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DA201900001

epdcustomerservices@act.gov.au
It is time decision makers showed more concern for the environment and sustainability
instead of accepting the poor quality EIS201900001 has thrust before them and in
contravention of the wishes of large numbers of the community. With regard to the
management and mitigation measure offered for this project the following comments can
be made.
This representation objects to the development of a massive Resource Recovery facility in
Fyshwick. My objection is made based on the following issues.
AIR QUALITY ISSUES
Dust can be generated as a result of the site activities of construction and demolition waste
recycling facilities and needs to be managed to prevent local nuisance or environmental
impact.
Dust should not exit the site and dust plumes should not be visible from surrounding areas.

There was no assurance in the EIS that internal and external roadways would be free
of accumulated dust, soil or sand that could be picked up by truck and machinery
tyres.
There was no assurance that excessive quantities cannot be picked up by strong
winds.
There was no assurance that dust would not be generated by the temporary holding
of waste pending processing, or from final product stockpiles.

Spraying these sources with water does not provide adequate assurance. Reference is made
to two water carts. In view of the size of the site and the volume of waste that will be
moved from place to place, two water carts would be totally inadequate to suppress the
dust to an acceptable degree.
The area of the site cleared for operations should be minimised with sealed or compacted
and properly stabilised access roads and hard stand areas. I request that all roads should be
sealed. Stockpiles on hardstands should be covered. The sealed road at the main exit to the
public road system should be regularly swept to remove loose material. Ideally a vegetated
buffer zone should be provided for all vacant areas and be planted with appropriate native
flora local to the area and suitable for the various uses of visual screening, aesthetics, noise
and dust control. If not feasible then a high acoustics fence should be erected around as
much of the whole site as possible. Hopefully this will have both noise and dust abatement
benefits.
Dust can be generated during the transportation of materials to and from the facility, from
general site activity and stockpiling, and from the recycling process itself, notably from
crushing and screening equipment. Dust and wind blown particles are both a nuisance and
an occupational health and safety hazard for facility workers. Crushing concrete produces
carcinogenic respirable crystalline silica. It can also create a potential health hazard for
neighbouring properties. For instance, dust and other particulate matter from crushing may
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trigger respiratory attack in susceptible people, such as asthma sufferers, affect local
manufacturing businesses equipment or products (eg cabinet works) or remnants landing
on motor vehicles of local business staff. Excessive dust emission can also adversely affect
native flora and fauna in local bushland. Birds have a similar respiratory system as
humans.
Where feasible, processing operations likely to generate large volumes of dust should be
fully enclosed in a building and provided with internal dust suppression or capture systems
and ventilators. Where this is not feasible they should be surrounded by a three sided
enclosure with fencing or barriers taller than the largest machinery operating inside. The
fencing should be situated as far away from the operation as the site allows to provide a
buffer between it and the outside environment where the heaviest of the dust can settle.
Unfortunately this will do nothing to prevent the spread of the more harmful fine and ultra
fine particulate matter.
Specific measures offered such as using a water cart to dampen down roadways and
operating areas and installing and enforcing the use of vehicular wheel wash baths are little
more than common necessary housekeeping measures which will not avoid or prevent the
pollution of the air in Fyshwick. Appendix K failed to provide assurance that Fyshwick
would not become an unhealthy environment. Averaged dust deposition readings over a
year or even a day do not capture any spikes above criteria levels or the actual amount of
dust created at the source where the maximum impact occurs.
NOISE ISSUES
Construction and demolition waste recycling facilities are reliant on the use of heavy
vehicles and specialised site plant and equipment. The type of equipment which would
create a noise issue includes grinders/crushers, sorting conveyors, loading and unloading
of trucks, as well as vehicle movements. Potential noise impacts need to be considered.
Recycling facility plant and equipment can create noise nuisance or noise pollution if not
properly managed. Crushing and grinding equipment is inherently noisy. Power screens
used to grade and standardise aggregate size can also generate a significant level of noise.
Noise from vehicles travelling to and from the site and moving within the site must not
create offensive noise levels or disturb neighbouring or nearby business properties. It was a
serious omission of the EIS that the impacts of road noise from this development was not
assessed cumulatively with the plant noise or with the existing traffic noise particularly
along Newcastle street, Collie and Tennant streets where it could be a significant nuisance
to commerce in the businesses operating there.
Heavy vehicles can be a common source of noise disturbance, particularly to nearby
properties and along main access routes to recycling facilities, landfills and other open site
operations. The movement of waste onsite and stockpiling final products can also be
sources of noise disturbance. The extent to which plant and equipment may disturb
neighbouring properties will depend on local circumstances and on the nature, level or
frequency of the sound emitted, its duration and the time at which it is made. Occupiers of
neighbouring properties must not be disturbed as a result of the use of site plant and
equipment or general site activity.
The suggested mitigation measures to be put in place, so that no local nuisance or
offensive noise is created for nearby residents or other businesses are not substantial
enough to be effective. A scant recognition of temperature inversions and the way they
intensify noise propagation is inadequate to mitigate against the intermittent noise from so
many vehicles and heavy machinery all day. The reception in operation from 6am to 7am
in the winter months presumes without any foundation, that the air inversion will either
have lifted at 7am or everybody will already be awake. If the inversions last well into the
morning or even afternoon or occur in the autumn or other seasons as does occur, then this
control measure will have no effect on achieving the desired outcome.
Other noise mitigation measures which should have been considered are:

§ Facilities should be sited within a zoned industrial estate having an appropriate buffer
distance from residential areas.



§ Main transport routes to the facility should avoid residential or sensitive use areas.
§ Special noise reduction measures, such as erecting purpose-built acoustic barriers
should be implemented.
§ Sound attenuation measures should be used for plant and equipment such as baffles
and specialised mufflers, acoustic enclosures or partial enclosure housings.
§ Pre-sorting or pre-treatment of wastes off site may also act to reduce noise impacts.
§ Acoustic barriers need to be designed and purpose-built
§ Vegetated buffer zones can also be planted to mitigate noise from operations using
suitably selected native plantings local to the area.
§ All plant and equipment should be regularly maintained and equipment selected
having the lowest sound output rating.
§ Scheduling of activities to avoid worst case scenario of all machinery in operation at
the one time.

ACTPLA should seek advice from an acoustic engineer in assessing the Noise Impact
study done for this development to check if all of the sources of noise are accounted for; if
the correct decibel range is attributed to them; if the cumulative noise from all of the
potential sources operating together or in different combinations have been adequately
described and if the meteorological conditions are modelled with all likely scenarios. The
mitigation measures suitable for such a complicated development where every part of it
has the potential to generate noise also need close scrutiny. It is too complex for the public
to deal with and I suggest for the assessment team also. A planning panel of experts
various relevant fields should be engaged.
LAND CONTAMINATION
This site has been remediated because of asbestos contamination in fill. There is a real risk
it could happen again. C&D waste soil can contain asbestos waste therefore the site could
become re-contaminated as a result of site operations. This should have been assessed in
the Risk Assessment. Impacts which might have been identified are that;

§ Remediation of contaminated soil is difficult and expensive for site owners and
operators
§ Asbestos and other source contamination could render the site unsuitable for many
land-uses and difficult to on-sell or lease to others.

Contaminants from stockpiles of material awaiting processing or in stockpiles of finished
product can leach into the soil. In addition, the operation of plant and equipment on site
can give rise to spills or leaks of diesel, oils or lubricants which can be gradually deposited
on-site and accumulate over time. Minimum measures to protect the land and environment
include:

§ Site hard stand areas used for stockpiling or operations on sealed or compacted areas
and graded to drain.
§,Water should not be allowed to pond on-site except in ponds designed for retention or
infiltration.
§ The proponent should consider larger sediment and waste water ponds, dams, and
drains as a precaution against water leaving the site carrying contaminants. This has the
the potential to pollute the surface and groundwater.
§ All plant and equipment including hydraulic equipment should be regularly checked
and maintained.
§ All fuels and hazardous goods should be properly stored in approved tanks or other
structures as required by legislation.
§ An emergency management plan that includes a spill incident plan should be prepared.
A spill incident kit that includes a supply of absorbent material, interception devices and
tools should be maintained on-site to enable an immediate and effective response to any
spill.
¶ Any known or suspected contamination must be reported to the EPA,

ASBESTOS
There is no good reason for Asbestos Containing Material being deliberately brought to the



ACT for temporary storage. It is totally unacceptable.
Airborne asbestos is a health hazard. Asbestos-containing Material (ACM) means any
material, object, product or debris that contains asbestos. The removal of ACM can be a
high risk process, because there is often significant disturbance of the ACM and thus a
potential for exposure to respirable airborne asbestos fibres. A high degree of control is
therefore essential for the safe handling of ACM. If any material containing asbestos is
damaged, disturbed or mishandled, it can release fibres and cause a health risk.
In Storing the asbestos waste the waste must :

§ be unloaded in such a manner as to avoid the creation of dust

§ not come into contact with any earthmoving equipment at any time.

§ People within the asbestos work area need to have protection, most especially respiratory
protection, that is fully adequate to control the exposure risk.

§It is also important to ensure no asbestos contamination occurs outside the asbestos work
area.

§ The dropping of asbestos material and the use of ramps, chutes or similar gravity-
dependent devices should not be allowed under any circumstances.

It is of concern to me that there was no technical or specialist Impact Study relating to the 
asbestos storage where the risks were described and impacts analysed; where the 
regulations and codes governing the safe disposal of asbestos could have been referenced. 
Surely this omission makes this EIS non-compliant because the Scoping Document asked 
the developer to identify all risks associated with the waste materials. None have been 
identified for the storage of asbestos.

These are some but not all of the flaws in the Proposal as put in the Draft EIS 201900001. I 
respectfully request that the relevant Planning Authority refuse it.

Yours respectfully,


