


Asbestos: There is no need for Fyshwick to become a storage facility for ACM. ACM 
especially damaged product is just as dangerous as friable asbestos. It should be handled 
and disposed of by its generator or owner directly to landfill. Double handling and transport 
through the streets of Fyshwick is unacceptable and should not be allowed. It should be 
taken directly to the appropriate licensed landfill at Mugga Lane. 

Fly ash: While fly ash has been used for a long time in concrete manufacture it remains a 
highly toxic material and is not welcome in an urban area. No details have been provided in 
the EIS about the fly ash; its chemical composition or its origin. While the concrete batching 
has approval, the concrete crushing activity part of the development involves fly ash and the 
fly ash will be transported to the site subject of this development. Crushing will release the 
previously used fly ash. This contaminated ash may have escaped from the previous use of 
the site for concrete batching as evidenced in the heavy metals detected in the Molonglo 
River, exceeding acceptable levels of copper, zinc and chromium. If these heavy metals 
escape again this time from a more concentrated operation, they could attach to the diesel 
aerosols and penetrate deep into the lungs of someone exposed to them. 

Drilling mud: This is worrying. I understand that the drilling mud, after the water is removed, 
will be processed, perhaps in the crushing and screening yard, to return it to its original state 
of sand and fine gravels for beneficial reuse. It sounds good in principle but the origins of 
the drilling mud have not been confirmed nor its chemical constituents. If sourced from the 
coal gas fields it might include a wide range of chemicals used in the drilling process many 
of which are toxic. The EIS should have provided more information on this part of the 
development. Each batch of drilling mud should have individual MSDS clearly stating if 
tracking chemicals have been used and what ones exactly. There are many. ACT law is 
bypassed in this cross-border trafficking. 

6] The Molonglo River and its wetland

It is extremely disappointing that the EIS virtually ignored the existence of the River and its 
adjacent creek and wetland. It is obvious by the attention paid to stormwater collection and 
sediment management that the proponents are aware of the significant adverse impact 
uncontrolled run off could have on the valued river and wetland. The river and its wetland 
need a separate impact assessment for the development in its many and complex features 
which could have impacts on water quality, ecological values, river flow, turbidity and 
salinity. Zinc for example is ecotoxic. Measures for managing the site against impacts on 
the river cannot be ignored or dismissed. 

7] The processes to be used

Generally, the EIS was deficient in describing the details of the processes to be employed, 
the waste handling processes and the manufacturing ones. For example, the RDF, if there 
should be enough residue, is not described at all yet the developer in his community 
consultation reaffirmed that it was part of the proposal. Treatment of the contaminated soil is 
vague. The temporary storage of ACM was not addressed. No details were provided about 
the recycling shed and its operation. The crushing and screening aspect of the development 
is unacceptable in an open area, on such a large scale, close to the river and wetland and 
posing potentially serious threat to human health. Unsatisfactory attention has been paid to 
Occupational Health and Safety matters that arise from this development. 

Thank you for allowing me to make these brief comments on my opposition to DA20190001 
which in its present form should be rejected. 
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