


important because the mud is to go to the crushing yard for re-processing as sands and gravels and 

the water is potentially to be used on site for dust suppressant. The product could still be potentially 

contaminated and harmful to human health. 

"Approximately 21,000 tonnes per annum of recovered solids would be transferred to the onsite Soil 

Processing and Recovery Facility. Approximately 9,000 kl of liquid waste per annum would be 

tested and classified either for use on site for dust suppression or discharged to sewer under a Trade 
Waste Agreement with ICON Water." 

The risk is in the contaminants, if remaining, being emitted to the air as fine particles in the crushing 

process where the impact could be deleterious to human and aquatic health. If these fine particles 

react in the air to form secondary particles with the other air contaminants at this facility, then they 

could be carcinogenic. 

The Scoping Document required identification of risks and an appraisal of their potential and likely 
impacts. This was not done for this particular waste stream and given its composition having 

potentially had drilling fluids mixed with it the absence of a risk assessment by the proponent cannot 

be explained. It is reasonable to assume that there is something to hide. Nevertheless, a risk 

assessment must be done on all the wastes to be processed as part of this development, whatever 

their origin. The risk assessments done on the waste types at p 82 merely repeat the genera! 

information provided about the processing methods. A description of processes and an evaluation 
of risks is not the same thing. f conclude that the Risk Assessment for the whole of this development 

is inadequate and must not be accepted. 

Processing of drilling mud should not be allowed at Fyshwick until there is much more information 

provided to ensure that it will not have significant adverse impacts. 

Thank you. 




