
From:
To: AC, EPD Customer Services
Subject: Representation against Draft EIS201900001
Date: Saturday, 29 August 2020 10:35:43 PM

JUSTIFICATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT

This is a high risk development with clear social, economic and environmental impacts. The rationale for this development is in the
‘integrated’ nature of the recycle and reuse of waste products. This can only be supported if;

1. a justifiable need for the development is demonstrated.
2. a maximum of 95,000 tonnes (EIS) of residual waste goes to landfill supporting a higher rate of recovery than exists at

present
3. the waste is largely from inside the ACT or is part of Government Regional agreements; and does not come from the

proponent’s own landfill at. Windellema in NSW
4. the market for the re-sale of the recycled materials is sound.

On the last point there are serious doubts.

Justifiable Need
Around 7% of waste landfilled in the ACT is C&D material, including soil, timber, plasterboard, and bricks.
More than 400,000 tonnes of C&D waste are recycled annually by re-processors operating in the Territory, which equates to a
recycling rate of approximately 70%. The reprocessing sector supplies recycled products to primarily civil works projects. The
primary drivers for waste generators to recycle C&D material in the ACT appear to be an increasing awareness that this is the ‘right
thing’ to do, and to a lesser degree lower gate fees at reprocessing facilities for source-separated materials.

In the ASEA Report for the Commonwealth Government 2015, the high incidence of illegal dumping (or stockpiling) of C&D waste
on privately owned land within the ACT was mentioned. This practice is seen as a major deterrent to encouraging waste generators
to recycle, and impacts on the business feasibility of re-processors. Re-processors interviewed for the Report claimed high recovery
rates, from 70% (for mixed loads) to 95% (for source-separated materials). Timber and plastic were cited as the main materials
requiring disposal, although some companies were mulching and stockpiling timber. Contractors involved in civil works projects
occasionally purchase this coarse mulch product, but there is a very limited market. The general public also holds reasonable fears
about recycled contaminated wood chips in garden products.

The majority of C&D materials recycled in the ACT are used in civil engineering projects aggregated for road base or for
landscaping products, such as soil, rocks, and crushed brick. General observations about recycled materials from C&D was that if
the recycled material was of sufficient quality, there was a guaranteed demand for it. However many customers refused to use
recycled material, according to the ASEA report, due to concerns over material integrity, specifically trace amounts of other
substances in concrete. Since recycled concrete is of varying age and quality, it is not possible to guarantee that the product will be
of a consistent quality and make-up. An added impact deterrent is that the ACT has more quarries per capita than any other state or
territory in Australia, and that reprocessed concrete costs more than virgin material to produce, therefore the drivers for increased
use of recycled material are limited.

Market for the products
There are barriers to materials being reprocessed. Contributing factors are:

1. Recycled concrete characteristics—due to the higher cement content of recycled aggregates, recycled products absorb more
water, leading to different curing times and different behavioural traits.

2. The recovery rate of useful material is hampered by cross-contamination with other materials, particularly in the mixed
construction and demolition waste stream. Contamination of material—asbestos contamination is an ongoing challenge for the
recycling industry. There is currently no alternative to visual inspection at the weighbridge.

3. Asbestos contamination is a well-documented problem and still presents a significant issue in waste derived from demolition
and renovation works, not new construction.

4. Contamination in the timber waste stream where there is contamination from treated timber products. is a particular problem.
Generally the only place for contaminated timber is landfill.

5. Reduced opportunities to recycle and re-use significant volumes of materials that are still being sent to landfill is due to the
inability to identify markets for the material as it is presented, or due to the lack of technology and/or equipment to sufficiently
clean or segregate materials.
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6. Currently there are no specific material specifications applied to C&D materials. With insufficient regard for material quality
or longevity (in some instances, recycled materials are thought to be less durable than virgin product). Building contractors may
not trust reprocessed materials to perform as well as virgin product, regardless of whether this mistrust is well founded. Material
specifications and quality standards would increase trust and provide consumers with a level of product assurance.

For the Hi Quality proposal the Assessment Team should require a separate detailed accounting of each of the waste types being 
handled at Fyshwick for the estimated amount of residue for landfill from each. The 95,000 tpa mentioned in the EIS documents in 
view of the above needs to be demonstrated.

All of this creates doubts and uncertainties that this proposal has a high chance of success. Normally it would not be of concern to 
the Decision makers in assessing the merits of a proposal. Balanced against the economic considerations are the social and 
environmental impacts. The environmental test of ‘improve or maintain’ cannot be met by a proposal of this scale and diversity 
where pollution, water quality, climate change, and health issues are concerned. A strategic environmental assessment must include 
mandatory consideration of transport, air, water, noise, ecological and health impacts. The Planning Authority must give proper 
weight to the degree to which the community and the Fyshwick environment would suffer from the effects of this operation.

Because the IZ1 Zoning applies does not make this development allowable. The Territory Plan Tables merely say it is permissible 
for assessment. It can be rejected and it should be. Environmental assessment should aim for the highest level of protection of the 
environment and achievement of sustainable development. Approval of this DA would deliver neither.

This assessment and the other two waste proposals under consideration for Fyshwick highlight the need for a clear policy direction 
for waste facility location. Approvals that deliver poor quality, high risk unattainable developments are not in the public interest.

Yours sincerely,


