks of spills and leaks of hazardous matters and chemicals stored on site.

2] “Air Quality Assessment has been completed identifying that particulate matter (including cumulative),
dust deposition and potential odour generated by the Project have been assessed and found to
demonstrate compliance with relevant criteria with the exception of PM10 concentrations in one 24- hour
period within the modelled year. However, this assessment is considered to be conservative and it is
considered that the assessment demonstrates that there is low health risk associated with air quality impacts
of the Project.” This statement is true if you only look at yearly or daily averaged compliance with the relevant
criteria and ignore the spikes in readings that would occur if there was an actual real time air monitor on the
site. For the business people in Fyshwick averaged results measured at Civic do not reflect the air quality that
exists at the site.

3] The Deposition contours should have shown a wider spread of concentration limits for the whole of
Fyshwick. For example silica dust is a fine particulate around PM5. For PM10 micron particles the distance
travelled in a light breeze 3 mph is half a mile or about 800 metres; in a wind speed of 12mph it has
broadened to about 3 miles and in a strong wind 50 mph it can travel 9.2 miles. For the PM2.5 particles the
distance is between 2.2 miles to 36 miles in the same speed range. For silica dust you could work it out that
most of Fyshwick and beyond would be covered taking into account the predominant wind direction NW
and SE.

4] The study failed to identify the nature of the Particulate matter monitored at Civic and then to advise that
Civic only monitors for a small number of pollutants and not those of particular concern at this site. Failure to
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identify the very significant amount of silica in the dust produced, is a weakness in this HIA as respirable silica 
dust is a well known health hazard and not just for workers. Every identified source of dust on the site would 
contain silica, the dirt from the unpaved roads, the stockpiles of soil and concrete and demolition waste, air 
emissions from the concrete batching etc. Diesel emissions should and could have been quantified based on 
the number of vehicles needed for this development. The distances travelled was not included but could 
have been obtained from the proponent. This HIA should have placed more focus on the health effects of 
diesel exhaust.

Of the motor vehicle generated air pollutants, diesel exhaust particles account for a highly significant 
percentage of the particles emitted in many towns and cities. Epidemiological studies have demonstrated an 
association between different levels of air pollution and various health outcomes including mortality, 
exacerbation of asthma, chronic bronchitis, respiratory tract infections, heart disease and stroke. Acute 
effects of diesel exhaust exposure include irritation of the nose and eyes, lung function changes, respiratory 
changes, headache, fatigue and nausea. Chronic exposures are associated with cough, sputum production 
and lung function decrements. The very young, the elderly and those with existing illnesses are most at risk.

5] “Heavy metals, primarily copper and zinc concentrations exceeding the adopted criteria for the Phase 2
Assessment were detected in groundwater and surface water. It is considered that the results may be
indicative of background concentrations and therefore no further investigation is warranted.” Further
investigation is most definitely warranted. Primarily copper and zinc may have been found in the poor
samples taken of surface water but groundwater sampling found copper and zinc and chromium. The
contaminated land search also discovered buried concrete slurry on the site. A likely explanation is that some
time ago the previous concrete batcher allowed concrete slurry wash out to be disposed in its liquid form
onto the land where the solids formed waste concrete and the liquids made their way into the groundwater.
The issue is that copper, zinc and chromium are all heavy metals found in fly ash used in the concrete business
as a substitute for cement. Fly ash is a very porous substance which leaches quickly when it comes into
contact with water. Fly ash if not handled correctly will emit fine particulate matter into the air containing the
above heavy metals and a whole range of others which are harmful to human health.

Fly ash should have been a concern to a HIA because it is intended to continue to be used by the existing 
concrete batching facility and it should not be allowed to escape to soil water or the air. And because the 
old concrete destined to be crushed at Hi Quality’s crushing and screening yard will also have contained fly 
ash if it was made within the previous 50 years. The crushing and screening will release the fly ash dust into the 
air to join the silica dust, diesel emissions and other particulate matter

Some additional comments

This is a desk top study which relies on the assessments done by other studies. It merely repeats their work and 
leaves the whole study open to challenge on the basis that as a consequence it cannot be verified for 
method, completeness and accuracy. It is heavily dependent on the Air Q study Appendix K which found 
that air quality and particulate emissions were below the accepted criteria. Therefore this Report concludes, 
there are no potential risks to health. The conclusion does not follow. There are many POPS and COCs which 
are so toxic that they do to have and acceptable level and many which can be very harmful even when 
they meet the standards applied to them. Asbestos for example has no level of tolerance.

There is more than dust deposition levels or the dispersion modelling to a health risk assessment. HIAs relate to 
exposure and dose rates and the nature of the toxins in the air. So while the particulates might disperse and 
on a daily or yearly average fall below criteria levels the contact with the particulate dust at the point source 
is what is critical and what matters to the community when they question this developments on the basis of 
health risks.

It is alarming that the composition of the dust was not characterised. There was no mention of respirable silica 
dust or diesel exhaust two contaminants associated with the activities of this development. “The assessment 
has been undertaken as a qualitative evaluation, to identify benefits and impacts associated with the 
Project.” I was hoping for a more quantitative evaluation which looked at specific emission sources and their 
very well known health impacts. The HIA should have been interested in the nature of the particulate matter 
and its precise health impacts.

Prolonged exposure to air emissions from waste and motorized vehicles operating inside the recycling facility 
provides another potential health threat to facility employees. The EIS should have addressed this.

There was a long list of references at the back of the report but no evidence in the HIA that any of them had 
ben used extensively or meaningfully to inform the report’s conclusions. The Disclaimer was similarly lengthy. I 
quote extensively from it below.

“The document (“Report”) to which this page is attached and which this page forms a part of, has been 
issued by Golder Associates Pty Ltd (“Golder”) subject to the important limitations and other qualifications set 
out below.

This Report is provided for use solely by Golder’s Client and persons acting on the Client’s behalf, such as its 
professional advisers. Golder is responsible only to its Client for this Report. Golder has no responsibility to any 
other person who relies or makes decisions based upon this Report or who makes any other use of this Report.

This Report has been prepared in the context of the circumstances and purposes referred to in, or derived 
from, the Contract and Golder accepts no responsibility for use of the Report, in whole or in part, in any other 
context or circumstance or for any other purpose.



The scope of Golder’s Services and the period of time they relate to are determined by the Contract and are 
subject to restrictions and limitations set out in the Contract.

If a service or other work is not expressly referred to in this Report, do not assume that it has been provided or 
performed. If a matter is not addressed in this Report, do not assume that any determination has been made 
by Golder in regards to it.

Golder accepts no responsibility for and makes no representation as to the accuracy or completeness of the 
information provided to it by or on behalf of the Client or sourced from any third party. Golder has assumed 
that such information is correct unless otherwise stated and no responsibility is accepted by Golder for 
incomplete or inaccurate data supplied by its Client or any other person for whom Golder is not responsible.

Having regard to the matters referred to in the previous paragraphs on this page in particular, carrying out 
the Services has allowed Golder to form no more than an opinion as to the actual conditions at any relevant 
location. That opinion is necessarily constrained by the extent of the information collected by Golder or 
otherwise made available to Golder.

Any uncertainty as to the extent to which this Report can be used or relied upon in any respect should be 
referred to Golder for clarification.”

This disclaimer virtually renders the Report useless. It is unacceptable and unusual that the authors have no 
faith that their report can be reliably used by anyone. Its limited scope was probably set by the client whom 
we must blame for the omission of the silica and diesel assessment.

Golder accepted no responsibility for the accuracy or completeness of the information provided to it. 
Planning therefore must not accept the Report as having met the requirements of the Scoping Document 
with respect of health assessment. EIS assessment is not just about “tick the box” completeness. A genuine 
and informative report was demanded .

Yours sincerely,



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

AC, EPD Customer Services 
REPRESENTATION AGAINST EIS 201900001 
Wednesday, 16 September 2020 11:20:09 PM

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

REPRESENTATION AGAINST EIS 201900001

The EIS201900001 for Hi-Quality’s Integrated Resource Recovery Facility has been very difficult to read with too much repetition 
and poor organisation. Many important topics were mentioned in the main volume on multiple pages but in searching through them 
little information was offered, their being little more than a phrase or repeated sentence. Where information was provided it was not 
clear and often inconsistent.

An EIS should be organised, where headings signal discrete topics which provide detaiiled, concise, clear and uniform information 
on each topic with the purpose of the reader being able to understand everything that needs to be known about it. Some examples of 
inconsistent information include a number of weeks per year the operation was to continue; the volumes of various waste sources; 
the number of vehicles. The location of the stockpiles was not made clear.

It appeared at times that the proponent was undertaking a ‘tick the box” exercise, that is, if he mentions something then it has been 
dealt with. Many of the diagrams had keys and legends that were indistinct, vague or plainly illegible. Few of them had a scale or 
north south directions on them. Frequently the printing was so small or faint as to be illegible. Some were concept designs only but 
this was not explained. For example the design of the Recycling Facility cannot be site specific because the location of the 
machinery would block the doors as drawn in the architects drawings in Appendix Q. When the original plans, maps diagrams were 
A3 in size then that is the size they should appear in the EIS.

Community consultation was poorly conducted with the common response to direct the community member to a reference in the 
EIS. On one occasion an incorrect reply was given which then had to be retracted. Rather than a PR firm the people who conduct 
community consultation on large industrial developments should be the consultants who are familiar with the proposal in all its 
individual aspects. It might appear that community consultation was to push the development’s benefits rather than to inform and 
engage with the public concerns. A request for a site visit was refused. When community questions got too detailed then the 
engagement was ended.

There appeared to be no attempt to engage with the concerns being expressed. In responding to the representations on the EIS the 
developer should be instructed to interpret the points being made in the way that the writer intended and to answer accordingly with 
clear simple responses and where possible supported not by references to the EIS but with argument and detailed evidence. If the 
public appeared to him to be asking something that he believed was already contained in the EIS then he should think whether or not 
it actually was as easily accessed or understood from the documentation provided as he expected, and offer further clarification and 
explanation.

As a result of the many weaknesses in this ElS I expect there will be some kind of revision and hope that Planning does not let it 
through till its quality is up to standard.

Yours sincerely,
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

AC, EPD Customer Services
Representation against EIS201900001 
Wednesday, 16 September 2020 11:42:36 PM

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

Representation against EIS201900001

OUTSTANDING ISSUES

After struggling through hundreds of pages of this complicated and disorganised EIS there are many unresolved issues. Could 
ACTPLA or TCCS please request that the applicant provide explanations of the following issues pertaining to the IRRF.

• given that the sources of the waste has not been described whether figures of 1.1million tonnes of waste per annum is a realistic
figure or an overconfident estimate in view of the composition of the waste and achievable recycling rates in the present market.

how it will meet the approximate 90% recycling and reuse rate.

the designated markets for the end product of the recycling facility so that the composition of the RDF can be better 
understood.

the likelihood of unsaleable wood, plastic, cardboard and paper ending up as RDF

how the IRRF works with government towards achieving policy aims

what would be the maximum amount on site at any one time and how this fits in with any waste cap on their waste licence

any risks to Mugga Lane landfill if the bulk of the ACT C&D and C&I waste is diverted to Tennant street or Windellama.

In view of the confusing and disorganised nature of this EIS it unsatisfactorily addresses how the 1.1m tonne of waste will be 
managed to achieve the claimed integrated resource recovery with minimal waste residue. This part of the proposal needs much 
more explanation.

Yours sincerely,
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

AC, EPD Customer Services 
Representation against EIS201900001 
Thursday, 17 September 2020 12:22:14 AM

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

Representation against EIS201900001

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Air quality during the construction phase was not considered in Appendix. K. Air quality issues can be identified in 
association with site clearing and excavation; remediation, stockpiling and removal of contaminated soil and the 
removal of hazardous materials. The Remediation reports Appendix G and Ha identified asbestos on site to be removed 
prior to the commencement of demolition works or another works likely to disturb the material.

Some of the simple mitigation measures for the operational stage should be applied during demolition and construction 
especially since the site is so surrounded by so many other businesses to the north south and west. Air Quality issues 
arise during the construction phase, predicted to take twelve months. Using water carts to suppress dust and cleaning 
truck bodies and tyres to reduce tracking of dirt onto streets would be the minimum measures applied. Unfortunately 
there is a lot of work going on on the site at the moment and no evidence of these measures in use.

However these simple mitigation measures are only designed to mitigate against impacts in the immediate area. No 
assessment was done for the impact of the dust from the polluted soil of the finer fractions across the Fyshwick air shed 
for its cumulative air and health effects. Exhaust emissions from operation of construction vehicles and plant would also 
generate particulate emissions.

Indoor air quality of the recycling facility was ignored in Appendix K. Installation of a pollution Control system or filer 
system would mitigate against dust, and pathogens commonly associated with waste recycling facilities

Identified impacts and requirements to be addressed in the EIS were Cumulative impacts of the development on air 
quality in the locality. There is no assessment in the submitted EIS of air pollutants or of the cumulative impacts of the 
proposal on air quality in relation to toxic diesel emissions from heavy vehicles.

The National Environment Protection (Diesel Vehicle Emissions) Measure 2001 identifies that “Diesel vehicles make a 
disproportionately high contribution to NOx and particle air pollution from the transport sector. The diesel vehicle 
proportion of the transport fleet is increasing and this trend is expected to continue. Emissions from diesel vehicles have 
the potential to cause adverse health effects and detract from urban amenity.” (National Environment Protection (Diesel 
Vehicle Emissions) Measure 2001).These emissions are a constituent of the air quality in the Fyshwick area they must 
be assessed in the EIS for the proposed project. An estimated 231,124 extra vehicles per year demands it.

This report makes too many assumptions to support the modelling as conservative without supplying the data to enable 
the claim to be validated. The assumptions are in many cases not based on fact and in others undemonstrated. To 
achieve a conservative result it was assumed:

• that all the emission sources would be operating at the one time

that all the emission sources would be operating at the one time under adverse meteorological conditions

that background concentrations are low

that the sensitive receptors were confined to the Childcare centre and one resident 1.3km away.

that adverse wind speed in needed to carry dust off site when dust from the site is visible on the road and 
adjacent premises on a calm day.

that the activities undertaken in buildings will have no air impacts at all

• that no other products on the site can affect air quality emissions.

that there are other products on site and the potential for them to create particle emissions if their handling is 
not compliant or if there are spills or accidents.

• that the default controlled emission factors for crushing and screening (without saying what they are) apply to this
site and its activity

that all other conditions remain the same, that there will be no extreme weather or breakdowns or maintenance 
or that the water carts will operate as they are supposed to. For all of this to align in perfect situation is 
unlikely.
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• that cumulative impact was accurately defined and accounted for in the model

While the assessment indicates that there is a low risk of impact in terms of predicted dust and odour 
concentrations at the closest sensitive receptor location, it is recommended that the facility install and 
maintain the control technologies identified within the assessment. p13 The only controls applied are two 
watering carts and sprays at leading and unoading zones and a wheel wash. The report has assumed a control factor of 
75% and 50% for the watering of unpaved roads and loading and unloading areas respectively. He needs to 
demonstrate how this was arrived at and whether he has accounted for differences in weather, strong winds in 
particular, to arrive at those figures. What would be useful is a model run of air emissions without these controls 
operating and then we would have a realistic idea of what to expect.

The inability to measure the storage of RDF products was unfortunate since there is no indication of how much RDF will 
be produced. If there is no market for the recyclables then the paper and plastics and wood could be baled into RDF 
and the volume of RDF amount to hundreds of thousand of tonnes. This would seriously impact on the results of the 
modelling done by Golder in Appendix K. It was wrong to assume the activities would be managed to an industry 
standard because for RDF there is no Industry standard as yet.

The report assumes that for activities undertaken within a building that emissions controls have been imposed. This 
needs clarification. The drilling mud is processed in a container not a building as such and it is doubtful there are any 
control techniques applied. If there are why didn’t Golder report them or why were they not clear in the EIS. The same 
can be said of the recycling facility. It appears that there are no pollution control technologies applied.

The amount of material handled for each activity is shown in Table 11.4. The number of loading and 
unloading events were assumed from basic facility operations where material is generally unloaded from 
trucks to stockpiles and loaded to trucks from stockpiles. The loading of material to crushing and 
screening equipment is incorporated in the emission factors for these activities and therefore these 
events have not been included here. p33 Is it acceptable to make these assumptions. The operations might be 
basic but the facility is not. Taken individually these assumptions might apply but all this is happening at once, 24/7 all 
year round. The worst case scenario is the norm for this site. Composition of estimated emissions page 9. with only 
3.8% for crushing and screening combined does not align with the visible perception of these machines in operation at 
other sites. The ElS must explain why so little dust was estimated to be generated from these processes and why it was 
assumed that there would be no adverse impact from crushing old concrete.

“The likelihood of all emission sources operating under the meteorological conditions that are required 
for the exceedance and for the background concentration to be elevated is even more unlikely. 
Considering this, the assessment demonstrates that there is low risk to air quality associated with the 
proposed IRRF operations. “ p12 What criteria was used to reach the conclusion of “unlikely”? None of this has been 
demonstrated with any scientific data for verification. I believe the meteorological conditions which inhibit particulate 
dispersions have been underestimated. Notwithstanding the air emissions themselves have not been identified 
accurately. The report made no mention of respirable silica dust from the crushing activity or of the diesel emissions 
from the heavy traffic. the composition of the particulate matter measured should have been considered and should the 
risks associated with breathing in those particles.

Monitoring results were provided as daily or yearly averages. This is not a measure which necessarily describes the air 
quality in a particular spot. it is possible for those averages to have been arrived at through high readings over a 
number of days or even weeks. It is the spikes in emissions which are dangerous not the averaged emissions.

Background conditions and Values is interpreted narrowly as meaning site location and size, zoning, surrounding land 
uses and sensitives receivers. Fyshwick is a valued place to shop and visit with a diverse range of outlets, cafes and 
entertainment. The ElS did not define amenity. The surrounding area is not appreciated by Hi Quality in local terms. It 
is the aggregation of wastes activities being located close together and in Fyshwick the the public and business interests 
most object to as destroying the amenity of the area.

The background air quality and meteorological conditions were not described in simple or informative ways, though the 
source of the data used was given as the Canberra Airport Meteorology weather station. Wind roses were supplied in an 
Appendix but no description or analysis of the background conditions was attempted other than that background 
concentrations is considered to be low. We are merely asked to accept without question, the data and assumptions as 
reliable.

From page 28 the Fyshwick area based on the Canberra airport weather station monitoring has moderately high 
percentage stability class F which would indicate that air inversions are more frequent and that plumes can remain 
relatively undiluted for considerable distances down wind. What the graphs do not show is the duration and frequency 
of those air inversions.

Diffusion of a plume is limited by the mixing height. The Fyshwick IRRF site location shows some lower mixing heights 
for overnight conditions. This is consistent with the more sheltered/less exposed site location compared to the Canberra 
Airport location which shows higher overnight wind speeds. p29 The graph 11.10 shows the mixing height at Fyshwick 
was slower to lift thus exposing the population to particle emissions for longer periods. It is unclear what time of year 
the data was collected or if it was collected over a whole year. The EIS needs more explanation of the meteorological 
conditions and how they affect air quality. It needs to recognised that air inversions frequently last well into the 
morning and that they are not necessarily confined to the winter months. In some places (the Hunter Valley) they are 
observed phenomena for 80-90% of the days of the year. It would have been good if the AQIA had included the 
frequency and duration of air inversions in Fyshwick. The graphs supplied seemed to suggest it might have been above 
the norm.

Therefore the conclusion must be rejected that The predicted results for dust and odour impacts demonstrate 
compliance with the relevant air quality impact criteria at the nearest sensitive receptor except for 24-
hour PM10 concentrations. A risk assessment indicated that this is a low risk as it is only predicted to 
exceed the criteria for one day of the year based on our conservative modelling assessment.



The ElS has failed to convince of this.

Yours sincerely,



From:
To: AC, EPD Customer Services
Subject: Representation against Draft EIS 201900001
Date: Thursday, 17 September 2020 11:09:04 AM

Representation against Draft EIS 201900001

Hi Quality Integrated Resource Recovery Facility

To The Minister for Planning
EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

Dear Minister,

EIS201900001has covered many key features but has failed to show how the analyses have actually supported the conclusion of low 
impact for traffic.

Of all the Specialist studies this one was the most confusing. It switched between vehicle numbers and materials processed as the 
two main final figures when what the community is interested in is the number of extra trucks on the road. Truck movement is not 
the same as cars and will slow the traffic flow so further detail is required to support how the ‘low impact’ conclusion has been 
reached in the traffic analysis. It failed to make any distinction in the numbers provided between trucks of any size and other 
vehicles like cars or utilities. As a consequence of this I have struggled to make any sense of potential impacts and seriously doubt if 
the Transpeople study identified all of them.

My first request to ACTPA and the proponent is that he delivers another Traffic study which is easy to read, simplifies the figures. 
and provides a comprehensive and meaningful traffic study for all the identified risks. My opinion is that the transport risks from the 
development of the IRRF go beyond Tennant/Collie/Newcastle street; beyond Fyshwick; beyond the ACT. This must be addressed.

This Development 201900001 must be rejected on the significant adverse environmental impacts cause by the additional traffic 
generated. An additional approximate 400,000 traffic movements a year and 1400 per day cannot be considered “insignificant”. 
After modelling the residual risk is considered low. These conclusions cannot be supported. According to the Planning and 
Development Act the meaning of significant adverse environmental impact is as follows: “Meaning of significant adverse 
environmental impact; For this Act, an adverse environmental impact is significant if—

. (a) the environmental function, system, value or entity that might be adversely impacted by a proposed development is 
significant; or

. (b) the cumulative or incremental effect of a proposed development might contribute to a substantial adverse impact on an 
environmental function, system, value or entity.

In deciding whether an adverse environmental impact is significant, the following matters must be taken into account:

. (a) the kind, size, frequency, intensity, scope and length of time of the impact; “

Considering the impact for; size (460000 extra movements many of the B-doubles); frequency (24/7 52 weeks of the year). intensity 
(causing delays and congestion at difficult already congested intersections) and length of time (for an undisclosed length of time, 
possibly decades) believing this development will not affect the environment of Fyshwick in a harmful way cannot be sustained. 
The function or free flow of traffic through Fyshwick is very important and an extra 460,000 vehicle movements through the streets 
a clearly adverse burden. Cumulatively with natural growth and the foreseeable additional traffic from the CRS and Dairy Road 
developments should they succeed, High Quality’s contributions is significant.

The report needs to show how additional truck volumes arising from the proposed development can be accommodated with the 
existing traffic conditions with Canberra Avenue currently operating close to capacity. The report also needs to show the extent of 
future traffic volumes and their future impact on the network.

An informative and reliable traffic impact study would have;

1. Included a traffic impact analysis of the lengthy construction period of the proposal.

2. Established background traffic growth rates. The Molonglo Dairy Road development allowed a 2% annual growth rate in
traffic for the Fyshwick area.

3.Identified all of the intersections in the impact assessment area

4.Analysed every intersection in the impact assessment area for the base case for the design peak periods in the opening year(s),

5.Analysed every intersection in the impact assessment area for the ‘with development case’ for the design peak periods in the
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impact assessment year(s).

6.Added together the total vehicle-minutes across each intersection and across all design peak periods assessed for the ‘base case’
and the ‘with development case’.

7. Identified possible intersection upgrades for the ‘with development’ case for intersections within the impact assessment area.

8. Analysed the intersections, including any proposed upgrades, across the design peak periods in the impact assessment year to
demonstrate that the aggregate intersection-delay impact ‘with development’ is equal to or less than the aggregate intersection-
delay impact in the base case.

9. Considered the proximity principle and why this development is justified.

10. Provided a cost benefit analysis of all the impacts of long distance transport of waste.

11. Calculated the volume of and the health impacts of the diesel emissions, over the lifetime of the project, created by 199.000 
vehicles on the road and additional vehicles and machinery operating on the site 24/7.

12 Assessed the Greenhouse impacts of the number of vehicles and the estimated distances travelled over a year and show how 
that aligns with the ACT Climate Change objective of net zero emissions by 2045.

The conclusion that there will be minimal impact on the ‘safety and function’ of Fyshwick by the traffic must be rejected as nothing 
been adequately demonstrated. This report failed to consider the following important factors.

The incremental growth rate over the life of the development both for the Fyshwick area generally and for the Integrated Waste 
Facility itself. This should have included the additional foreseeable traffic movements especially those associated with the Dairy 
Road and CRS developments. The report must identify trip generation beyond 2020 to obtain a better picture of the additional 
traffic that will be generated and its impact on critical locations. By confining its study to two intersections it has failed to 
identify other critical locations.

Information on the expected increase in traffic generated including any expected increase in the proportion of heavy vehicle 
traffic. The EIS failed to factor in a natural growth of background traffic. The EIS gave numbers which did not allow an accurate 
differentiation between lighter and heavy vehicles

The peak hour periods of delivery trucks to and from other businesses and if these correspond with the identified Hi Quality peak 
hour, from 10 am to 4 pm.

Based on the number of vehicles alone does not account for the number of vehicles making multiple trips on one day. This must 
be addressed.

It should provide additional information on the dwelling times of the vehicles at the site and the number of vehicles which leave 
empty and how this can be reduced.

The types of trucks and if possible their age. This has an impact on air quality assessment.

A breakdown of vehicle figures to enable a clear and accurate assessment of the number of vehicle movements on the road.

The direction of the flow along Newcastle street, that is the numbers of vehicles turning right and the numbers turning left into 
Collie street.

The numbers of vehicles travelling in and out of the site during the night. The ElS merely says 19 in the worst hour of the 
evening. How many altogether? The more that deliveries can occur during the evening the fewer trucks on Newcastle street 
during the day but the more likely to go undetected trucks bringing renegade material..

Contingency measures should the intersections exceed capacity.

The cumulative impact of the additional traffic generated by this development and other proposed traffic generating proposals in 
Fyshwick such as CRS and the Molonglo Group

The cumulative impacts on Tennant and Collie Streets of Hi-Quality traffic and the existing traffic generated by other businesses 
in Tennant and Collie streets with an assessment of the likely impacts on those businesses. The EIS Transport Impact Study 
Appendix E was seriously flawed because it failed to accurately and convincingly establish the base characteristics of the traffic 
in the area of Fyshwick and particularly in Tennant street where many other businesses rely on the roads for delivery and 
transport of goods. This failing was in spite of the Scoping Document explicitly requiring the existing conditions and values of 
the subject to be described and considered.

An intersection study of the driveways accessing Tennant, Collie and Newcastle streets. Some of the businesses located there are 
very large with many customers each day who already have difficulty getting in and out of the traffic.

The impact on roads outside of the ACT where waste will be sourced particularly the route between Fyshwick and Windellema

The impacts on other major roads in Fyshwick should the drivers avoid the Newcastle street intersection and travel through either 
Gladstone or Wollongong streets.



The background traffic and transport conditions should consider existing traffic, for the entire route to be taken by Hi Quality 
vehicles coming from Goulburn, Yass or the south coast or wherever.

The impacts of their trucks travelling through the city from the end of the Barton Highway was completely ignored.

Existing intersection operational performance was also inadequately addressed as only two sets of lights were examined. Hi 
Quality’s traffic will be passing through the whole length of Newcastle street so the Ipswich street lights should have been assessed 
in more depth because they are already severely congested. The main concern is trying to turn left into Ipswich street from the 
Monaro Highway where the accesses restricted. It is unclear what additional impact Hi Quality vehicles will have on that 
intersection.

For a more reliable TIS the proponent must provide

• exact routes to be taken in the ACT and outside of all the vehicles arriving at and departing from the waste facility in Tennant 
street. Without this potential adverse impacts may be missed.

sources of the waste, necessary to assess distances of the waste vehicles and the impact of that.

size and type and age if possible of vehicles for assessment of road damage over the life of the project.

size of the vehicles to assess the turning angles and line of sight. If during construction for example items greater than 8m 
in width were delivered for assembly in construction.

the number of businesses in Tennant and Newcastle street and the number and accessibility of their accesses.

the number of these which use heavy vehicles for delivery and transport of goods to ensure their functionality will not be 
affected by this proposal.

all of the intersections in Fyshwick through which its vehicles will pass, the delays in minutes or seconds likely to be added 
to these.

identification of areas where traffic needed to merge with Hi Quality traffic flows and any difficulties associated with this.

potential impacts from additional traffic attempting to access or depart from the Monaro Highway.

the cumulative impacts of the additional traffic created by Hi Quality with additional traffic form other developments 
proposed for Fyshwick.

contingency plans if for any reason sections of road were temporarily closed

the economic impact (costs) of these delays to businesses on Tennant and Newcastle street and other areas of Fyshwick, if 
applicable

Origins of Materials

The ElS fails to account for source of the materials and waste to be brought to the site. An adequate transport Impact Assessment 
relies on these figures. In general the figures in the EIS and the supporting appendices are inconsistent and confusing. In Appendix E 
Transport Impact Assessment 1.1 says It has been estimated that this development would cater for approximately 84 employees and 
is expected to process approximately a total of 1.3 million tonnes of materials annually The word ‘processing’ is ambiguous. It leads 
to the assumption that it refers to waste and not including the other materials arriving at the site for other uses. Nevertheless some of 
those other materials such as the fly ash and cement are very likely to come from NSW.

Figure 6.10 Possible Routes to Access Proposed Facility, includes vehicles coming from Yass. This opens the possibility that the 
materials may be coming from further along the Hume Highway perhaps even from Victoria. To make any judgement on the 
impacts on local and interstate roads the origins of the “materials” and their transport routes would need to be provided. Figure 1.2 
does not include interstate routes In the anticipated transport implications of the proposal. The conclusion must be drawn that the 
EIS has not identified all of the potential risks and impacts.

Traffic distribution is provided in Figure 6.10 but the breakdown in numbers of possible traffic arriving from Yass or Cooma or 
south west ACT is not. This is important information necessary to make an adequate assessment of traffic impacts on the roads in 
those areas. The Barton Highway is known for accidents. In particular it should have been assessed.

Traffic Routes

Figure 6.9 indicates possible alternate routes to the site and rightly points out that those identified have more turns than the direct 
route from Newcastle street down Tennant. However the traffic lights at the top of Collie street might provide enough deterrent to 
drivers and make the alternate routes more attractive. Rather than just indicating them the EIS was required to assess them for 
impact on other users and for safety and performance. Additionally the Collie street bypass through Woolongong street presents a 
safety risk as the angular intersection with Albany street is quite dangerous. Traffic in Collie street is often held up by vehicles to the 
right and left. A safe right hand turn is difficult and sometimes causes delay.



“Figure 6.10 indicates that vehicles are expected to arrive from the north as well as the south along Newcastle Street. However, 
Windellama Landfill is expected to be a substantial generator of traffic associated with materials arriving or leaving the site” It 
appears that from the purple arrow that the waste from Windellama landfill will be arriving along Canberra Avenue. If it came via 
Goulburn the impact on the Monaro Highway access and egress ramps would be even greater with the ramps eventually surpassing 
capacity.

More accurate information is required for example specific routes would need to be more clearly defined and traffic flows would 
either be predicted based on further modelling.

Hi-Quality is a private landfill owner. It is clear that the waste not produced in the ACT will be waste that arrives at Windellama and 
is capable of recycling and beneficial use. There has been no discussion in this EIS of why this proposal was not being developed on 
the Windellama site instead of at Fyshwick where it will cause unacceptable traffic and air quality impacts.

“Figure 6.13 indicates that the PM volume of site-generated traffic are different from the AM and Saturday volumes. This is because 
the eastern approach of the Newcastle Street / Collie Street intersection currently experiences lengthy queues under existing 
conditions. In our experience, professional drivers such as truck drivers always try to find the quickest route and it is likely that 
some drivers leaving the site would try to avoid these existing queues and exit the site out of the driveway onto Gladstone Street to 
access Newcastle Street via Wollongong Street. “ I agree. A natural consequence of this observation is that those identified alternate 
routes must be assessed for impact. That this was not done is a serious omission. The conclusion drawn by the proponent and the 
author of Appendix E that there will be no significant impact on safety or function of the road network in Fyshwick or that no road 
network upgrades will be necessary cannot be sustained because those streets were not examined.

Traffic Movements v Number of vehicles

On page 29 of the Transport Assessment Table 6.1 provide the figure of 1,346,000 tonnes of material for processing, yet elsewhere 
we are told that 1 million, 1.1million or 950.000 tonnes of waste to be received. Table 6.1 includes the concrete batching plant but 
nowhere else is the concrete batching considered for impact assessment.

On page 29 Appendix E definitively states “that approximately 231,124 vehicles are expected to be generated by the facility per 
annum, each of these vehicles entering and leaving the site. Considering the site is proposed to operate all year round for 52 weeks, 
this equates to 4,445 vehicles per week.” Elsewhere we are told 50 weeks. In Table 6.2 page 31 it states that traffic generated by 
Material Processed was 3,838 vehicle per week in and 3,838 vehicles out. “It is noted that this is a conservative traffic assessment as 
it includes material which is processed on- site and as such, includes internal traffic movements, not just external traffic 
movements.” What should be noted is that all the various ways of reporting traffic generated is confusing and inconsistent. A clearer 
explanation of traffic impacts is necessary. with more consistent and reliable figures.

I also object to the quality of this Report for legibility and accuracy of numbers. The figures and keys cannot be deciphered because 
of the print size. I draw ACTPLA’s attention to Figure 2.11 and 2.12 in the Transport Study. This quality is unacceptable since it is 
impossible to assess whether the conclusions drawn are supported by the facts offered in evidence. A reliable meaningful and 
accurate assessment is impossible. Clearer diagrams should have been requested before public notification.

Inadequate Intersection Assessment

In describing the existing conditions the Report found that “On the basis of the above assessment, it is clear that the intersections of 
Newcastle Street / Wollongong Street / Molonglo Street and Collie Street / Tennant Street currently operate well with minimal 
queues and delays on all approaches. This is with the exception of the northern approach of the Newcastle Street / Gladstone Street 
intersection which is close to capacity during the PM peak period.” p10. This conclusion must be rejected based on experience and 
on the information summarised in their own Table 2.4 where the most congested intersections are classified for level of Service as D 
or E meaning that they are at near capacity or at capacity at signals and requiring an accident study or other control mode. The ElS 
should have explained this better and investigated it further. Anecdotal evidence confirms that these two intersections are two of the 
worst in Fyshwick.

The Transport Impact Assessment is flawed in not considering all of the possible routes for intersection impact. I object to the 
failure to Include the Newcastle intersections with Ipswich street, Cessnock street and the Monaro Highway for analysis. An 
additional 3855 daily movements on Newcastle street will cause extra delays and queuing issues all along this important arterial 
roadway. The whole of Newcastle street with roundabouts and traffic lights and the heaviest traffic in Fyshwick should have been 
assessed. In particular the on and off ramps to the Monaro highway pose potential future problems. Additionally for traffic coming 
from the south on the Monaro Highway the intersection with Canberra Ave should be assessed. So too should the off and on ramp 
capacity at Hindmarsh Drive if delivery trucks use that in order to be able to proceed straight through from Hindmarsh into 
Newcastle avoiding the extra turns.

On site Issues

The traffic movement and parking on the site is acceptable only if there is no queuing at the weigh bridge. This is another issue that 
needs clarification. It appears one one exit is provided for trucks exiting the recycling building and that this exit crosses the path of 
all exiting vehicles from the site. If there are up to 16 trucks queued for the weigh bridge then there is a likely danger for the trucks 
exiting the building in crossing the path of the other queueing or vehicles exiting the site altogether.

The main entrance is sealed road but the others are not. Apart from the dust they will generate, a concern arises about wet weather. 
No details of the stability of the surfaces of the roads are provided to ensure that there is no risks of accidents for trucks on those 
roads. Several tight intersections appear in the plan of the internal route around the site.



There is a problem with the turning into the main gate from Tennant street. The report recognised that “The critical movement 
would be the right-turn into the site from Tennant Street, as the queues should not extend past 45m and affect the intersection of 
Tennant Street / Gladstone Street.” The Report concludes that the location of the driveway is satisfactory and not expected to affect 
the performance of the Tennant street /Gladstone street intersection. This conclusion is based on the distance of 35m between the 
gateway and intersection. Based on a maximum length 26m for B-Doubles one B-Double truck could idle there waiting to enter but 
not two. There is no recognition of the fact that of the smaller lengths possible for trucks that more than two might line up and the 
second or third one block the intersection.

Another consideration is the safety of the turning vehicles when they have had to wait and proceed very slowly to make their turn. 
The line of sight for vehicles coming around the bend in Tennant Street needs to be looked at allowing for the time taken by the 
various vehicles to make the turn. A possibility of collision can be foreseen.

Construction Traffic

The traffic impact assessment must document traffic estimate assumptions including traffic generation numbers, vehicle types and 
capacity for both construction and operational phases, inputs and outputs and routes proposed. This Report ignores construction 
impacts. The EIS boldly states wiht no evidence offered in support “As the operational impact is considered to be insignificant, 
construction traffic is also expected to have no substantial impact.” Construction was estimated to take 12 months so no impact 
conclusion cannot be accepted. This information is only talked about generally in the main EIS, and construction traffic impacts are 
not credibly assessed.

The Scoping Document required the EIS to describe the volume of traffic generated during construction. Please make the proponent 
to include a comprehensive construction assessment in his next attempt.

Conclusion

Finally, “A construction and operation traffic management plan would be prepared prior to construction and operation of the 
Project.” EIS p.75 The Planning Authority and TCCS should demand to see that as part of the assessment process. It should be 
interesting.

There was no real commitment to describing the background or ambient conditions and the effect of changes to those conditions on 
the amenity of other road users in Fyshwick. In this case there was no specific assessment of the pre-operational conditions of traffic 
on Tennant street which took into account the numbers of vehicles each day accessing the various other businesses operating there. 
This report failed to note that there had been several recent minor collisions because of increasing traffic or that at a certain time of 
day the sun in the west is at an angle to render visibility difficult for vehicles moving towards Newcastle street. This is a busy street 
whose businesses rely on on-street parking for their customers. The Impact of Hi Quality must never be allowed to remove those 
parking spaces to facilitate its trucks.

Yours sincerely,
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To: AC, EPD Customer Services
Subject: SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION TO EIS201900001
Date: Thursday, 17 September 2020 12:48:08 PM

SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION TO EIS201900001

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

INADEQUATE ASSESSMENT OF RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH FLY ASH

The processing of crushed concrete has many concerns around its natural composition sand, stone and aggregate 
which contains silica quartz, and admixtures and fly ash content obtained from coal fired power generators. Fly 
ash itself also contains crystalline silica which is known to cause lung disease, in particular silicosis, if inhaled. 
Crystalline silica is listed by the IARC and US National Toxicology Program as a known human carcinogen. 
Coal ash dust causes asthma attacks, lung disease, even cancer. if present in sufficient quantities.because the air 
pollution from coal ash dust can be dangerous. Fly ash emitted to the environment will pollute the soil, the air 
and water.

Fly ash has been used more frequently in concrete production since the 1970s for the improvement it makes in 
strength and durability. Usually fly ash is used as a cost effective alternative to cement. Opportunities exist to 
recycle more ash, provided contamination issues are appropriately managed.

Fly ash can have different properties depending on where and how it was obtained. While it is impossible for 
the proponent to know the origins of any fly ash which might have been used in the demolition waste, the 
origins of the fly ash he is importing into his concrete batching operation should be provided and a detailed 
assessment provided for any environmental or human health risks associated with its use.

However the use of fly ash in concrete making is not without environmental concerns and health hazards 
especially if at a later time that concrete is going to be crushed and screened in an open air setting. It has a 
negative impact on some aspects of the environment such as abiotic depletions, human toxicity, freshwater eco 
toxicity, terrestrial eco toxicity and acidification. Due to the presence of toxic metals in fly ash, it causes water 
pollution through leaching.

It is highly likely in my opinion that the chromium, copper and zinc found in the groundwater and surface has 
leached from the fly ash in the buried cement slurry also discovered in the contaminated site audit. “The site fill 
comprised clays, sand, gravels, crushed concrete and cement slurry. It is likely that reject products from 
concrete batching were used to level the site. Concrete fragments and scrap metal were encountered particularly 
in the deeper boreholes located in the south east of the site, an area of known imported fill. “ p18 Appendix G

It is argued in scientific circles that fly ash concrete shows considerable leaching of heavy metals and must be 
regarded as hazardous materials. It is suggested avoiding the use of fly ash concrete in drinking water tank and 
architectural concrete applications. Long-term leaching from well cured concrete produced with ordinary 
cement and no fly ash has undetectable concentrations of toxic metals. Fly ash contains many toxic heavy 
metals and when coming into contact with water is known to leach them quickly since the physical structure of 
a fly ash particle is similar in appearance to honeycomb and therefore has a larger surface over which the water 
can pass..

The NSW EPA regulates the use of fly ash by issuing requirements that must be met by suppliers of the coal ash 
by setting out testing and sampling regimes and storage procedures for the ash. Each sample must be 
characterised for the chemicals and other attributes listed by the EPA. The generator must not supply coal ash to 
any person if, in relation to any of the chemical and other attributes of the coal ash exceeding these absolute 
values. There are thresholds for electrical conductivity and ranges for pH acceptable limits.

Fly ash is a potentially dangerous substance and it should have received some assessment by the proponent even 
though the cement batching has consent. Spillage is a potential risk which could compromise the whole of the 
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stormwater catchment system if any were to contaminate the dams. It is the contamination of the air which 
needed closer examination. It was insufficient merely to conclude that the fine particulate emissions were under 
the average for daily and yearly readings (Apppendix K) without considering what the nature of this particulates 
were. Fly ash particles can become lodged in the deepest part of your lungs, where they trigger asthma, 
inflammation and immunological reactions. Studies link these particulates to the four leading causes of death in 
the U.S.: heart disease, cancer, respiratory diseases and stroke.

I request that further investigation be conducted for the risks associated with bringing 50,000 tonnes of fly ash 
to Fyshwick on health, air and water quality. The proponent must demonstrate he will not be responsible for 
groundwater pollution.

Yours sincerely, 



From:
To: AC, EPD Customer Services
Subject: Representation against Draft EIS201900001 
Date: Thursday, 17 September 2020 1:25:50 PM

Representation against Draft EIS201900001

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au

INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION ON THE ADMIXTURES

“Approximately 250,000 litres of admixtures and water would be delivered to Site per year. Admixtures would be 
stored in tanks bunded in accordance with the requirements of Australian Standards and the Dangerous Substances 
Act 2004. “ EIS201900001

This is all the information provided in the documentation of this ElS for this large volume of product on the site. That is 
unsatisfactory.

The fact that the admixtures are carefully regulated under the Dangerous Substances Act suggest that there would be reason for 
concern. Most admixtures are water-based and are non-hazardous or, at worst, irritants. A small group however have a high pH and 
are therefore harmful. A few, mainly accelerators and corrosion inhibitors, are toxic. Potassium and sodium hydroxide was used by 
the previous operator of the site. Other admixtures may have included formaldehyde, sodium sulphate, naphthalene. Therefore there 
are many uses for which admixtures in the concrete industry are used and they are not all benign; some can be eco-toxic creating a 
risk to the Molonglo river if they are not handled properly and spill into the soil or stormwater drains.

An additional concern is that old concrete in a demolition yard waiting for reprocessing, stored in heaps in the open until reused, 
may leach some of these more harmful admixtures into the ground and hence the groundwater. As more concrete material is 
becoming available for reprocessing leaching tests should be one in order to be able to estimate future emissions from the rubble. 
Leaching during storage could have the greatest potential effects on the environment. In the context of precautionary measures 
therefore, care should be taken that yards where concrete demolition material is stored are drained and the drained water led off to a 
purification plant. This avoidance measure must be incorporated into the IRRF at Fyshwick

Planning must request the proponent to provide a full list of each lot of admixtures that comes onto the site with the relevant 
Material Data Safety Sheets so that those that are harmful to health or the waterways can be identified for their risk and managed 
appropriately. It is the task of an EIS to evaluate the effect of these chemical substances on the environment especially their eco-
toxicological characteristics.

Yours sincerely,
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

AC, EPD Customer Services
RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS201900001 
Thursday, 17 September 2020 4:12:49 PM

EPDcustomerservices@act.gov.au

RESPONSE TO DRAFT EIS201900001

HI QUALITY GROUP INTEGRATED WASTE RECYCLING FACILITY

6-14 TENNANT STREET FYSHWICK

Dear Sir/Madam

If a developer wanted to set up a Liquid Waste Treatment Facility in the ACT he would 
need to submit a separate DA. Since the liquid treatment of oily water, grease trap waste 
and drilling mud is included in the integrated development then I believe they should have 
received a more comprehensive assessment than EIS201900001 offered. It could be argued 
that no assessment at all was attempted. What was offered was a brief outline of the 
treatment methods. Later in the ElS the same outlined process discretion was repeated. 
Nothing else was offered

The Scoping Document required identification of risks and an appraisal of their potential 
and likely impacts. This was not done for these waste streams. A risk assessment must be 
done on all the wastes to be processed as part of this development. The risk assessments 
done on the waste types p 82 merely repeat the general information provided about the 
processing methods. A description of processes and an evaluation of risks is not the same 
thing.

Section 8 of the Scoping Document on assessment of impacts, required:

Sufficient information is required to provide the Authority with an adequate 
understanding of the environmental impacts associated with the proposal.

In compliance with the Scoping Document the proponent needs to describe the oily water, 
grease trap and drilling mud origins, collection and treatment in sufficient detail to enable 
adequate assessment.

Some questions:

The proponent should be asked to identify the risks associated with the activities and list 
any potential impacts.

What is the source of the drilling mud?

The proponent talks about drilling mud “fluids” not liquids. In the context of the IRRF can 
he explain what he understands by drilling mud fluids. What chemicals are used in them?

Approximately 3,000 tpa of liquid waste would be discharged to sewer under a Trade 
Waste Agreement. Discharge limits would be determined by Icon Water, with 
monitoring and verification as required by that Authority. The liquids from each of 
these processes will be discharged to sewer after testing. Can he clarify what is being 
tested for?
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Explain the on-site laboratory capabilities and limitation. Will it be manned daily and other 
than testing waste liquids what things will it be doing?

Approximately 9,000 kL of liquid waste per annum would be tested and classified 
either for use on site for dust suppression or discharged to sewer under a Trade 
Waste Agreement with ICON Water. What pollutants are being tested for?

There needs to be additional information showing that there are no risks to the 
environment or human health from any of these components of the IRRF and identifying 
the sources of the wastes so that the community can be satisfied that toxic wastes are not 
being transported into Fyshwick.

Yours sincerely,
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