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Dear Sir,

I object to the Integrated Resource Recovery Facility proposed for Tennant St
Fyshwick. It must be refused in its present application. In considering this proposal
for its potential adverse impacts on the environment and the community there is an
unacceptable level of uncertainty. There are too many unanswered questions about
this proposed facility that it is difficult to see how it has been accepted for
notification.

Firstly, it is unacceptable to consider a proposal of this size which does not identify
the origins of the waste that is proposed. To fully understand the site operation and
repercussions, it is essential to have clarity concerning contaminated and hazardous
content and where waste has been generated. Secondly, we need to know how far it
will be travelling before any credible assessment can be done on traffic impacts
either in Fyshwick or on the highways. For example, how many extra truck
movements bringing waste will be travelling along the Federal Highway or through
Tarago and Bungendore/Queanbeyan?

I do not feel that the proposal adequately addresses the proximity principle by
offering a solution to import waste regionally, and export residual waste and
recovered materials interstate and overseas. Surely it is a goal of waste regulation
that demolition and industrial waste streams be dealt with where they are produced
and handled by the originator of the waste?

This leads to another important unanswered question. Why is it necessary to bring
asbestos waste into Fyshwick at all, store it and then transport it once again through
the streets of Canberra to a licensed waste facility elsewhere? This is unacceptable
and should be unacceptable to the waste regulators, the EPA and to ACT Planning. Of
all waste types, asbestos is the one which handling should be minimised.
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The Draft EIS does not meet the Scoping Document requirement to describe in detail
the proposed development. There is insufficient information about the fly ash, the
250,000 litres of admixture, the oily water and drilling mud to be able to assess what
they are, their treatment or uses and their chemical constituents. The fly ash is
particularly hazardous and like the asbestos its transit through the streets is
undesirable. The potential for toxic elements from any one or all of these to make
their way into the environment, the soil, air or water must be assessed in this EIS.

Heavy metals found in fly ash (chromium, copper and zinc) were discovered in the
Molonglo River during surface water testing for this ElS and I find it very ill informed
for a comment that these were naturally occurring in the background air as
purported, they must have come from somewhere. If not this site then the EIS has a
responsibility to investigate the sources and development ways to ensure they will
mitigate or exacerbate the water pollution. A further question to be answered is;
would a facility like this one be allowed to build so close to an important river and
wetland in any other jurisdiction?

With all waste recycling facilities there are problems with dust and odour and
leachate. Since Hi Quality proposes to crush demolitions waste, concrete, stone,
bricks, tiles etc the dust generated from this activity should be further assessed. That
each activity may meet criteria, on its own, is not an acceptable mitigation. The
character and cumulative impact of that dust has to be demonstrated and discussed
for its health and environmental significance. This issue has been completely ignored.
These questions need attention. What total volume of dust is estimated to be
emitted by all activities on the site? What percentage of this dust, in the fine fraction,
will be silica dust? How far will this spread?

The wind roses in the Air Quality report show the predominant winds as north or
North West yet the air contours for dust and odour do not equate. No spread is
indicated south or southeast of the site. This would take dust deposition onto the
river corridor. The environmental impact of this kind of operation so close to a river
and wetland has not been adequately addressed. The stormwater and sediment
controls are extensive and adequate for site collection but dust travels over fences
and boundaries. The impact for the unquantified dust to settle on the grasslands
adjacent to the Molonglo River should have been assessed. Why was this important
natural feature ignored in the EIS?

Unfortunately, the current EIS does not contain the information needed to provide
the comfort that all the impacts have been correctly identified and assessed. It is also
unclear if the necessary controls have been described to build, run and close the
facility without any unacceptable negative or lasting impact on the local area. How
long will this development operate before decommissioning? Overall, there are a lot



of questions that need confirming about the proposal. This is to ensure its impacts 
are correctly identified and assessed.

I trust that the Planning Authority will request substantiated answers to these 
questions and to others that will certainly be raised in a new and revised EIS.

Stay Well,

Kind Regards

Narrabundah Act 2604

16th September 2020


