
EIS201900001 

NON-COMPLIANCE WITH STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 

Dear Sir, 

The main role of the EIS is to describe how building, running and closing the facility would affect the local environment. This 
includes its impact on the people living and working nearby. The EIS is an important part of the Development Application (DA) 
process. In an EIS the purpose is to identify all risks to society, economy and environment which the operation of the facility 
might cause and importantly then to assess the impacts of those risks. For example waste facilities like this one have a high 
risk of on site fires. This is a well accepted risk. Fires occur spontaneously in stockpiled waste. This is the risk. The impacts 
which could be identified from this are many. Financial economic costs of the loss of property, the facility and perhaps 
neighbouring businesses; costs to local services such as fire fighters, emergency services the police etc; toxic smoke from 
these fires is a health risk; sometimes roads are closed; schools are closed and people are told to stay inside. Waste fires risk 
was not addressed in this EIS and must be.  

An EIS must assess these impacts and suggest management or mitigation measures but if the risks are not identified in the first 
place then the EIS has failed to do its job. The government gives the developer a Scoping Document which guides him as to 
what he must put into the EIS. The Scoping Document is a legislative requirement of the process and the proponent must 
respond to each matter set out in the relevant Scoping Document as legally required. The Draft EIS 201900001 Hi Quality’s 
Integrated Resource Recovery Facility (IRRF) does not respond to a number of important requirements. Grounds for rejection 
exist if each matter in the Scoping Document is not sufficiently addressed in the EIS or if the proponent fails to identify other 
matters of social, economic or environmental impact that might require assessment. Apart from failing to satisfy the above legal 
requirements this EIS201900001 for the IRRF must be rejected for its lack of scientific rigour and technical details necessary 
for an informed and meaningful environmental assessment. The development should not be approved.  

Areas where the EIS failed to sufficiently address matters raised in the scoping document include. 
5a) Provision of a description and justification of the proposal. The EIS failed to describe the justification for temporary 
storage of ACM ; failed to describe all aspects of the safe transport, handling and storage of the ACM including any risks or 
impacts of this part of the proposal 

Other significant elements of the proposal that have important impacts and are necessary for environmental assessment have 
not been included, specifically details of the Concrete batching and manufacturing facilities ( although not part of this DA the 
integrated aspect of the current proposal demanded it), the decommissioning of the project, waste fire risk and fire fighting 
capacity, and the RDF manufacture. Too many. 

 
5h) “Outline of any developments that have been, or are being, undertaken by the proponent, or other person(s) or 
entities, within the proposal area and broadly in the region. Describe how the proposal relates to these developments 
“ The proposal ignored the CRS proposal for Ipswich street and the Dairy Road development both of which have traffic impacts 
which should have been considered together with the IRFF traffic impacts. 

i) “ 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 “ Many of the components such as the source of the waste. the 
composition of the waste and the temporary storage of Asbestos waste, the production of Refused Derived Fuel were not 
described at all or satisfactorily.  

The sources of all waste streams were not provided. This is important because no satisfactory assessment can be made for 
traffic impacts if we do not know where the waste will be coming form and the distances and routes travelled. An additional 
460,000 traffic movements each year has an unknown impact on Greenhouse Gas emissions. The ACT Climate Change Policy 
should have been referenced. Diesel fumes are a health risk and so on. health impacts can be made without it. 

No time scale for the life of the project was provided. No details at all of its decommissioning and any risks or impacts 
associated with this was provided. The land was previously contaminated by past uses primarily as a concrete batching facility. 
Fill containing asbestos was found. This needs rehabilitation work. The unanswered question is what are the risks of future 
recontamination from Demolition waste and waste soils being reintroduced to the site. What management measures are in 
place to protect the environment from the continuation of the concrete batching and manufacturing? 
 

j) A plan/description of the precise location of any works to be undertaken, structures to be built or elements of the 
proposal that may have relevant impacts  

The precise location of the recycling facility was provided but no plan of its inside configuration. This is important for the 
assessment of the movement of the vehicles into, around and out of the building; location of the stockpiles to prevent cross 
contamination; the locations and collection of the leachate; the position of the machinery for safety purposes and the provision 
of extra space for the RDF production should it commence. The dimensions of the site as a whole were not provided to assess 
road widths and manoeuvrability. 

k) A description of the construction methodologies for the proposal. No details about construction methods, materials to 
be used and necessary earthworks were provided. 

A comprehensive detailed explanation of the volumes of soil to be moved or removed must be provided along with the method 
of disposal. Any perched shallow aquifers which will be disturbed during construction and the water exposed as a 
consequence, similarly should be described as to its treatment and removal. 



A description of the construction methodologies was essential for assessing the recycling and other buildings for their ability to 
contain the noise and odour. Materials to be used would have assisted with the assessment. No details were provided about 
the demolition of the existing site infrastructure or how the contaminated fill and other substances burring on the site are to be 
removed.  

 
6.2 Climate change  

The EIS must include information on how the proposal will reduce the risks from climate change impacts and include 
proposed adaptation measures to reduce vulnerability and increase resilience of the community and the Territory, 
particularly the extreme events of heatwaves, droughts, storms with flash flooding and bushfires. The information 
must address impacts on the local microclimate and how it will avoid contribution to urban heat and positively 
contribute to urban cooling measures.  

Additionally, the EIS must address the contribution the proposal will make to reducing greenhouse gas emissions and 
meeting the legislated target for a net zero emissions Territory (by 2045 at the latest).  

This was essentially ignored. The proponent misrepresented his claim that he would reduce methane gas production by 
keeping waste from landfill when the waste he will be reprocessing is inert and not a landfill methane producer. Any organic 
waste in the waste loads will form part of the residue waste and go to landfill anyway so he will not be reducing methane gas to 
landfill at all. He failed completely to identify his contribution to GHG in these two areas. 1. The number of vehicles on the road 
as a result of his development and the volume of GHG created by this. Scope 2 Transport impacts are the greatest contributors 
to the production of GHG world wide. 2 The burning of the bailed RDF in either cement kilns or power plants especially if the 
Bales contain lime as a binding agent. Failure to acknowledge the Government’s Climate Change Policy 2019-25 with targets 
of net zero emissions by 2045 should be noted. 

6.3.1 Sustainable development  

Provide a description of the proposed action in relation to the long-term and short-term considerations of economic 
development, social development and environmental protection. The proponent should ensure that the EIS adequately 
addresses the principles of sustainable . development as defined by s 9 of the P&D Act, especially the economic 
consequences of the environmental impacts from the proposed development. Failure to consider the GHG adequately 
meant that the ESD Principle of intergenerational equity was ignored. 

The proponent’s claim that the Project is compatible with the principles in the Statement of Strategic Directions in the Territory 
Plan. p55 was not demonstrated as accurate by any further discussion, proof, evidence, examples. It did to even say what 
those principles were an how each was compatible with his development. 

Economic impacts on local businesses were ignored in assessing the traffic impacts. the impact of onsite waste fires if they 
should occur on the facility, neighbouring businesses and the costs to emergency services. etc. A cost benefit analysis of the 
long distance transport by road of waste should have been developed. Some of the associated costs to consider are costs to 
road maintenance, air impacts diesel fumes, GHG emissions, litter spread, accidents. These costs and others should be 
balanced against the benefits of recycling and the community’s willingness to pay. 

7 Risk Assessment  

“Provide a risk assessment to describe the risks identified to include, but not be limited to, the risks identified by the 
Authority in Table 1. without any mitigation strategies in place.  

All of these risks are considered potentially significant (i.e. a medium risk level or above), and must be addressed in 
the EIS. Should any risk levels change during the preparation of the EIS or any new risks become apparent, these 
must be assessed and included with a justification in the EIS, and where relevant, the residual risk assessment.”  

8 Assessment of Impacts  

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

8.1 Standard requirements  

8.1.1 Environmental conditions and values  

Describe the environmental conditions and values for the environmental themes identified in Table 1. This section 
should discuss the baseline conditions for the area.  

This Representation submits that the ambient baseline conditions for the area and the values of the amenity of the areas were 
not considered in respect of the following: 

the Molonglo River and its tributaries and wetland for river health and values 

the ambient noise condition for the immediate vicinity of the proposal 

the nature of the individual businesses in Tennant /Collie street for compatibility with the proposal 

the traffic conditions of the Tennant/Collie/Gladstone streets. 



In general the EIS failed to appreciate and therefore describe, the evolution of Fyshwick into a vibrant, diverse, urban cultural, 
commercial and retail precinct.  

8.1.3 Impacts  

Describe the effects of the environmental impact as a result of construction and operation for the environmental 
themes identified in Table 1 and in the proponent's risk assessment (including cumulative, consequential and indirect 
effects) on physical and ecological systems and human communities. Particular emphasis should be placed on the 
potentially significant impacts identified in the risk assessment. Include a discussion of the timeframes of impacts i.e. 
short or long term, their nature and extent and whether they are reversible or irreversible, unknown or unpredictable. 
Include an analysis of the significance of the relevant impacts. Information must include any technical data and other 
information used or needed to make a detailed assessment of the relevant impacts.  

No time frames for the development are offered. The life of the IRRF is important for assessment of every aspect of the 
development. Changes over time which might affect the predicted impacts are; types and availability of waste, changes in 
legislation and/or policy related to the activities on the site; changes to method of transport , for example if the proponent 
should want to use rail freight;  

Cumulative Impact of traffic and air emission was not adequately assessed. The downstream impacts of burning the RDF on 
the air quality of the location where it was burned is a clear long term impact which should have been addressed. 

8.1.4 Mitigation  

Discuss the proposed safeguards and mitigation measures proposed to be taken for the environmental management 
of the land to which the proposal relates for the environmental themes identified in Table 1 and the proponent's risk 
assessment. This is to include:  

. a) A description and an assessment of the proposed impact avoidance, mitigation or offsetting measures to 
deal with the environmental impact of the proposal, along with which stage the mitigation measures will be 
adopted  

. b) Any statutory or policy basis for the mitigation measures  

. c) An outline of an environmental management plan (EMP) that sets out the framework for continuing 
management, mitigation and monitoring programs for the relevant impacts of the action, including 

. d) The frequency, duration and objectives of monitoring proposed  

. e) The name of the agency responsible for endorsing or approving each mitigation measure or monitoring 
program  

. f) A description of the cost effectiveness of environmental mitigation or rehabilitation measures proposed and 
the expected or predicted effectiveness of those measures.  

Avoidance should be the first step in mitigation of an impact but this was never a consideration in this development. Assessing 
the effectiveness of the management and mitigation options chosen by the developers is difficult if not impossible without the 
details of the EMP of the concrete batching and manufacturing plant because it is impossible to separate the impact to air and 
water pollution caused or likely to be caused by them or the various other aspects of the IRRF proposal. The existing approval 
for concrete batching and product manufacture would have influenced the choices made for the IRRF but not necessarily been 
choices aimed at the best environmental outcome.  

For a Facility such as this one avoidance of a site in close proximity to a sensitive water course should have been number one 
choice. Having ruled out avoidance the proponent chose management options but not necessarily the best practice ones. 
Storm water collection is essential for a site with so much potential for creating sediment and contaminated water. But best 
practice would have suggested that all detected contaminated water and soil be removed from the site. Instead it was proposed 
to mitigate against its escape by infrastructure drains to prevent it from reaching the river. By this time much of it will have 
passed into the soil and even the groundwater and have a pathway to the river by passing the proponent’s geo-textles walls 
and ditches. In that eventuality mitigation will have failed. 

Mitigating against dust by two water carts and water sprays at stockpiles is unsatisfactory when better options of sealing all 
internal roads exist. The risk of additional leachate production form the spraying was not assessed. Predicted effectiveness of 
the mitigation measures was required to satisfy the requirements of 8.1.5 Residual risk.  

Mitigating against noise intrusion for one receptor between 6 and 7 am in the winter is not mitigating noise impacts at all during 
the rest of the period of the day. Acoustic barriers are possible and may have other beneficial effects. Buildings could also have 
been constructed to mitigate noise with the correct selection of acoustic materials. This was not an assessed option and should 
have been considered. While it might add cost to the development it would deliver a better outcome for the people of Tennant 
and Gladstone street who will hear the heavy machinery. In not describing the effectiveness of the measures chosen; alternate 
solutions and their costs the EIS is not compliant with this section of the Scoping Document. 

I note that 8.1.4 requires an EMP an outline was not provided in the EIS documents. Therefore the documents were insufficient 
to meet statutory requirements. 

8.2 Detailed requirements  



The following matters relate to Table 1 and must be addressed in detail in the EIS. Please note this is not an 
exhaustive list of matters that may be required to accurately detail the assessment scenarios.  

8.2.1 Planning and land status  

• Investigate the impact the proposal will have on surrounding uses and whether the proposal will limit existing or 
future uses for the surrounding businesses/residences.  

The main role of the EIS is to describe how building, running and closing the facility would affect the local environment. This 
includes its impact on the people living and working nearby. Surrounding business are concerned about the asbestos, dust and 
traffic impacts as revealed in the early Community consultations. Tennant street is busy and driveway access and parking 
already a concern. Dust blows off the site from its present use and the cars in the street are covered with it. Amenity issues are 
important . One neighbouring business is a luxury car upholsterer where it is important to have no dust. There have been 
several minor collisions trying to exit parking lots because of the extra trucks on the road leaving 6-14 Tennant street perhaps 
doing rehabilitation of the site. In the afternoon the angle of the sun makes visibility for motorists unclear adding to the risks of 
accident. This was not counted for in the TIA. Businesses that do not own the buildings have indicated that if the dust increases 
they will relocate from Tennant Street. The impact on the owners of those buildings losing tenants must be considered. 
Newcastle street is put at the same risk and must be similarly assessed. 

8.2.2 Traffic and transport  

• The Transport Impact Assessment must include details of types, quantum and transit route of 
equipment/vehicles/trucks that will transport construction materials, equipment, products, wastes and personnel 
during both the construction and operation phases.  

• Include a description of the volume of traffic generated during construction and operation.  

• Describe specific routes for vehicles transporting asbestos containing material (ACM) and include 
associated road safety procedures in cases of incidents during transport. 

• Include details of how parking provision will be managed during construction and operation.  

The Transport Report Appendix E provided insufficient details on the types of vehicles that will transport materials. Without this 
information a proper greenhouse assessment could not be made. Safety risks and intersections performance analysis would be 
affected by this information. 

Transit routes were very important for assessing the distances to be travelled by the additional vehicles. This has obvious 
social environmental and economic costs. The economic impacts are the dollar costs per tonne per kilometre of each trip. 
Safety and road impacts cannot be judged without knowing exactly what road were to be travelled. Since the bulk of this waste 
is to come from interstate these roads are likely to be major Highways and local roads in NSW and the ACT. The EIS does not 
confirm why it is better to transport waste and materials interstate and overseas (RDF). It is necessary to know what 
percentage of the transport will be coming from the north and which from the south to make a complete and reliable traffic 
assessment. 

There is too much inconsistency about the traffic figures, number of vehicles, number of vehicles to use the roads as against 
those on site only, the numbers of weeks a year that the facility will be operating, the volumes of the difference waste streams 
and profits vary form section to section affecting a judgement about the size or number of trucks required for each. This might 
seem trivial but all risks even if they seem negligible have to be assessed in an EIS. So it does matter if the amount of fly ash 
transported to the site is 32,000 or 50,000 as variously reported. When the figures offered are vague or inconsistent then the 
EIS fails to perform its task adequately. 

For assessing any problems associated with the queueing on site or turning into the site from Tennant street it is necessary to 
know for certain if there will be at the peak hour of the day 73, 74, 80 or 81 trucks entering. Different information was provided 
about the proposal throughout the document. This meant the proposal was not clearly defined, it was confusing and unreliable 
in potentially identifying or correctly assessing its impacts. 

While some vague numbers are provided, there is no clear statement relating to the 50% of vehicles that will be generated 
locally. Worker and visitor traffic accounting for shift patterns should be more clearly explained. If some of the local traffic is 
accessing the landscape yard, and makes purchases how many of those will require delivery of the soil or mulch etc? Are these 
deliveries included in the overall vehicle numbers of the TIA? It does not appear so. The numbers of trucks leaving the site 
empty should also be accounted for. Traffic impacts could be mitigated if no vehicles left empty. 

The construction phase of the operation was ignored for impact with the proponent merely saying the impacts would not be as 
severe as for the operations phase. This is obvious but construction is to take 12 months or more so the impact must be 
evaluated. Land clearing or construction impacts are being felt by the business in Tennant street already. 

Transport of Asbestos was completely ignored as with all other necessary information to adequately assess the handling and 
transport of ACM for temporary storage at the site. So little information was provided that this part of the DA was incapable of 
being assessed at all. TCCS entity advice said “Noting that the development will include 10 storage and transport of asbestos 
containing material, the EIS must outline specific routes for vehicles transporting this material and include associated road 
safety procedures in cases of incidents while the vehicle is making the journey.” The Community is very concerned about this 
aspect of the proposal so it was a very serious omission in the ElS not to included as much information as possible about the 
ACM storage especially as it was requested by TCCS. In tis respect the EIS is clearly non compliant with its statutory 
obligations.  



There is no accounting for trucks removing leachate either from the recycling facility or from the stormwater dams and sediment 
basins if this water is tested and found to be unsuitable for disposal as described in Appendix J. The Els failed to deal 
adequately with the whole issues of leachate production collection and treatment.  

Finally it should be noted that there is no egress route from the recycling facility which would provide safe passage out through 
the main gates. The one arrow shows all vehicles passing across the line of travel of vehicles to the weigh bridge. Potential for 
collisions is evident. Also while the EIS claims that there is sufficient provision for queueing at the two weigh bridges there 
appears to be no load compliance inspection area. 

In complying with Section 8.2.2 of the Scoping Document the EIS failed to provide accurate information hence was inadequate, 
incomplete and unreliable. 

8.2.4 Materials and waste  

• Describe the nature, location and quantities of all materials (including hazardous wastes) to be handled on the site, 
including the assessment, storage, stockpiling, processing and disposal of materials and waste. 
• Provide details of where waste is coming from and going to.  

• Describe all hazardous chemicals to be received, stored and processed on the site. 
• Provide details of the quantity, storage and disposal of all residual waste. 
• Outline management procedures in case of oversupply/ or stockpiling of waste and any consideration to 
the measures in place when/if the facility ceases operation. 
• Methods for the appropriate separation of wood waste loads to ensure only non- contaminated wood is 
utilised for the proposed wood chipping and air burning. 

• •Prepare a Waste and Recycle Management Plan in accordance with TCCS Waste Code.  

Each waste source, type and recovery rate should be clarified, and its composition confirmed, as this will influence processing 
requirements and the impact assessment There is no mention of a waste composition audit. The sources and nature of the 
waste streams has not been provided wiht sufficient clarity to allow an understanding of the impacts of their treatment. What is 
waste soil for example? What precise contaminants will likely be present in the loads. How much asbestos, hydrocarbons, lead, 
PVC might be in it? Where will the drilling mud come from? Will coal seam gas drilling fluids be among it? In the Demolition and 
Construction waste what percentage for example will be old concrete? This is important because it contains all the components 
used in the making of the such as silica, fly ash, caustic alkalies etc. These will be emitted to the air as fine particulates when 
crushed. What will be the health impacts? The specific Air Quality and Health Impact Studies prepared to support the EIS did 
not use correct information about the nature of the air emissions therefore did not fully assess the proposal’s impacts.  

Failure to provide clear or accurate information on the specifics of the waste arriving at the site, where the waste would come 
from and what it would contain, means that many of the conclusions made in the EIS would need checking once the above 
information was confirmed and that the accuracy of conclusions made in various of the appendices and reports could not be 
made or checked without additional assessment. 

The C&I waste stream needs clarification. The percentage of organic waste needs to be estimated depending on where the 
waste will be sourced, since this will impact on the EIS’s claims for greenhouse reduction and be significant in determining the 
amount of residual waste destined for landfill. The characterisation of the waste also has a bearing on the proposed RDF 
production. Each waste source, type and recovery rate should be clarified, and its composition confirmed, as this will influence 
processing requirements and the impact assessment. It is also unclear how much organic waste would be present in a typical 
waste stream. These factors would affect the traffic and transport and odour impact assessments.  

As for the hazardous chemicals received and stored on site it is impossible to determine the potential risks and impacts 
associated with them because many of the hazardous products are for use in the concrete batching and manufacturing 
activities and not subject of the EIS. However because of the integrated nature of the development they should have been 
included for assessment since their presence could affect in a material way the air quality assessment, the Storm water 
management and sediment controls, and OHS issues for the workforce on site. Exact placement and separation of unwanted 
hazardous waste in the waste stream is important as is the security of the storage of these materials. The EIS is vague on all 
these matters, most importantly on the length of time dangerous waste will be held and exactly what is proposed for its 
disposal.  

There was one vague and difficult to interpret diagram which showed stockpile locations but did not specifically name the 
material in each stockpile location. A reading of the whole EIS however would suggest that there will be more stockpiles, if the 
different materials were to be kept separate as stated, than indicated on the diagram. For example there is a reference to a 
stockpile of tyres. Where exactly would this be located? Other material types would probably be located in the recycling facility 
building but that building is not fully described in the EIS and there is no site plan for it to show stockpile areas, tipping areas, 
placement of machinery and traffic flow through the building. This is seriously inadequate in terms of assessing the impact as 
required by this section of the Scoping Document. How the stockpiles are to be constructed and kept separate should also be 
detailed. 

Residual waste to landfill is inconsistently accounted for as 17,500, 95,000 and 100,000 tonnes at different places in the EIS. 
Transporting the MSW residual waste to the Windellama facility would be inconsistent with the proximity principle, adding to the 
overall greenhouse gas footprint.  

There is also no demonstration of feedstock availability over the facility’s life. It is recommended that a waste flow model is 
provided to demonstrate this and justify the facility’s need. This model should forecast expected waste quantities and material 
composition while accounting for likely impacts that may occur such as changes to the law or policy. The assessment should 



then clearly demonstrate the net greenhouse gas impact under the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Scheme scope 
3.  

Finally, the economics of recycling and recovery are challenging in Australia and Asia especailly for recycled aggregates sand 
and timber. Consumers are wary of the contaminants and doubt the quality of the products. Low-quality recovered materials 
attract a lower payment per tonnage than ‘clean’ recovered materials. If this is the case and if the proponent is likely to recover 
material less than the 90% rate indicated then this would affect the environmental impacts described in the EIS. The proponent 
should demonstrate the variability in market conditions and how it would affect recovery rates. This should then be considered 
in the impact assessment to ensure a worst-case scenario is assessed. However there may be future incentives making the 
recovery of lower-quality materials more economical; the impact assessment should consider this also.  

The receival of waste timber is a problem. About 50% of it is likely to be contaminated with asbestos, lead paint, creosote, 
arsenic etc. and so will unable be sold in the landscape part of the business. Timber has a high calorific value and could form 
part of the RDF. The RDF production needs to be more clearly explained as I would have a very strong objection to any treated 
timber being burned in any incineration, kiln or power plant anywhere in the world.  

8.2.6 Soils and geology 

• Discuss any contamination impacts that are present at the site (soil and groundwater}, and how the site will be 
remediated (if required). 

• Describe erosion impacts from construction and operation activities and measures to reduce the impacts. 
A timeframe for the remediation of the site was not provided. It is not clear whether an additional site audit is necessary and if 
so when the rumination is to occur. There is so much activity going on at the site at the moment it is not easy to tell if the 
remediation work has commenced or not. Surely there would be the need of a new DA for remediation. The EIS does not 
explain clearly all of the processes to make the site “fit for Purpose” for this project to be approved. Erosion impacts from 
construction and operations has the potential for the site to be recontaminated by ongoing operations over a long period. This 
should have been assessed.  

8.2.7 Water quality and hydrology  

• Describe the current groundwater quality and measures proposed to maintain and monitor groundwater quality. 
• Provide information on stormwater/waste water management both during construction and operation including any 
on site detention, treatment systems and water quality protection measures.  

• Prepare a stormwater report which assesses any potential impacts on downstream waterways, especially the 
potential impact that polluted or sediment laden water entering the wetland area to the south east and then the 
Molonglo River may have on flora and fauna. 
• Address how the stormwater will be managed, including storage, water quality, quantity which will be utilised and 
what will happen to the remainder of the water (if any).  

• Describe the impacts of contaminated runoff, and the use of recycled water for dust suppression, on any 
surrounding areas and surface/ground waters including control measures to ensure waterways are not contaminated.  

• Describe the quality of water used for dust suppression including how it will be tested and classified.  

Past surface and groundwater monitoring showed trace elements of heavy metal contaminants which should have been 
investigated for source but were not. A likely source is the historic cement batching on the site . To conclude that no further 
investigation was required is irresponsible and inconsistent with the request to “describe measures proposed to maintain 
and monitor groundwater quality.” 

Without any background description of the downstream waterway it is impossible for the assessors to determine the potential 
impact that polluted water may have on its eco-systems. The control measures to protect the Molonglo river from contamination 
do not involve water testing or a commitment to remove stormwater leachate from the site if the pollutions parameters are 
above water criteria. The proponent has proposed the construction of several sedimentation ponds to capture and treat 
sediment laden stormwater which would then be reused on site for various purposes. The EIS should address how the 
stormwater will be managed, including storage, water quality, quantity which will be utilised and what will happen to the 
remainder of the water (if any). 

The Groundwater quality was not adequately described. No monitoring measures were proposed. There was no map of the 
catchment or consultation with the Catchment Authority and Volunteers. There was no clear description of the stormwater 
management during construction and mitigation measures against contamination through contact with the contaminated soils, 
and shallow groundwater if it is disturbed. 

8.2.8 Climate change and air quality  

•An air quality and odour impact assessment must be completed by a suitably qualified environmental consultant and 
must consider the proposed wood burning activities. 
•The assessment must also include recommendations on air quality management and controls (i.e. active controls 
through filtration, or passive controls through separation). 
•Describe the potential impacts on climate change and how the proposal is consistent with associated ACT and 
national policies. 
•Provide suitable performance indicators to monitor the odour emissions from the operations.  

•Provide details on how adverse wind conditions will be managed.  



All methods of control appear to be passive, separation of waste, water sprays etc. No pollution control equipment is proposed 
for the recycling facility building to mitigate against air quality pollution and odours. It is particularly significant that the ElS failed 
to consider dispersion of air particulates in strong winds and to consider the dispersion of coarse dust on local areas particularly 
in strong winds. Will this require particular operations to be suspended? There is no evidence of how dust in adverse wind 
conditions would be managed. The amenity, inconvenience to nearby populations needed to be assessed. No cumulative 
impact of this development with other industries in Fyshwick on the existing air quality was attempted. Toxic diesel emissions 
from additional heavy vehicles on air quality was omitted. ACTNoWaste required this information. It was not supplied. There is 
no estimation of impacts to the air environment from construction (being earthworks and building) of the proposal. The 
Proponent must include construction impacts in their assessment. The assess meant of Air Quality was incomplete. 

8.2.9.Socio-economic and health  

•Provide a formal Health Impact Assessment {HIA) that includes an analysis of the potential impacts on human health 
and any measures incorporated into the development to mitigate these impacts. 
• The HIA must investigate all positive and negative health implications including consultation with relevant 
stakeholders that may be impacted by the proposal.  

•Provide maps showing impacts on the surrounding sensitive receivers. 
•Describe the suitability of the land for the type of proposal described in terms of socio- economics and health. 
• Any potential sources of contamination and contaminants of concern at the site and their risk to human health. 
• Outline measures to ensure the design and construction of all water bodies to minimise the potential for them to 
become a local mosquito nuisance. 
•Provide analysis and details on market risk and how the adverse impacts of this will be managed.  

Two important things in 8.2.9 were inadequately addressed. 1. The HIA was not a formal Health Impact Study done by 
professional in the field. It was barely a desk top style and relied on unverifiable data provided by the proponent and the other 
Appendices which themselves could not be relied on for accuracy of data. The Decision makers should read the Disclaimer at 
the back of Appendix L. 2. It ignores the potential sources and types of contamination and COCs and their specific risks to 
human health. These included the respirable silica dust coming from crushing operations; off the wheels of vehicles on 
unpaved roads and the diesel exhaust from the additional 460000 vehicles on the roads of Fyshwick and the ACT as a result of 
the development. My position is that there was no legitimate HIA done for this Development which satisfies either the Scoping 
Document or the ACT Department of Health requirements. 

The HIA offered in support of this development was a useless and flawed document. It was neither a quantitative or qualitative 
assessment, nor was it a suitable desk top study with academic references or comparative studies that could be accessed and 
read. What it was, was a mere paraphrase of two other studies done for this EIS. This is not good enough and fails completely 
to satisfy the Requirements of the Scoping Document and the Department of Health. 

 
The HIA failed to analyse the nature of the health risks from each of the activities on site and the pathways by which receptors 
might be exposed so that mitigation measures could be implemented. It failed to consider, as required, the dust from 
construction works and its potential impacts for an increase in respiratory disease. It should have considered the added impact 
of the dust being contaminated by existing pollutants. It failed to take into account the nature of the development being a high 
traffic generating development and the impact of the additional toxic diesel emissions. The cumulative impact of these with the 
dust should have been assessed. Other than some socio-economic observations, it failed to adequately and independently 
assess any risks other than those identified by other consultants. Those observations must however be rejected as untested 
and non health related. The proposed project will have negligible positive impacts on the economic values of the Fyshwick 
region through increased employment. However the proposal will have significant negative social impacts on residents, local 
business owners and consumers. Increased congestion, noise and odour has the potential to deter consumers thus resulting in 
negative impacts on local business which will outweigh any positive social and economic impacts. This EIS should be returned 
to the proponent and the HIA done again. 
8.3.10 Noise and vibration  

•An acoustic impact assessment must be completed by a suitably qualified acoustic consultant.  

•Identify any potentially sensitive receivers (including residential dwellings and road users) which may be affected by 
the construction and operation of this proposal. 
• Discuss the types, magnitude, duration and frequency of any noise and/or vibration during operation phases of the 
proposal including noise from operation of the facility and vehicle movements.  

This was inadequately addressed. Construction noise was ignored as not being of importance when it was legally requested to 
be assessed. One sensitive receiver was identified but not the road users nor the occupants of the business surrounding the 
development site. 8.1.4 required mitigation measures for noise along with other identified impacts. The measures offered were 
inadequate. 

The proposed site is to operate mainly during daytime and evening hours, however some activities will occur during the early 
morning and night-time periods. As such we require the Proponent assess any potential sleep disturbance impacts. There may 
be a potential for short-term noise events from activities such as dumping onto the tipping floor, shredding, and metal-on-metal 
impacts. There may also be some potential for explosive events from gas bottles in the incoming waste stream. The sleep 
disturbance assessment must also detail how short noise events term and the potential for gas bottle explosions will be 
managed and, if necessary, mitigated.  

8.2.11 Hazard and risk 

• Describe how the site is suitable for the proposed use by considering identified hazards and risks including risk of 
fire and adequate fire suppression. 



• Describe the potential for hazard and risk associated with the construction and operation of the project including
fire, flooding and accidents.

• Outline at what stage a bushfire assessment report will be provided and what it will include.

• 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.

• Provide information on what to do with the block if the operation ceases.
• 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.
• Provide detailed analysis of the cause and impact of business interruption and how risks associated will be
managed.
• Provide assessment and mitigation measures against the requirements of the National Airport
Safeguarding Framework and airport operations including protected airspace.

The EIS must address the entities comments provide in Attachment A. If the issues raised by entities have been 
addressed in other sections of the EIS, this must be cross referenced.  

ACT NoWaste also required: Risk to the health and safety of workers and others is a significant risk for the proposed 
operations. There are some concerning indicators in the Golder's document that this may not be fully comprehended. Based on 
our experience the probability is either "likely" or "almost certain" given the waste streams and volumes that will be received. 
Thus the risk is high or very high (refer to p45}. It is recommend that the EIS ensure it includes a rigorous and detailed analysis 
of risks, how they are assessed and how they are to be mitigated. 

Business interruption risk and contingency plans on how to manage business interruptions is critical given the degree of vertical 
integration and the nature and scale of the proposed operations. The document refers to transporting waste to the Windellama 
landfill but this is only one element of the response? It is recommended the EIS provide detailed analysis of the cause and 
impact of business interruption and how risks associated will be managed.  

A key risk is market risk for saleable products. Market failure can lead to increased and managed stockpiling (and associated 
risks) and ultimately increased landfilling of waste due to market risk. It is recommended the EIS provide analysis and details 
on market risk and how the adverse impacts of this will be managed.  

The risk Assessment identified bushfire as a risk and methods of suppression but did not adequately deal with the very high 
risks of waste fires. The analysis of fire risk on site must be done again quantifying all the harmful consequences, social, 
economic and environmental, which follow those kinds of fires and how each consequence is proposed to be dealt with. 

8.3 Entity requirements 

Entity requirements have been ignored. NoWaste above and HSP below.

The Health Protection Service (HPS} requests that the EIS for the project consider and include the following details: Any 
influence upon the existing air quality, particularly the likelihood of cumulative effects of the development within the locality, 
including on surrounding businesses and receptors.  

Methods of waste transportation and the potential influences on air quality and environmental impacts due to increased truck 
movements in the area. 
Potential dust generation or dust movement while the site is under construction and when operating. 

The impacts of contaminated runoff, and the use of recycled water for dust suppression, on any surrounding areas and 
surface/ground waters including control measures to ensure waterways are not contaminated. The quality of water used for 
dust suppression including how it will be tested and classified and testing methodology.  

Any potential sources of contamination and contaminants of concern at the site and their risk to human health. In addition, 
given the scale and complexity of the proposal, and its location within an industrial area surrounded by businesses ranging from 
light industrial to food and retail, the HPS considers that a formal Health Impact Assessment (HIA) should be carried out as part 
of the EIS process. 

Yours faithfully,


