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To The Minister for Planning

This is a submission objecting to the above Development based on Inadequate River protection

Dear Minister,
Due to the large area of exposed soil on site, sedimentation due to land disturbance is likely to be the most 
relevant water quality issue for the Project. 125 This Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) includes an 
assessment and recommendations regarding improvement of interim surface water management measures and 
is focussed primarily on mitigating downstream impacts for the proposed development. APP Jå

This is not good enough. The hierarchy of environmental impact assessment is Avoid; Manage; Mitigate. To start from 
the premise of mitigation fails to demonstrate a commitment to good practice. The position taken by this Submission is 
that Avoidance of water pollution is the very first priority and that no contaminated water should ever leave the site.

Sediment, such as from soil erosion, can be carried by stormwater run off into the Molonglo River, where it 
contaminates the river’s water quality. Sediment acts the river’s ecological condition and value as aquatic habitat, as 
well as human uses of the river for amenity. Interim surface water management is inadequate when the whole of the 
River catchment is at risk. No water must leave the site other than for treatment or discharge into the town’s stormwater 
system with approval from Icon Water.

This representation suggests the following.

1. The accuracy of the drainage lines needs to be verified. The drainage lines for the site show the movement of the
waste towards the central easement whereas the Hydrology report Appendis G is inconsistent with this in clearly stating
that all drainage is in a southerly direction towards the creeks. The Previous use of the site had two discharge points on
the southernmost boundary. Why there if the drainage ran the other way? Surface water flows are generally south
east towards the Molonglo River tributary creek. p1 App G

2. I note that there are no sediment ponds or dams or diversions channels indicated on site diagrams as being near the
concrete batching plant. Either it produces no waste or sediment or excess water or it is collected/contained inside.
Unlikely. This must be explained.

3. Section 8.1.1 of the Scoping Document requires the EIS to describe the environmental conditions and values for the
themes identified in Table 1 and the baseline conditions for the area. The EIS should therefore discuss the existing
environmental conditions of the Molonglo River and its tributaries affected by the proposal, plus any changes to the
baseline that are expected to take place over the proposal’s lifetime. This information is absent from the main EIS and
Appendix J. While some hydrological information is supplied about the groundwater and surface water the river
condition is ignored. It is important to note that the 2019 Waterwatch report gave it a Fair report card. Without proper
consideration of the issues of water quality turbidity, salinity and pH levels, relating them to operational impacts of Hi
Quality, no adequate assessment of this development is possible. Failing to follow the Scoping Document in this matter
makes the impact assessment incomplete and non-compliant.

Soil losses in the catchment results in sedimentation in runoff. Sediment in runoff from disturbed lands is considered a 
major source of pollutants. Sediment and other suspended solids can affect the growth of aquatic plants; impact the 
suitability of habitats for some aquatic flora and fauna and reduce the capacity of downstream channels and water 
bodies, worsening flood impacts. Changes to catchment conditions must be regularly monitored.

It was alarming to read in the EIS page118 that concentrations of dissolved metals in groundwater water were generally, 
with the exception of chromium, copper and zinc, below trigger values for fresh water. No clear contaminant source was 
identified, however the EIS assumed it was likely the result of surface water infiltration through the upper soil profile. It 
was noted too that copper and zinc were detected in the surface water samples analysed and as such may be 
associated with general regional conditions or background concentrations.

mailto:ACEPDCustomerServices@act.gov.au


The EIS further opined that Given that the similar metal concentrations were detected upstream and downstream 
of the Site, it is considered that elevated heavy metals are associated with general regional conditions. p.118 In 
reply i would say given that contamination source is possible from the historic cement batching and that transport 
pathways of the metals is possibly by air then whether the contaminants were discovered up or downstream is 
irrelevant.

The surface water testing occurred in a dry time and only two out of four samples were able to be collected. However it 
was noted that potential contaminant loads originating from the Site through the creek may not have been captured. No 
further investigation was considered warranted. I disagree with this conclusion for a number of reasons.

It proves that the sensitive downstream environment is already negatively impacted.

It proves that the distance between the existing and proposed industries fails to provide an adequate buffer for the 
river from the impacts of those industries.

It suggests that the copper and zinc above criteria need investigation to prove they did not come from previous 
cement works activity.

While it is correct that chromium is naturally occurring in rocks, plants soils and volcanic dust and gases, it is also 
among the many heavy metals (including copper and zinc) in fly ash, the product of incineration, power generation or 
cement kilns and regularly used by the 4 or 5 cement plants in Fyshwick. The Phase 1 PSA established that key 
potential sources of contamination for the site were generally related to concrete batching activities,

Chromium is primarily in trivalent form and does not usually remain in the atmosphere but is deposited into the soil 
and water. The ElS did not distinguish between Cr(III) and Cr(VI).

In stable forms in soils Cr(III) is not soluble while Cr(VI) the more toxic, is produced by industrial processes and more 
soluble in water.

Chromium (VI) is found in fly ash, the product of power generation in coal fired power stations, and has been used in 
the cement industry for decades. Fly ash is highly permeable and allows the contaminants, in this case heavy metals, 
to leach out quite quickly. Hi Quality proposes to continue the use of fly ash in its cement batching operation.

The heavy metals in the groundwater infiltrated through soil potentially deposited there by either discharge from the 
neighbouring industrial activities of ROCLA or by airborne fly ash/cement dust. Similarly the contaminants detected in 
the surface water from airborne dust or run off.

The Separation distance between the development and the wetland, tributary creeks and the river has been proven 
as insufficient to protect the water resource.

The Phase 1 Contamination Assessment Appendix G paps 6-7, 17, 18 and 21, reports large areas on the site of 
contaminated imported fill (building waste) and reject product from concrete batching works. The site fill comprised 
clays, sand, gravels, crushed concrete and cement slurry. It is likely that reject products from concrete 
batching were used to level the site.p18. In summary, there is a Moderate to High potential for contamination 
impacts to soil and groundwater from historical filling activities and uncontrolled demolition of electrical 
transformers. p.21

The assumption therefore, that it may be associated with general regional conditions or indicative of background 
conditions should be rejected for lack of scientific evidence. It may have been a reasonable assumption if not for the 
concrete industries which were operating over a long period of time and for the cement crushing activities at Pialligo 
and Tigerwaste in Fyshwick. This is important and should have formed part of any water quality analysis for an ElS 
proposing crushing and batching of concrete.

It is my view that the water contamination detected has come from the same sort of activities that this development, and 
a previously approved one, proposes to continue. Further investigation is most definitely warranted before any water or 
dust is released from this site.

Legislative and Regulative considerations

The EPAct S44 says a person pollutes a waterway if the person—

(a)allows, causes, or fails to prevent the discharge, emission, depositing, disturbance or escape of a pollutant into or on 
a waterway; or

(b)places a pollutant in a position where it is likely to pollute a waterway by entering a stormwater system or other entry 
into a waterway.

The EPA and regulators require Industry to see that no significant pollution is caused and to apply Best Practice that 
ensures a high level for the environment as a whole having regard to the potential to transfer pollution from one 
environmental medium to another. The EP Act is aimed at minimising transboundary pollution and ensure appropriate 
protection of soil and groundwater. The EIS proposed to release water form the waste water dams if they surpass 
capacity.



Concrete Batching

The Site is currently occupied by the Proponent and previously operated (and currently has approval) as a 
concrete product manufacturing facility. p5

A major issue in assessing this EIS is the separation of the new development(s) from the existing approval for a Cement 
batching and cement product manufacturing facility. Environmental impacts are common between the Integrated 
Resource Recovery Facility and the approved cement plants. Both have the potential to impact adversely on water 
quality and soils. Water issues for the cement batching and manufacture overlap those of the site as a whole. Issues of 
concern are:

• No drainage lines are shown from the concrete batching plant to any collection points or dams or ponds specific to 
its needs. These are neither discussed or drawn on site diagrams

•The drainage lines for the site show the movement of the water towards the central easement whereas the 
Hydrology report clearly states that all drainage is in a southerly direction towards the creeks. Surface water flows 
are generally south east towards the Molonglo River tributary creek. p1 App G and The Site currently has a 
single release point along the northern block and two release points in the southern block. App J p7

Cement batching creates wash water and sludge. Solid Wash Out has the consistency of clay and is returned 
concrete that has been washed out and dried. It is a mixture of aggregates and sand from the original concrete, and 
contains hydrated lime and other cementitious materials that cause alkalinity. This material is typically taken out of 
washout pits, drained, dried, and recovered for re-use. Migration off site by any mechanism would be potentially 
harmful to the river and creeks.

Liquid Wash Out is an unavoidable by-product of the concrete batching. The wash out slurry sinks to the bottom of 
settling ponds and tanks in concrete plants and is extremely difficult to pump and transfer. It is an alkaline material 
that is very difficult to re-use in the concrete batching process as it is not a consistent product and its re-use presents 
a number of technical and concrete performance issues. Classified as a liquid waste material, this waste must be 
transported by licensed contractors in specially designed “sucker-trucks” and disposed of at licensed facilities. Liquid 
Wash Out can be stored in settling ponds, which are agitated to keep the material in a state of suspension. The 
Liquid Washout or Slurry is maintained in a liquid state. The water can then be pumped out and recycled back into 
the batching process, while leaving the majority of the alkaline cementitious material in the settling pond. If Liquid 
Wash Out cannot be kept in a state of suspension the material will collect at the bottom of the settling pond, requiring 
it to be pumped out and disposed of at a licensed facility. This is information which is not part of this EIS process but 
is provided here to show the potential adverse impacts that will occur if any of these wastes come into contact with 
stormwater runoff and the sediment it contains is not managed and controlled.

The Liquid washout slurry if it finds its way into the drains or sediment ponds and is not agitated will compromise the 
effectiveness of those important environmental control measures. It is an aspect of the ancillary development that 
needs to be considered in this assessment.

Two historic release points along the southern boundary indicates that the natural drainage runs in a southerly 
direction. It is not clear whether these release points will remain in addition to the two eastern ones part of this 
/stormwater management plan. Figure 3 page 9 would suggest not. This is significant since I do not believe that any 
water collected on this site should leave the site. What cannot be used as dust suppressant or elsewhere must be 
collected and either removed or discharged into the stormwater system, if after testing, the water quality allows it.

The Stormwater Assessment Appendix J is flawed

• because it fails to provide details of the construction of sediment ponds dams, channels culverts and drains in 
sufficient detail

• because it fails to identify the background environmental conditions, especially the river conditions for salinity 
turbidity water quality flow regimes and pH levels Background information should have identified the values of and 
risks to the river and wetland.

• The Site is an irregularly shaped, predominantly hard stand area p5 It is not clearly stated how much of the 
10.21ha areas is actually hardstand. “Predominantly” is too vague since the whole assessment is based on 
stormwater ingress to the site and the volume of the potential leachate.

The ElS fails to describe in detail the existing site sedimental controls and stormwater management so that an 
evaluation can be made and comparison for improved effectiveness of the current proposed measures.

There is no map or diagram which identifies the bunded areas nor any discussion of their construction. There 
appears to be a large wall of dirt on the north east corner of the site recently moved there. Is this soil to be 
removed, reprocessed or is it supposed to be a bund for the future development if approved. If a bund then 
ACTPLA should request it be separately assessed as fit for purpose. It does not appear to be impermeable 
material.



• No raw data was provided for verification of accuracy of the modelling. This creates uncertainties.

• ACTPLA should note that there has been no consideration of the evaporation rates which might in warmer weather 
reduce the catchment volume.

• There should have been a clear water balance done for the whole site including water use, drawdown from the town 
supply, water make from processing liquids wastes, and water use on site for dust suppression and wet down of 
waste received areas.

• Information about the drain flow rates and run-off estimates was included but the overall capacity of the drains was 
not.

The EIS should have estimated the amount of sediment likely to be generated from the site considering all types 
of activity, the number of unsealed roads and stockpiles. The developed site is to consist of buildings, 
sealed and unsealed roads, with areas of unsealed compacted soil surfaces to remain.

Sediment control

Sediment basins have been planned downstream of the natural drainage lines to actively collect the sediment 
runoff prior to being released to the natural environment. The sediment basins have been allocated as Dam 4 in 
Southern Block and Dam 1 in the Northern Block. p14

‘prior to being released to the natural environment’ is unacceptable and inconsistent with the Territory Plan General 
Codes Water Use and Catchment whose aims include “protect and conserve the water quality and aquatic habitats 
of highly valued lakes, rivers and streams” Release to the natural environment of sediment laden potentially contaminated 
water does not provide adequate protection to the natural grassland, surface water and groundwaters. The volume of 
water to be discharged after passing through the settlement ponds has not been calculated for its ability to be absorbed 
by the environment. The grassland is meant to be some kind of swale with no assessment of its ability to sustain the 
regular flow of contaminated water. Will it stop heavy metals seeping into the groundwater?

There is no evidence provided that dam 4 on the southern block is actually downstream of the natural drainage lines. 
Dam 4 also needs to be questioned for its size and whether it has the capacity to hold all the run off from the cement 
crushing facility and batching plant. More proof is needed. There appears to be room on the site for a larger dam and 
given that my position is that there should be no water escaping off site then perhaps it could have been connected to 
Dam 3 for contingency when the rainfall is higher than estimated in the modelling.

The volumes in total of both dams at .57ML and .33ML is questionable for efficacy. Scientific evidence should have ben 
provided for how this figure will be able to contain effectively all runoff and collect the sediment in high flow events when 
the sediment will not have had time to settle. Table 10 is based on one 23mm rainfall event. A number of other 
parameters should have been modelled for comparison to provide assurance that the correct one was selected for the 
construction size.

There are too many unanswered questions. What will prevent the overflowing? What is the spillway made of? How often 
will the sediment dam be emptied of sediment? What is proposed to happen to the collected sediment waste? How will 
this be achieved if the sediment basin never empties?

The Sediment control is confusing. Dam 4 has an irregular shape and does not equate to the Figure 3 construction 
diagram on page 15. No explanation is given for why the southern block only has one dam for both inlet water flow and 
sediment collection. Certainly the southern site is smaller that the north and on face value would need smaller 
infrastructure but the southern site also hold two of the most important, one the largest, activities of the whole proposal. I 
am not convinced that the stormwater collection and sediment controls for the southern part of the site are adequate.

The site layout shows only 4 dams; three on the norther block and one on the southern. Yet page 15, Table 9 Sediment 
basin sizing parameters for a typical type D basin provide dimensions and parameters for two, one on both the northern 
and southern block. Is this a mistake or was the mistake on the Figure 2 p.9 and the Utilites diagram in Volume 1 EIS 
where there appears to be only one “basin”. It cannot be referring to the dams and not the sediment basins because the 
southern block dam does not match the measurements on page 15 for size or shape.

As part of the Site Storage Requirements (SSR) the stormwater management plan contains the design and 
estimation of onsite detention basins (OSD). The onsite storage ultimately facilitates control of the onsite water 
resources and appropriate controls the Permissible Site Discharge (PSD) offsite into the downstream 
environments. p.16

As said earlier in this representation no background description was offered for the exisiting environment. Consequently 
there has been no assessment of the capacity of the existing environment to receive an unquantified and untested 
volume of water spilled through undescribed outlets. The number of times PSD will occur is unclear or will it be a 
continuous trickle?

If discharge occurs as it will during high rainfall events, a spill way is built into the dam, there is the potential for the 



catchment and the river to become water logged. The receiving water will most likely be the groundwater which in the 
area according to Appendix G is from 2.4. to 4.8 m deep. Groundwater tends to rise in high rainfall events. The potential 
for polluting this shallow aquifer is high if waste water is allowed to leave the site.

Outlets like the three proposed are a bad idea. They cannot be controlled. They cannot be monitored and they lead to 
uncontrolled discharged of pollutants into the downstream environment.

The discharge pipes are 4 inch pipes so the discharge will be a trickle discharge. In high flow events the spill way will 
activate and the water gush all over the surrounding blocks. Appendix J should have quantified the volume of water that 
will spill into the environment in this manner.

A PSD is a flow rate discharge calculation that is required to recognise the change from pre-development land-
use conditions to the impervious area ultimately proposed. The flow rate is then used as a restriction for the 
post development discharge so the existing hydrological regime downstream to the site is unchanged.

I do not understand why flow rate alone is used as a restriction when water quality parameters are not. This what I mean 
by background data. This Report should have discussed and assessed the River environment and its parameters for 
river health such as turbidity, flow rate, salinity, and pH levels. These are all the things that will tell if the hydrological 
regime is unchanged. Commitment to monitoring surface and groundwater would be necessary for any true measure of 
changes to the environment.

This volume is the minimum storage requirement to contain excess runoff from a 1% AEP storm with estimates 
and summaries provided in Table 11: The required facility storage volume is estimated to be 129.5 m3 for the 
Project and the Site, which is conservatively accounted for in the storage of Dam 2. p17

In this case the dams will never overflow but cleaning demands that in a dry time the staff is able to clean out the 
sediment otherwise sediment will build up and the capacity of the sediment basin be reduced. Hi Quality will have to 
make opportunities to clean the sediment. If the dam is half full of silt and sediment, the dams will overflow the spill ways 
earlier and the receiving environment might not be in a good condition to receive it.

These matters were not considered in the Report and should have been.

It is intended to allow the vegetation and grasses to act as a filter with no regard for the values of and impacts 
on these.

For the first time the report mentions the intention to build structures strategically placed infrastructure outside the 
boundaries of the site to interfere with the surface water flow close to the points where the runoff flows into the creeks. 
These are described as vegetated channels and sediment basins. The proposed location of these should have been 
indicated on site maps or diagrams. Without these details the performance of the Infrastructure cannot be assessed for 
its efficacy. A hydrologist with detailed knowledge of the location with these details would be able to assess the degree 
of protection they would afford the river.

The necessity for this additional infrastructure is the very thing that should have been avoided and if not possible then 
the project assessed as not acceptable .

More significantly it is proposed that if site conditions are changed additional SQIDs should be considered in future 
design stages of the Project in order to reduce potential water quality impacts. This seems to guarantee that site 
conditions will change.

These PSD requirements have been incorporated into the concept design of the stormwater management in the 
storages of Dam 2 and Dam 3. An explanation must be provided why these are not applied to dam 3 also which has 
the potential for uncontrolled discharge polluting the grasslands and downstream environment. The controlled release 
of water is aimed to facilitate a non-altered flow with no adverse impacts from the increased impervious cover 
run-off the project site to the downstream environment. What does this mean? Is it just that there is going to be 
more hardstand and buildings and less run off when compared to its present conditions. This will make no difference to 
the quality of the run off water on the site.

There should be no controlled releases.

Proposed Water Use

On page 120 of the EIS the estimated water usage at the Site is expected to be in the order of 20,000 kL per annum. 
The primary uses of water are as dust suppression including water carts on haul roads to minimise wheel generated 
dust; Sprays on stockpiles to minimise wind blown dust; sprays installed on crushing and screening plant and conveyors 
as required; and wheel and truck washing.

The EIS should have done a thorough water balance showing how much water is proposed to be used on dust 
suppression all weather conditions being considered.The approximate proposed annual water usage at the Site is given 
as 20,000kL/annum; about one fifth of the total holding capacity. The conclusion is that 70,000kL will be allowed to 
discharge into the River over the grassland. This is unacceptable. More measures need to be adopted to allow all water 
to remain on site or be discharged into the City Stormwater system. If not possible the water has to be held and treated 



till it meets the required standards.

If all internal haul roads were sealed, less dust and sediment would be generated removing some of the issues relating 
to stormwater run off quality and collection.

Water Quality

The samples collected were tested to assess existing surface water quality. Due to dry weather conditions it 
was noted that potential contaminant loads originating from the Site through the creek may not have been 
captured. Good science would have demanded that the samples be taken again in a number of different weather 
conditions.

It is a serious weakness in the EIS that the water quality of the site run off was not addressed in detail. If this water is to 
‘spill’ into the environment and it is polluted with any of the contaminants on site, then all these contaminants must be 
captured and treated prior to the spill. Only clean water can be released. There is no provision for the testing of the 
quality of the water before release especially when there are three uncontrolled release points. This should be rectified.

Concentrations of metals in surface water were generally below the ANZECC-ARMCANZ (2000) 95% trigger 
values for fresh water, with the exception of copper and zinc. Given that similar metal concentrations were 
detected upstream and downstream of the Site, it is considered that elevated heavy metals are associated with 
general regional conditions. This is an assumption which needs to be verified.

Due to the large area of exposed soil on site, sedimentation due to land disturbance is likely to be the most 
relevant water quality issue for the Project. Its is noted that potentially contaminated areas are segregated from 
the stormwater management system, as described in the EIS. Does this mean they were not controlled. This needs 
more explanation. How are they segregated when materials are constantly being shuffled around. Disturbance of 
stockpiled materials creates dust which then settles on drains and become leachate.

This SWMP aims to provide effective means of minimising the contaminants and sediment entrained by Site 
runoff surface water and retain a majority of that entrained contaminants on-site to reduce contaminant loads 
to the receiving watercourse. As most surface water runoff flows across vegetated channels the majority of 
total suspended soils (TSS) is filtered by grasses and other vegetation. This SWMP proposes to further reduce 
contaminants, sediments and associated runoff in the surface water flows by implementing strategically placed 
infrastructure including vegetated channels and sediment basins as Stormwater Quality Improvement Devices 
(SQIDs) close to the points where the runoff flows to the creeks. p18

Here the Report admits that the entrained contaminants and sediment by site surface runoff are a risk to the receiving 
watercourse. This is inconsistent with the statement on page 120 of the ElS which says Catchment areas reporting the 
onsite sedimentation ponds are expected to be ‘clean’ areas. The catchment areas around the crushing and screening 
areas will not be clean areas. Crushing old concrete releases silica dust, fly ash particulate matter and other pollutants 
from concrete batching admixtures. Even small quantities of these cannot be allowed to release into the river.

Different land uses also dictate the types of contaminants expected on the Site. This should have been explored 
further as it affects the runoff response and catchment impacts

Mitigation measures to manage the migration of contaminated runoff would include bunding, drains and 
enclosed processing areas. 122 The largest processing area and the one of greatest concern is the crushing and 
screening area which is not enclosed and should be in order to contain the dust and prevent it from settling on the 
neighbouring areas where it could wash into the river and affect the water quality.

Monitoring

It is only in the Monitoring and Management Plan p18 that we are given any insight into the construction of the dams 
drains and sediment basins and the potential weaknesses in their design. Reference is made to a fence but no fence is 
discussed or shown on any diagrams or maps. This must be addressed. The material of that fence and the materials 
used in the drains or dam structures is not specified but appears it might be geo-textile since the need for removing silt 
and debris is recognised.

Geo-textiles depending on which kind are known for clogging. The phrase ensure the integrity base/geo-textile (not 
exposed and no undermining) also recognises their weaknesses. It appears that if they are looked after they can 
function well as a sediment control. There are serious concerns about this. Based on the length and number of drains 
culverts, ponds and dams it would have adverse consequences if this vital part of the operation were neglected and that 
at some point on the site there was damage to the dam structure and significant scouring or creep around the ends of 
the dams. The EIS should have investigated a number of alternative design options to assess which would give the 
greater protection. Bentonite might have been one of them.

The maintenance actions appear to be thorough but lacks clarity with regard to removing the accumulated sediment. 
How this might be achieved with water in the dams is not described. The inlet pond in the Northern Block will collect 
sediment, the pond has been sized to allow for clean out of sediment by excavator. The EIS should have outlined 
the frequency of sediment clean out and how it is done with water still in the ponds and reported the fate of the 
sediment. The integrity of the ponds, basins and dams must be protected form damage by the excavator.



The triggers for maintenance action are:

1 For the sediment basins where the sediment blocks more than 30% of retention capacity. A possible adverse impact 
of this is that the settling zone is only 600mm deep so a blockage of 30% of that would be significant in both the 
additional sediment layered on the bottom and in reduction of dam capacity.

2 For the dams where accumulated sediment/debris exceeds 10% of settling pond storage volume. The question 
remains how do you remove sediment during prolonged periods of high rainfall when dams are at capacity.

3. A maintenance plan for surface water infrastructure is included in Table 12. Surface water infrastructure unless 
otherwise stated should be inspected monthly and after each significant runoff generating storm event. This could have 
included a commitment to immediately report any detected damage and a regime of water quality testing of the dam 
water and the sediment.

Phase 2 Assessment (APPENDIX H) stated ongoing monitoring associated to site contamination is not 
required. p.126 When the site has been remediated this would apply to the site only. The basis of this comment must 
be questioned. Did the author of Appendix H base his judgement on the site audit for the exiting purpose and 
unchanged activities or was he unaware of the very different proposal and the changes it would make to the existing site 
conditions.

A final concern arising from this Report is the lack of contingency plans for continued operations if the capacity is 
underestimated or if there is some kind of collapse of any part of these dams, drains or basins. This must be addressed.

If Hi Quality is unable to avoid or manage the stormwater and sediment rather than mitigate with uncontrolled releases 
this development should be refused.

Yours sincerely.
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Integrated Resource Recovery Facility
To The Minister for Planning

This is a submission objecting to the above Development based on Inadequate Air 
Quality and Health Assessment

Dear Minister,

Air Quality Assessment
Siting large waste facilities near to residential retail and commercial areas has negative 
impacts on the community because of the degraded health and environmental conditions 
associated with them. Communities in proximity to waste depots suffer from enhanced 
traffic flow and increased particulate matter (PM) levels arising from vehicular emissions 
and dust releases from stockpiles, have machinery operation and laden trucks.

Adverse cardio respiratory health is associated with exposure to ambient particulate matter.
(PM). The highest PM concentrations occur in proximity waste facility that experience 
high numbers of dust-laden, heavy-duty diesel vehicles transporting commercial and 
demolition waste. With this in mind the Air Quality study Appendix K’s findings must be 
rejected because it did not consider impact on those close to the waste facility.

Fine particle pollution is of greatest concern because it is associated with mortality and 
high health costs for the community. The relationship between extended air pollutant 
exposure and increased prevalence of asthma symptoms has been well documented. 
Numerous scientific studies have linked particle exposure to a variety of lung and heart 
problems, including premature death in people with heart or lung disease; non- fatal heart 
attacks; irregular heartbeat; aggravated asthma; decreased lung function; and increased 
respiratory symptoms, such as irritation of the airways, coughing or difficulty breathing. 
People with heart or lung diseases, children and older adults are the most likely to be 
affected by particle exposure. In the ACT region, transport is a significant source of ozone 
precursor emissions (NOx and VOCs), as well as particulates and particulate precursors.

Dust emissions from the construction and operational phases is clearly a problem. The EIS 
advises Appendix K p.9 the following sources of dust; 
Loading/unloading,Crushing,Screening,Wind erosion (stockpiles),Wheel generated dust 
(paved roads), Wheel generated dust (unpaved roads), Air curtain incinerator (ACI) The 
AQA did attempt to quantify the dust as coarse and finer particles but not to evaluate the 
likelihood of chemicals of concern being carried on them. Fine particle pollution is of 
greatest concern because it is associated with mortality and high health costs for the 
community. While concentrations are higher closer to sources, fine particles can disperse 
widely due to their very small size. It is the high concentrations at the source not the yearly 
or daily averages that concerns the ACT community who live and work near Fyshwick. 
The community has identified these dangerous air emissions which will increase as a result 
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of this development, diesel exhausts, crystalline silica dust and air toxins when fly ash 
found in old concrete is crushed.

The World Health Organization’s International Agency for Research on Cancer has 
classified diesel exhaust as a human carcinogen. Diesel emissions from the increased 
traffic in Fyshwick and the potential adverse impact on the health of the Fyshwick 
population measured by increases in asthma and other respiratory conditions, cardio 
vascular conditions, hospital admissions and mortality. Diesel exhaust consists mostly of 
fine particles, contains nitrogen oxides and toxins. They have adverse impacts on health, 
particularly for the elderly, children and those with existing health conditions.

Although all the diesel emissions from transport in this development are not additional to 
the ACT load they are additional to the Fyshwick precinct, an area heavily polluted by 
these kinds of emissions. The 1400 truck movements a day in one small area concentrates 
the burden in an already polluted environment. For that reasons the impacts compounding 
with those already there should have been measured as if they were a burden to the 
ambient air. Diesel exhaust emissions are a major source of fine particle pollution. In 
Fyshwick people will be exposed to diesel emissions on a daily basis, from trucks and 
other diesel vehicles on the roads and from heavy equipment using diesel engines 
operating in a variety of off-road settings.

Indoor air quality in the recycling building should be studied also. Heavy plant equipment, 
shredders, shakers, trucks, dozers and forklifts or whatever is to be used will emit toxic 
diesel fumes in an enclosed space. While Australia has national emissions standards for 
on-road diesel vehicles, no regulations specifically apply to emissions from non-road 
diesel sources which consume more diesel than on road vehicles.

Health Impact Assessment and the Health costs of particle emissions
The HIA, Appendix L was neither a quantitative nor qualitative study nor even a valid 
desk top study. In relying on information provided by the proponent and other appendices 
the EIS lacks credibility and reliability. Indeed the lengthy disclosure at the end admits 
this. “Golder accepts no responsibility for and makes no representation as to the accuracy 
or completeness of the information provided to it by or on behalf of the Client or sourced 
from any third party. Golder has assumed that such information is correct unless 
otherwise stated and no responsibility is accepted by Golder for incomplete or inaccurate 
data supplied by its Client or any other person for whom Golder is not responsible. That 
opinion is necessarily constrained by the extent of the information collected by Golder or 
otherwise made available to Golder. Further, the passage of time may affect the accuracy, 
applicability or usefulness of the opinions, assessments or other information in this Report 
“ and “Any uncertainty as to the extent to which this Report can be used or relied upon 
in any respect should be referred to Golder for clarification.” (bold is theirs).”

The HIA should have identified the actual risks from the operation, identified sensitive 
receptors and the exposure pathways. It should have recognised the contamination present 
on the site, identified its toxicity and identified the risks associated with that and the 
possible consequences. It should have identified the health risks associated with each of 
the types of waste and each of the processes adopted for resource recovery and assess them 
for health impacts. It completely ignored the current asbestos on the site and the asbestos 
which will be imported to it as part of the operation. It should have evaluated the 
mitigation measures to verify if they would make the site healthy workplace.

Key receptor groups can be identified: nearest residential population, future on site 
workers, itinerant maintenance workers and off site business workers and their customers. 
The main exposure pathway would generally be inhalation. Neither the AQA of HIA 



considered off site receptors because they assumed a below criteria deposition level would 
provide protection. This is not necessarily so. For many pollutants there is no safe criteria.

Air quality imposes major costs on NSW communities. There are significant health and 
economic gains to be made from reducing exposure to particle and diesel pollution. Many 
overseas studies and recent Australian studies have attempted to quantify the cost to the 
environment and the economy of increased health impacts from pollution. The important 
Australian studies are “Air Pollution Economics Health Costs of Air Pollution in the 
Greater Sydney Metropolitan Region” NSW DEC Nov 2005; “Clearing the air Why 
Australia urgently needs effective national air pollution laws” Environmental Justice 
Australia May 2014 and “METHODOLOGY FOR VALUING THE HEALTH IMPACTS 
OF CHANGES IN PARTICLE EMISSIONS – FINAL REPORT” NSW Environment 
Protection Authority February 2013 by paeholmes The information in these reports is 
designed to assist: the environmental impact assessment of major public infrastructure and 
industrial proposals

The paeholmes report found that an important factor in any economic appraisal of air 
pollution is the cost of health impacts. The health costs of air pollution are dominated by 
its effects on mortality. These in turn are dominated by the effects of airborne particulate 
matter (PM), and especially particles with a diameter of less than 2.5 μm (PM2.5). Based 
on what is reasonably practical in Australia, a new and flexible methodology has been 
developed to enable the costs to society associated with changes in PM emissions to be 
quantified. These are frequently referred to as ‘damage costs’, stated as a cost per tonne of 
emissions. It found that In Australia for example, typical average values for State capital 
cities are around A$250,000-A$300,000 per tonne of PM10 at 2010 prices.

More relevantly the Report includes unit damage costs for the Canberra Queanbeyan area 
taking into account population density, for tonnes of PM2.5. in Australian Dollars, of 
$230,000 Plus $240 for people not in any significant urban area of the ACT region. The 
Canberra Queanbeyan area has the highest unit damage costs off fine particles of the PM 
10 and 2.5 fraction outside the Sydney region.

The health costs of air pollution therefore are real and substantial, and a reduction in air 
pollution would deliver long-term benefits from the population’s improved health. The 
financial costs of any polluting industry to the health system must be factored into the 
assessment process. There is no evidence that this has occurred for this proposal. Air 
pollution–related economic impacts, especially health impacts, need to be incorporated 
into all project cost-benefit analyses.

A toxic atmosphere is any environment that presents a hazard to human respiration, 
whether it is in the open on a waste facility site, or in the confined space of a shed, vehicle 
or plant cab. There are varying factors which could result in toxic atmospheres where 
waste facility staff and operators of plant and waste vehicles are working. The most 
common factors include:

a) dust that can be generated through handling or break up of dry waste or masses;

b) silica dust created by mechanical crushing and shredding of soils, rocks and concrete.

c) asbestos exposure may occur through pickups or deposits of contaminated waste
streams and through irresponsible or accidental handling of ACM

d) massive increments of diesel fumes in the air shed from 460,000 extra vehicle
movements through the streets of Fyshwick each year.

All these are potential health hazards associated with waste transfer stations and should 
have been identified and assessed in any competent HIA.



That so few of these issues were addressed is sufficient to reject the EIS in its present form 
and the Minister should do so or else appoint an Inquiry Panel which has the expertise to 
evaluate the serious concerns I have expressed and which can look at other relevant 
environmental impacts..

Yours sincerely,
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