
 

7 Wiluna Street, Fyshwick  ACT  2609 

    
  

ABN  57 948 429 670   
   
Mr Ben Ponton 
Chief Planning Executive 
Environment, Planning & Sustainable Development Directorate 
By email: EPDCustomerServices@act.gov.au 
 

17 September 2020 

 

Dear Sir, 

RE: Integrated Resource Recovery Facility – Fyshwick – EIS201900001 

The Fyshwick Business Association submits this representation on EIS application number 
EIS201900001. 

Background 

Fyshwick is an industrial mixed-use precinct accommodating more than 1000 businesses and over 
13,400 workers, serving a million customers and visitors a year. Research shows almost all ACT 
residents (97%) visit Fyshwick, around half (51%) visit several times a year and one in five (20%) are 
in Fyshwick at least once a week. It is the second largest economic precinct in Canberra, only 
surpassed by Canberra City, and number three in Canberra’s top 10 places to work.  It is located less 
than a kilometre from the residential suburbs of Narrabundah and Kingston, and the future Eastlake 
residential area. It lies adjacent to the Jerrabomberra Wetlands and is bounded by Jerrabomberra 
Creek and the Molonglo River, both of which flow into Lake Burley Griffin. 

Over the past two decades, Fyshwick has evolved from a heavy industrial and business-to-business 
precinct, towards more light industry, hi-tech and business-to-consumer enterprises such as bulky 
goods retailers, building and hardware supplies, sports and recreation, specialist artisan shops and 
galleries, bakeries, breweries, bars and cafes, car yards, fitness centres, designers, commercial 
offices, defence industry and the iconic Fyshwick Fresh Food Markets, to name a few. These 
enterprises operate comfortably alongside the small scrap metal yards, recycling facilities, waste 
transfer stations, mechanics, freight depots and similar industrial uses, because the scale of those 
operations is appropriate to their location in an increasingly evolving precinct.  

Opposition to Integrated Resource Recovery Facility – Fyshwick 

The Fyshwick Business Association submits that the draft EIS201900001 for this proposal has failed 
to include sufficient information to ensure that all environmental, social and economic impacts 
associated with the proposal have been identified and assessed, and therefore has not 
comprehensively addressed the adverse impacts to detail how they will be avoided, minimised, 
mitigated or offset. We offer the comments below to assist EPSDD decision makers to understand 
the questions which remain around the actual environmental consequences of the scale of this 
development in its proposed location in Fyshwick and the issues that still need to be quantified and 
addressed. 
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In summary, the EIS process is incomplete because the draft EIS201900001: 

1) has not adequately demonstrated the need for the project to be in Fyshwick as opposed to 
an alternate location; 

2) has not demonstrated appropriate exploration of alternate sites; 
3) has not demonstrated market demand for the project; 
4) fails to accurately assess the traffic impacts of the development in Fyshwick; 
5) does not consider the cumulative effect of traffic, social and environmental impacts; 
6) omits any economic impact assessment of the development on the broader Fyshwick 

precinct and immediate surrounds; 
7) has not demonstrated sufficient mitigation measures to guarantee no environmental 

damage to nearby waterways and wetlands, particularly given the project’s focus on 
contaminated waste and the proponent’s poor environmental track record at its other sites 
in NSW; and 

8) does not address the site’s proximity to, or the proponent’s future use of, the adjacent 
railway line. 

The land use purpose currently permitted under the Crown Lease for the proposed site is “to use 
the premises only for the purpose of the manufacture and storage of concrete pipes and other 
concrete products”. The current stockpiling of materials at the subject site (Appendix A) including 
wood, metal, soil and other waste would appear to be pre-empting approval for this purpose and 
are a clear contravention of the existing lease purpose. The EIS process should not be used as a 
vehicle to legitimise unlawful activity. 

Further detail about the above concerns is outlined below. 

 

1. Site selection in Fyshwick 

The draft EIS has not demonstrated the need for the project to be in Fyshwick as opposed to an 
alternate location.  

2. Inadequate exploration of alternate sites 

Section 5.2 of the EIS Scoping Document requires the proponent to provide details of any 
alternatives that have been considered in developing the proposal including a description of:  

a) Any design and location (any site within the ACT or other jurisdictions) alternatives to the 
proposal and provide reasons for selecting the preferred option with an analysis of site selection  

b) The criteria used for assessing the performance of any alternative to the proposal considered  

c) Any matters considered to avoid or reduce potential impacts prior to the selection of the 
preferred option 

d) Details of the consequences of not proceeding with the proposal.  

In the draft EIS201900001 the proponent’s response is addressed in section 2.6 (p 41). 

The proponent’s stated key criteria for site selection includes: permissibility, compatibility with 
surrounding land use, proximity to markets, suitability of the site for the intended use i.e. size, 
existing contamination/remediation requirements, and environmental constraints. 

The draft EIS lists nine sites investigated as locations for the project. Six of those sites were 
assessed as “too small to accommodate the project”. Since the proponent would have been well 
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aware of the land area needed, these sites should not be included in the EIS as alternative sites and 
greater effort should have been made to put forward more realistic alternatives.  

Omitting the sites that were “too small” leaves the subject site in Fyshwick and two alternatives in 
Hume – 22 Tralee Street and “Westpark Industrial Estate”. We presume the EIS should have said 
New West Industry Park – an error which further exposes the lack of local knowledge by the 
consultant (Westpark Industrial Estate is in Erskine Park, Sydney) and raises the question of how 
seriously the proponent examined alternatives. 

Access at both these Hume sites was rejected as “Haul distance to access the site from majority of 
potential customers within the ACT” whereas the Fyshwick site was assessed as “The site has good 
existing road networks with access to the wider region and has proximity to relevant product 
markets and waste generation sources within the ACT.” This assessment is inconsistent, given 
Hume’s location adjacent to the Monaro Highway, better access to a major arterial road and only 
10 minutes away from Fyshwick. Additionally, the assessment fails to acknowledge that existing 
levels of traffic congestion in Hume are well below those already being experienced across Fyshwick 
– a situation that would be substantially worsened by this proposal (see below). 

The draft EIS is also inconsistent in that it prioritises the Fyshwick location as being more central 
than alternate locations to potential ACT customers, yet elsewhere advises that the proponent 
intends to source around half of its materials from outside the ACT, which makes proximity to ACT 
customers redundant. 

The draft EIS omits an investigation of a site at the Resource Recovery Estate in Hume. Since the EIS 
cites the ACT Waste Management Strategy 2011-2025, the proponent should have been aware of 
the ACT Government’s preference to co-locate resource recovery industries in Hume, which is 
detailed therein. An investigation of land currently available at the Resource Recovery Estate is 
warranted (Appendix B). 

The feedback response to community consultation summarised in the draft EIS states (21 times) 
that locations within Beard were considered. These locations are not included in the site review at 
Section 2.6. This is an omission / inconsistency and should be addressed. 

More evidence is needed to demonstrate serious and genuine consideration of alternate sites, 
including investigation of sites within the Resource Recovery Estate in Hume, to dispel the 
impression given by the cursory review / investigation contained in the draft EIS that the subject 
site was a commercially-opportune acquisition and that the suggested alternatives are merely a 
retrofitted grab-bag of sites that pays lip-service to the EIS process. 

3. Market demand not demonstrated 

The draft EIS claims the “do nothing option” was not considered a feasible alternative as “there is 
clear demand for increased resource recovery of waste streams as evident by relevant legislative, 
policy and strategy documents of the ACT that seek to reduce the environmental, economic and 
social impact of waste”. In a market driven industry, demand is not measured by government policy 
or initiatives. Indeed, we contend that current demand for the services proposed in the draft EIS is 
more than being met by the considerable number of local and regional businesses (including the 
ACT Government’s own facility at Mugga Lane) already servicing the landscaping, waste and 
resources recovery sector, and which would likely comfortably accommodate growth in demand for 
some time to come. The draft EIS does not contain any market research to confirm the claim of 
“clear demand”.   

This section of the EIS requires significant additional work, including a detailed, data-driven analysis 
of the market and an independent assessment of existing capacity and the likely future demand. 
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4. Traffic  

The simple test here is: can the road network in and around Fyshwick accommodate the traffic to 
be generated if this development goes ahead and, if not, what needs to be done to mitigate? This 
question cannot be answered since the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) provided in the draft EIS 
does not provide sufficiently accurate and relevant data, as outlined below. Notwithstanding, we 
contend that all reasonable analysis to date indicates that the existing traffic condition in Fyshwick 
is already beyond reasonable capacity and that the proposed uses will add significant economic and 
environmental costs for existing businesses and visitors to Fyshwick. 

1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

a) The TIA fails to comprehend the nature of traffic operations in Fyshwick. The road network 
accommodates visitors and customers as well as employees in cars plus considerable movements of 
light trucks and heavy vehicles for materials and goods deliveries. 

b) The TIA fails to appreciate ACT Road Hierarchy noting that Tennant Street, Collie Street and 
Gladstone Street are all classified as Minor Collector Roads.  Indicative environmental capacity plus 
suitability for heavy vehicle movements when parked on both sides with employees or customers 
are not acknowledged. 

c) Existing Vehicle Movement surveys (methodology not known) were conducted Thursday 3 
May 2018 6.00am to 9.00am and 3.00pm to 5.00pm and Saturday 5 May 2018 11.00am to 1.00pm.  
Full data from Appendix A was removed from public access on 30 June 2020 so it was not possible 
to confirm peak periods identified in the report.  There was very limited data collected but this was 
not calibrated / validated against available TCCS traffic count data such as tube counts or SCATS 
detector counts at traffic signals. 

d) Figures 2.5, 2.6 & 2.7 show intersection turning volumes from counts but heavy vehicles 
were not described – many are B-doubles or truck + dogs.  These distinctions are important in 
SIDRA analysis due to different behaviour from cars or lighter vehicles.  The existing traffic reporting 
does not mention the current activity being conducted on the site – details of current heavy vehicle 
movements to and from the site with details of truck type and weight. 

e) The TIA does not describe the current road network conditions along Tennant Street – 
typically fully parked out along both sides from Collie Street to past the site extent.  It is common 
for the driveway to be obstructed by cars parked too close to the site entry so that heavy / long 
trucks cannot enter the site in a single movement. 

f) Existing Conditions SIDRA Analysis Summary Table 2.4 does not identify the poor 
movements at intersections. SIDRA outputs indicate the following: 

Newcastle St/Collie St  AM Peak Newcastle Street LoS D 85 metre queue 

    PM Peak Newcastle Street LoS D 173 metre queue 

    PM Peak Collie Street  LoS D 230 metre queue 

Newcastle St/Gladstone St PM Peak Gladstone St LoS D 116 metre queue 

Level of Service (LoS) D indicates that the intersection leg is operating near capacity. 

g) Crash Analysis does not quantify the number of accidents or location but rather just shows a 
“Heat Map”.  There is every indication that a Road Safety Audit may be required to determine the 
effects of additional heavy vehicle movements in the road network. 
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h) Public Transport – The TIA includes reference to Canberra Railway Station under its public 
transport assessment which shows very limited appreciation of how Canberra public transport 
operates and particularly its role in Fyshwick, both now and in the future. 

i)  The identification of cycle facilities (maybe active travel overall) does not discuss any (no) 
relationship to site operations or workforce / visitor travel modes, nor does it account for any 
planned expansion of these facilities. 

2 OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 

a) The vehicular access will be wholly to/from Tennant Street but all traffic is likely to be 
distributed through Tennant Street / Collie Street / Newcastle Street – noting Table 6.1 footnotes 
indicate that there will be 4,445 vehicles per week (travelling in and out) and 90% of these vehicle 
movements will be on Monday to Friday (see later comments on number of movements and 
distribution). 

b) Figures 6.2 and 6.3 and Table 6.2 indicate that Daily Traffic Monday to Friday will be 729 
vehicles per day IN and 729 vpd OUT (i.e. 1,458 vehicle movements per weekday) and the busiest 
times will be 10.00am to 4.00pm when there will be 60 to 74 vehicles IN and OUT per hour (i.e. 120 
to 148 vehicle movements per hour).  These numbers need to be checked for consistency through 
the analysis and report. 

c) The operational vehicles have not been described – these are understood to be trucks with 
a significant proportion being truck + dogs.  This becomes more important on the road network 
where these heavy vehicles interact with cars. 

d) Employee movements are of little importance as they claim that they will generally be 
entering before 7.00am and leaving between 3.00pm and 8.00pm (but note that there are some 
inconsistencies between Figure 6.4, 6.5 and 6.6). 

e) Figures 6.7 and 6.8 indicate that the peak hours for total generated traffic will be 62 to 76 
vehicles per hour entering between 10.00am and 4.00pm and 62 to 81 vehicles per hour leaving 
between 10.00am and 4.00pm.  These vehicle movements will need to be checked in detail in the 
SIDRA analysis input volumes to ensure that the classification and number of vehicles are all 
included. 

f) Operational Impacts – Figures 6.9 and 6.10 show totally impractical and unsuitable routes to 
access the proposed facility as “possible route to access proposed facility”.  Impacts on Gladstone 
Street and Newcastle Street will be unacceptable from a safety viewpoint when parked/parking 
vehicles are considered. 

g) Figure 6.11 assumes 50%/50% split north / south origin of materials based on population 
alone – NOT on source and nature of recyclable materials.  Generation patterns of heavy waste is 
likely to be based on construction / demolition activity centres rather than the population of 
residential suburbs. 

h) Operational Impacts – Traffic – Figures 6.12, 6.13 and 6.14 - increase in site generated traffic 
volumes at intersections in the road network does not appear to agree with projected heavy vehicle 
movements – maybe only half of the vehicle movements have been included.  There does not 
appear to be any attempt to reconcile the peak traffic base with peak generated traffic between 
10.00am and 4.00pm Monday to Friday; maybe the traffic count surveys should have been 
conducted between 10.00am and 4.00pm to coincide with the peak site activity.  Figures 6.15, 6.16 
& 6.17 do not appear to accurately reflect post-construction development traffic volumes. 
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i) Figure 6.18 (when compared with current LoS Figure 2.8) does not appear to accurately 
reflect post-development impacts of the additional heavy vehicle movements – there seems to be 
minimum deterioration in Level of Service. 

3 FUTURE TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

a) Tables 6.5 and 6.6 show the Post-Development Operating Conditions as reflected by the 
SIDRA analysis of intersections (refer to existing in Item 1 f) and Table 2.4).  The poor intersection 
leg movements are: 

Newcastle St / Collie St  AM Newcastle St LoS D 104metre queue DoS 0.629 
    AM Collie St  LoS C 93 metre queue DoS 0.629 
    PM Collie St  LoS D 268 metre queue DoS 0.832 
    PM Newcastle St LoS D 230 metre queue DoS 0.875 

Newcastle St / Barrier St AM Barrier St  LoS E 52.4 metre queue DoS 0.821 
    PM Barrier St  LoS E 117 metre queue DoS 0.901 

Newcastle St / Gladstone St  PM Gladstone St LoS D 127 metre queue DoS 0.967 

On Saturday, Collie Street and Barrier Street both exhibit poor Level of Service. Degree of 
Saturation (DoS) is shown for post-development SIDRA analysis. 

b) The overall assessment of future intersection performance is reported to be acceptable due 
to the conservative approach that has been taken in the TIA, however it is suggested that a more 
robust assessment will be required in order to assure any confidence in the conclusions. 

c) There has been no consideration of future Design Years and the TIA Guidelines suggest that 
consideration of outputs from the Canberra Strategic Transport Model (CSTM) for future design 
years (e.g. 2031 and 2041) will be required with the addition of development traffic generation.  
This should be undertaken together with consideration of the temporal overlap of peak site activity 
with prevailing local network traffic. 

5. Cumulative impact 

The draft EIS is presented virtually in isolation from the project’s operating environment and does 
not consider the cumulative effect of traffic, social and environmental impacts. For example, it does 
not account for the cumulative traffic, social and environmental impact on Fyshwick of another 
large scale waste facility such as the CRS facility proposed for Ipswich Street which pre-dates the 
draft EIS and is the subject of a current Development Application. More information is required to 
get a complete picture of impacts. 

6. Economic impact 

The draft EIS does not include an economic impact assessment of the development on the wider Fyshwick 
precinct and immediate surrounds. This should include the following, per the requirements of the guidelines: 

8.2.1 Planning and land status • Include a description of the planning context of the area where the 
project will be located. • Describe the planning and development status of any land or project 
relevant to the proposal. • Describe the land use of the proposed land and any land to be affected 
(including, but not limited to, zoning, lessee(s) or custodian of the land, the permissibility of the 
proposed use defined in the Territory Plan). • 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. 
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This independent assessment should acknowledge and quantify the likely impact of the proposed 
facilities on the surrounding neighbourhood, including the potential need for business relocation, 
downward pressure on property prices and the economic cost of additional congestion. 

7. Environmental impact and proponent track record 

It is well-known that the content of Commercial & Industrial and Construction & Demolition waste 
is frequently contaminated.  There is insufficient information about how the proponent plans to 
manage this “hidden” contamination, both for environmental impacts on the nearby Molonglo 
River due to run-off, and workplace health and safety for workers. 

The draft EIS has not adequately detailed mitigation measures to guarantee no environmental 
damage to the nearby waterways and wetlands, particularly given the project’s focus on accepting, 
processing, storing and transporting contaminated materials and the proponent’s poor track record 
at its other sites in NSW and Victoria, including: 

October 2010 – Victorian EPA suspended Hi Quality’s licence to operate its landfill at 
Sunbury Road, Bulla. In early 2011, the EPA commenced civil proceedings in the Magistrates' 
Court to recover an accumulated total of $3,423,706.24 in unpaid landfill levy, plus penalty 
interest and costs. Hi Quality agreed to pay all outstanding levy amounts in six instalments, 
plus EPA's costs of $15,000 but only the first two instalments were paid. In December 2011, 
Hi Quality provided a guarantee to EPA via a charge over land owned by Tranteret Pty Ltd 
(Tranteret). On 4 June 2012, EPA served on both Hi-Quality and Tranteret a Corporations Act 
‘statutory demand’ for the outstanding monies. A failure to comply with that demand may 
have resulted in both companies being placed in liquidation. In November 2012 all 
outstanding debts were paid plus $65,000 to cover EPA costs at a total of $4,058,631.37. 

February 2015 – NSW EPA fined Hi Quality for breaching the conditions of its Environment 
Protection Licence at its Rosalind Park Quarry. In November 2013 the EPA wrote to Hi-
Quality seeking the undertaking of a Pollution Reduction Program (PRP) to investigate how 
stormwater is managed on site after Hi Quality reported discharges of water into the 
Nepean River from their quarry at Menangle Park in 2011, 2012 and 2013. During 2014 the 
EPA sought an update from Hi Quality on this stormwater investigation. The EPA added a 
condition to the Hi Quality Environment Protection Licence in August 2014 directing they 
complete the investigation by 31 October 2014. Despite several reminders Hi-Quality did not 
comply with this licence requirement by the due date. 

September 2015 – Hi Quality agreed to a wide range of stringent operating conditions at its 
recycling facility in St Mary’s, after it appealed to the Land and Environment Court in May 
2015 against the terms of its Pollution Reduction Programs applied to its Environment 
Protection Licence. The appeal was resolved by Hi Quality agreeing to more than 16 
amendments to the company’s licence conditions. The new conditions are designed to 
improve dust controls, install stronger stormwater management systems, stop tracking of 
dirt onto public roads and reduce the height and volume of stockpiled material, including 
green waste and contaminated soils at the site. 

February 2016 – NSW EPA fined Hi Quality for failing to maintain its St Marys premises in a 
condition which minimises or prevents the emission of dust. 

February 2017 – NSW EPA fined Hi Quality for exceeding the authorised amount of waste 
they were lawfully permitted to keep on their St Marys resource recovery and recycling 
facility. The NSW EPA said in its statement: “This incident was the fourth time Hi-Quality had 
exceeded its limit in 12 months, and came after several warnings from the EPA.” 
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April 2017 - NSW EPA fined Hi Quality and issued an Official Caution for multiple incidents at 
their Minda landfill at Windellama. These included failing to apply appropriate cover to 
waste onsite, and the unlawful disposal of waste tyres. The NSW EPA said in its statement: 
“It is disappointing that Hi Quality appeared not to be taking their environmental obligations 
seriously across a range of issues.” EPA Officers inspected the Minda landfill in Windellama 
near Goulburn in October 2016 as part of a routine compliance operation. During the 
inspection, officers found that waste onsite was not being covered properly. The inspection 
also revealed that Hi-Quality had disposed of more than 1200 waste tyres outside of the 
approved landfill cell. The company failed to report the receipt of the tyres and did not pay 
waste levy contributions for these tyres. 

August 2017 - NSW EPA fined Hi Quality for offences at their St Marys and Bringelly facilities, 
including licence breaches by accepting asbestos waste, and non-compliance with other 
licence conditions. The NSW EPA said in its statement: “Hi Quality’s breaches at two 
different facilities have resulted in potential harm to the environment, including water and 
air quality.” At its Bringelly facility, Hi Quality was fined for accepting and processing 
asbestos waste and allowing asbestos and high concentrations of lead to contaminate 
stockpiles of excavated natural material. It was also penalised for failing to submit 
information and records to the EPA by a statutory deadline. EPA officers visiting the 
Bringelly facility in November 2016 found two stockpiles of what was supposed to be 
excavated natural material only. On testing the two stockpiles, the EPA confirmed the 
presence of asbestos as well as higher-than-allowed lead concentrations. Samples taken 
from other stockpiles also confirmed the presence of asbestos. The NSW EPA said in its 
statement: “The presence of asbestos and material which exceeds allowable chemical limits 
presents a risk of harm to the environment, especially since this material appears to be 
undergoing a recovery process for re-use.” Hi Quality was also fined and issued two Official 
Cautions for contravening licence conditions at its St Marys facility. In December 2014, the 
EPA issued a license variation to Hi Quality to try to improve environmental performance 
and process management at the facility. This required a Pollution Reduction Program, 
including dust management measures and additional financial assurance to ensure Hi 
Quality has funds available for remedial works at the site if the NSW EPA deems them 
necessary. EPA officers visiting the site in February 2017 found Hi-Quality had not 
completed the required works. Separately, Hi Quality was fined for non-compliance with a 
January 2017 Clean-Up notice for stockpiles of asbestos-contaminated waste it had 
unlawfully stored at the St Mary’s facility since 2012. 

The above penalties demonstrate a long-term pattern of disregard for environmental responsibility 
which has not been addressed in this draft EIS. Indeed, current activities on the subject site would 
indicate that the proponent still struggles with dust mitigation, despite the management methods 
proposed in the draft EIS (see Appendix C). A detailed examination of the company’s progress in 
addressing its transgressions in other jurisdictions should be provided as a necessary precursor to 
the credibility of the mitigation measures in the draft EIS. 
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8. Proximity to the railway line 

The draft EIS acknowledges the site’s proximity to the railway line, but does not consider this in the 
context of its potential use by the proponent for transporting materials to and from the subject 
site. Use of the rail corridor in this area is currently prohibited under the Territory Plan. However, 
since a Territory Plan Variation was granted for use of the rail corridor to establish a rail freight 
facility less than one kilometre up the line towards the Canberra Railway Station, it is not a stretch 
to conclude that such a Territory Plan Variation would be sought for this site.  

Consideration of the site’s proximity to the railway line and integration with future uses should 
form part of the scope of any EIS and development application for this site, so that the proposal is 
transparent and considered in its entirety and not submitted as a series of incremental land use 
changes.  

Conclusion 

In conclusion, we view the draft EIS201900001 as merely a tick-box exercise by an out-of-town 
consultant who has little understanding of what it is like to own a business, work or shop in 
Fyshwick. There are significant gaps in key impact assessment areas, most particularly around 
traffic and transport, the local environment and the local economy. 

We consider there is insufficient evidence in this draft EIS to demonstrate the need for the facility 
to be located in Fyshwick, and insufficient analysis of the real impact the facility will have on 
businesses across the precinct. 

I would be happy to discuss or elaborate on any of the points raised above. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

Rob Evans 
President 
 
Fyshwick Business Association 
7 Wiluna Street, 
Fyshwick ACT 2609  
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APPENDIX A – Stockpiling at the subject site 14 Tennant Street, Fyshwick – 14 September 2020 
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APPENDIX B – Land at North Hume Resource Recovery Estate 
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APPENDIX C – Dust at the subject site 14 Tennant Street, Fyshwick - 14 September 2020 

 

 

 

 


