
EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au 
OBJECTION TO 
EIS201900001 - INTEGRATED RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY 
6-14 TENNANT STREET FYSHWICK

Dear sir, 

Where there are licensed landfill facilities with long cell life for asbestos waste and low or 
zero tipping fees as we have in the ACT, there is no need for transfer stations such as the Hi 
Qual proposal, in this instance, to become a temporary storage facility at Tennant St 
Fyshwick, a densely populated area surrounded by established businesses to which people 
come. 

The ACT has ample asbestos facility at Symonston Remondis Australia, Mugga Lane 
Landfill.  Transfer stations for the removal of asbestos, in whatever form, for disposal are not 
necessary.  

The licensing of some transfer stations like Hi-Qual, to take asbestos prior to disposal in 
landfill is a contingency where there are no landfills available in close proximity licensed to 
take it or where the cost of disposal makes it prohibitive and encourages illegal 
dumping.  This situation does not apply to the ACT. 

Indeed, the ACT EPA has in the Australian Government ASEA [Asbestos Safety and 
Eradication Agency] Report ASBESTOS WASTE IN AUSTRALIA SEPT 2015 said that it 
does not approve the double handling of asbestos waste.  

Community consultation on this development at Appendix P indicated that every trader in 
Tennant Street who commented had asbestos transport and storage at Fyshwick high on their 
list of concerns. 

It is difficult to think of any good reasons why asbestos waste even in the ACM version 
should be carried throughout the ACT region to Fyshwick only to be transported to landfill 
eventually.  It is not hard to think of reasons for the adverse impacts of this.  Transporting of 
asbestos waste is generally strictly regulated.  The potential for spillage and accidents 
releasing fugitive particles must be avoided.  The storage of the asbestos creates a different 
set of risks.  Packaging can get torn or ripped; packages might be dropped; packages can 
come into contact with machinery on site; excessive handling can weaken seals.   

Asbestos should not be handled at all after removal and the National Occupational Health and 
Safety Commission Code of Practice for the Safe Removal of Asbestos says that it must go 
straight to a licensed landfill preferably on the same day as removal.  From this, one 
concludes that unnecessary temporary storage of asbestos at Fyshwick does not comply with 
the Code. 

Removing the asbestos activity from this proposal would have little impact on the viability of 
the integrated resource recovery aspect of the development.  Nothing depends on it and it 
depends on no other part of the waste cycle there.  Asbestos handling in sheets is completely 
independent and should be removed.  The Planning Authority should see that the unnecessary 
handling of asbestos based on health risks, is not in the general public interest.  It should be a 
condition of consent that no asbestos is allowed on this site.  Of course, there has been no 
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mention of asbestos which may well be hazardous content of any of the dry construction 
waste amounting to some 450,000tpa of this proposal. Which is no doubt why this waste is 
currently going to landfill in the ACT and elsewhere.  

The assessment team must hold Hi Qual to account the asbestos content of the waste streams. 

Regards 


