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EIS201900001 representation to refuse 
Hi Quality Resource Recovery Facility 
4-16 Tennant St Fyshwick

EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au  

To Ben Ponton, Chief Planning Executive 

It is essential that the source of all waste streams accepted at the site be addressed 
as required in the Scoping Document at Section 5.1; 

i. A description of all the components of the proposal (including the nature,
sources, quantities of all waste streams accepted at the site),

Firstly, ACTPLA must require the proponent to advise on the source of the 
drilling mud in order to ascertain compliance with the Proximity Principle 
which limits the transfer of waste by road. 

Throughout Australia waste issues of contamination, disposal and re-processing are 
compounding with the increase in the number of coal seam gas fields.  The 
proponent’s term “hydro-excavation” requires clarification specific to the mud 
drilling waste to be transported to the Tennant St site.  Should this project involve 
mud from coal seam gas drilling perhaps from the Camden fields being the nearest, 
where the distance from Fyshwick is well in excess of the 150km limit in NSW 
allowable for the transport of waste by road, then the Proximity Principle must be 
observed.   However, this waste will reach Fyshwick from the Windellama landfill a 
lesser distance of some 90km.  This processing would be best undertaken onsite at 
Windellama landfill in the Goulburn/Mulwaree Shire and materials for the mix could 
be sourced locally and service the local community and NSW roads.    

This is double shuffling of waste depending on the source of waste streams to the Hi 
Quality Windellama landfill and how far the total distance of the transporting of 
waste by road through NSW to Fyshwick is accounted. There must also be 
accounting for the environmental impact of greenhouse gas as a result of excessive 
transportation by road of heavy diesel fuelled vehicles and the effect on our nett 
zero emissions target. 

Secondly, ACTPLA must require the proponent to advise on the source of the 
drilling mud in order that ACTPLA can ascertain what requirements for the 
classification and re-use of this waste stream could apply. 

Access Canberra Information Sheet No 8 providing advice to producers, transporters 
and receivers of drilling mud waste only applies to drilling mud waste generated 
and disposed of within the ACT.  It is of serious concern that a developer would have 
the opportunity to avoid requirements of both the ACT and the NSW Environment 
Protection Authorities with regard to drilling mud.  This is a situation advantaging a 
developer at the expense of the environment, community and government. 

Additionally, drilling mud generated outside of the ACT and processed outside of 
NSW will not be required to meet the following ACT EPA conditions; 
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The classification method detailed in this Information Sheet does not apply to drilling mud 
waste that has been generated by drilling:  

• for mineral, gas or coal exploration
• which potential disturbs hazardous materials, for example asbestos and/or asbestos

utility infrastructure
• through contaminated soils or acid sulphate soils, or
• that introduces contaminates during the generation process, including but not

limited to lubrication oils and chemical additives.
(see page 1 of Information Sheet No 8) 

Finally, at what stage will the residue to landfill be assessed? It has not been 
made clear with the separation of the liquid from the mud that the resulting soil will 
not be contaminated, depending on the source.   

It is important to note that were the Access Canberra Information Sheet No 8 to be 
applicable, then this Hi Quality process would be non-compliant.   With reference 
below, testing for contamination is to be carried out prior to the dewatering.    

However, it would be the view of many that testing should be done onsite at source 
prior to transportation.  In fact, processes are available for processing drilling mud 
onsite and this is by far the most preferable solution. 

An issue of great concern is that these ACT requirements are not available; 

Receiver requirements 

Waste can be directed to a temporary or permanent dewatering facility and dewatered 
provided appropriate storage capacity and controls are in place to prevent releases to the 
environment.  The waste may be dewatered either in-situ or ex-situ when:  

• conditions outlined above have been met and it has been established with certainty
that no contamination is present or likely to be present in the waste and the soil
does not contain any hazardous waste or material (for example building waste that
may contain asbestos).

• the method of disposal does not pose and is not likely to cause environmental harm.
Such forms of environmental harm include, but are not limited to discharge of
sediments to land, air or water.

(see page 2 of Information Sheet No 8) 

As the NSW EPA has experienced, Hi Quality is a company that has demonstrated a 
lack of respect of the environment and human health and safety.  On 1 August 2017, 

The NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) has fined Hi-Quality Waste 
Management Pty Ltd a total of $64,500 for offences at its St Mary’s and Bringelly 
facilities, including license breaches by accepting asbestos waste, and non-
compliance with other license conditions. 
EPA Director Waste Compliance Greg Sheehy said Hi-Quality had failed to comply 
with its environment protection licence conditions and several Clean-Up notices. 
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“Hi-Quality’s breaches at two different facilities have resulted in potential harm to 
the environment, including water and air quality,” Mr Sheehy said. 
“These fines reflect our commitment to ensuring waste facilities operate according 
to the rules set by the EPA.” (accessed at 15/08/2020 from www.epa.nsw.gov.au › 
news ›  epamedia17080102 Hi-Quality fined $64,500 over non-compliance and 
licence ...)    

And… 

With regard to the Hi Quality Minda Landfill, Windellama on 18 April 2017; 

The NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) has fined Hi-Quality Waste 
Management Pty Ltd a total of $32,500 and issued an Official Caution for multiple 
incidents at their Minda landfill which included a failure to apply appropriate cover 
to waste onsite, the alleged unlawful disposal of waste tyres and not paying waste 
levies. 
EPA Manager Regional Waste Compliance Cate Woods said Hi-Quality received a 
collection of fines reflective of the severity of their breaches. 
“This landfill is in a sensitive environment where the potential for harm is a serious 
risk.  It is disappointing that Hi-Quality appeared not to be taking their 
environmental obligations seriously across a range of issues,” Ms Woods said. 
(accessed at 15/08/2020 from www.epa.nsw.gov.au › news › epamedia17080102 Hi-
Quality fined $32500 over Windellama landfill - NSW EPA ) 

The ACTPLA assessment team needs to find answers as to; 

• whether any other waste stream in this proposal circumvents ACT and NSW
regulation in the same manner as it appears the processing of drilling mud;

• how to plug the loophole in cross border transportation of waste where
neither state’s in this case, NSW and ACT, compliance legislation will serve;

• how this company can assure that the soil will be free of contaminants
before it is further mixed in Fyshwick;

• what EPA compliance management system will be in place to guarantee
that the Waste Classification Standards are met; and

• how is this company to be trusted given its very poor environmental record
in NSW?

This same situation may well apply to other waste streams proposed by Hi Quality at 
Fyshwick.  ACTPLA has a responsibility to the ACT to closely examine what 
compliance is applicable to every waste stream proposed by this developer. 

The Hi Quality EIS201900001 at Fyshwick is to be refused in order that human 
health is protected and to prevent further degradation of the environment at the site 
and surrounds. 

Thank you for the opportunity to put my case. 

 
15/08/2020 
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EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au  
 
 
Representation in opposition to the Integrated Resource Recovery Facility 
Blocks (8 + 12) Section 28 Division Fyshwick 
EIS201900001 
 
 
To the Chief Planning Executive 
 
Dear Mr Ponton 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns with High Quality Group’s draft EIS. 
 
I oppose this development on numerous grounds some of which are outlined below.  It is the 
responsibility of the Planning Minister to ensure that all relevant social, environmental and 
economic matters necessary for a comprehensive evaluation of this development are 
provided by the proponent with sufficient detail to allow assessment.  I submit that the Draft 
EIS under consideration does not comply with this basic requirement. 

The Draft EIS is long, poorly organised, technical and scientific relating to a proposal that is 
complex and raises significant environmental and health concerns.  It is difficult to read and 
understand.  I request that the Minister, as empowered to do under s 228 of the P&D Act, 
engages a suitably qualified independent Inquiry Panel of experts to assess each aspect of 
the EIS for which scientific and technical expertise is required and to include an assessment 
of the health impacts on the Fyshwick population of the massive increase in diesel trucks.   

Weaknesses and omissions so far identified in the Draft EIS are noted; 

1. There is no real Public Benefit. 

The ACT Government has committed to a target of achieving net zero greenhouse gas 
emissions from the ACT by 2045. Achieving this target will require long-term commitment 
and a strategic approach to reducing emissions and shifting to a low carbon economy. 
 
The ACT is well served by recycling facilities and given the world oversupply of recyclables 
we do not need another large waste facility in the ACT in order to manage waste generated 
within the ACT. 

This is a development if justifiable that would be suitably located in rural or broad acre zoned 
areas, away from built up urban areas such as Fyshwick and the suburbs of inner south 
Canberra. 

Granting development consent for the project as proposed is inconsistent with the public 
interest which is key to planning decision-making.  The development in its entirety would 
deliver congested roads, poorer air quality, risks of accident and fire as frequently occur in 
similar plants, and risks to water quality in the Molonglo Catchment.  The development must 
be considered as a whole for cumulative impacts and when this is done the conclusion is 
reached that Canberra does not need it; that it will deliver adverse impacts to the location 
and surrounds and that it should be rejected as not in the public interest.  
 

2. Poor site selection  
 
The facility is inappropriately sited.  Consideration should be given to the potential for conflict 
between the development and the surrounding land use.  It is recommended that major 
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waste facilities not be adjacent to other sensitive or non-compatible land uses, and that a 
suitable ‘separation distance’ separates such uses.   
 
The ACT Government 2018 Separations Distance Guidelines for Air Emissions contains no 
description of a waste hub such as the proposed IRRF with its concentration of waste 
associated activities on the single site.  At pages 12 and 13, the guideline recommends a 
separation distance of at least 300 metres to the nearest sensitive land use for an MRF, an 
operation of crushing, grinding or milling or a waste transfer station. There is no reference to 
a waste hub.  Nearby small businesses and the workers in Tennant Street, Gladstone Street 
and Newcastle Street should be considered as sensitive receivers for traffic, noise and dust 
impacts.  Additionally, to allow the location of this major waste facility at Block 8 Section 28 
Fyshwick will sterilise the adjacent part of the Molonglo River corridor for consideration as a 
future recreational area, parkland or reserve. 
 
Two other important developments should also be examined for impacts from this proposal; 
the Molonglo Group development of the Dairy Rd which will bring tourists and residents into 
the Fyshwick area and the CRS MRF proposal for Ipswich Street.  These two future land 
uses should have been considered in the Transport Impact Assessment, odour assessment 
and air quality assessment and were not. 
 
The EIS fails to address the decommissioning timeframe and methods as required by the 
Scoping Document.  Responsibility for any clean-up of the site after operation ceases should 
be guaranteed by a bond.  This site was contaminated by asbestos in fill and by buried slurry 
from the previous concrete batching process.  With asbestos found in demolition waste and 
waste soils the risk of it becoming decontaminated have not been assessed. 

The Tennant St site is too busy with too many “recovery” activities under this “integrated” 
label.  It is of community concern that at the site which is surrounded by a densely populated 

area, there will be stockpiles of waste streams that are possibly contaminated and which at a 
landfill like Mugga Lane would be covered on delivery.  Alternatively, should the integrated 
resource recovery facility be located away from an urban area and inner south residences 
and businesses, that would be an appropriate location for these activities to then be 
assessed.  

Should Hi Quality intend in the future to transport quarry material such as rock into Sydney 
by rail as some have suggested, then it is paramount for Impact Assessment to ascertain 
these details and for government to identify a suitable site where an intermodal could service 
the ACT into the future and not purely for the benefit of the one company. 

1.   Insufficient consideration of alternatives. 
 
While the EIS considered alternate sites, it did not consider the alternative of “do nothing”. 
 
The National Waste Policy contains a number of strategies including product stewardship 
framework legislation to allow the impacts of a product to be responsibly managed during 
and at end-of-life; better packaging management; continued government focus to reduce the 
amount of biodegradable material sent to landfill and improvements in waste avoidance and 
re-use of materials in the commercial and industrial waste stream.  In this EIS, issues such 
as the unnecessary double handling of asbestos, lack of consideration for treatment of waste 
such as drilling mud or fly ash onsite at source, climate consequences of the long distance 
transportation of waste streams of unknown origin and no alternative site such as the waste 
facilities in NSW owned by the Hi Quality Group are just several examples of other possible 
solutions which the assessors should require to be accounted by the proponent. 
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2. Traffic issues 
 
Canberra’s economic growth and liveability of communities depends on a system of road 
transport infrastructure that is safe, accessible, and reliable and provides efficient 
connections between people, places, goods and services.  People use the roads every day 
to access employment, shops, commercial, social and recreational opportunities.  The road 
network is also used to transport the goods and services that underpin economic growth in 
the ACT and which many people depend on to support their way of life.  

The ACT Government has a general responsibility to provide a road system that caters for 
existing and planned development, consistent with the department’s objective of creating an 
integrated transport network easily and safely accessible to everyone. 

The Decision makers must ask where the 1.3 million tpa of waste and associated materials 
is coming from.  Each waste source, type and recovery rate should be clarified, and its 
composition confirmed, as this will influence processing requirements and the impact 
assessment.  It is also unclear how much contaminated waste would be present in a typical 
waste stream.  These factors would affect the traffic and transport impact assessment.  
 

a) Unaddressed issues of transport of waste 
 
The transport of waste across borders creates its own set of environmental difficulties.  It is 
not sustainable nor environmentally friendly.  Transport is the largest contributor to GHG 
emissions.  In 2020 vehicle emissions will comprise 60% of our greenhouse gas emissions.  
There was insufficient consideration of climate change in regard to transport.   
 
The Proximity Principle of ACT legislation should be upheld.  The Decision makers must ask 
where the 1.3 million tpa of waste and associated materials is coming from.  Each waste 
source, type and recovery rate should be clarified, and its composition confirmed, as this will 
influence processing requirements and the impact assessment.  It is also unclear how much 
contaminated waste would be present in a typical waste stream.  These factors would affect 
the traffic and transport impact assessment. Contaminated waste loads would have to be 
turned away if detected. 
   
As we are doing now at Hume we need to be looking after our own waste. That is the 
Proximity Principle set out in section 9 of the of the Waste Management and Resource 
Recovery Act 2016 and described as;  

“proximity principle means that waste and recovered resources should be managed 
as close to the source of generation as possible.”  
 
Risks of long distance transport of waste have been identified to include heavy vehicle traffic 
and congestion, fuel consumption, carbon emissions, traffic accidents, waste spillages and 
contamination. 
 
Waste Transport from NSW is unacceptable for a number of other reasons.  It is 
unacceptable as it moves responsibility for another State’s waste to the ACT. The added 
costs of the proposal considering the tonnage costs per kilometre transported need to be 
estimated. The EIS should have included a cost benefit analysis.  
 

b) Unaddressed onsite and local road network traffic issues  
 
Onsite: For this proposed development there are serious weaknesses in the site design as it 
relates to traffic movement.  From arrival of truck to departure there are several left or right 
hand turns. This is far from ideal and opens the site to potential minor or major collisions 
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involving other users and the general public.  It is most important to arrange buildings and 
roads on the site to eliminate or minimize intersections, the need to back up vehicles, and 
sharp turns.  

It is not clear how access to and from the car park against the direction of the exiting and 
entering trucks will allow visitors to leave safely.  This should have been addressed in the 
Traffic Impact Assessment.  Traffic flow diagrams for car park intersection with the access 
road should have been included. 

The site layout should ensure that there is adequate queuing space.  Checking against 
observed traffic data for existing facilities should be conducted as part of the design 
process.  This was not done.  The EIS fails to provide space for vehicles to queue when the 
incoming traffic flow is greater than the facility’s tipping area can accommodate. Sufficient 
queuing areas should be located. 

In extreme situations where adequate queuing space cannot be provided on the IRRF site, 
an additional offsite area can be provided as a holding area for waiting trucks.  There is no 
provision in the EIS for this.  It is especially needed at the two weigh bridges at the main 
entrance. 

Trucks with dog trailers and B-doubles are difficult to manoeuvre and require gentle slopes 
and sufficient turning radii.  Ideally, these vehicles should not have to reverse.  Lack of 
scaled plans, failed to demonstrate there is adequate room on site to guarantee road safety 
at all times. 

The roads should be appropriately constructed and maintained to allow for all weather 
access; kept clean at all times; designed to accommodate a variety of vehicle sizes, speeds 
and turning characteristics, and the carriageway should be designed for heavy traffic.  Roads 
and receiving areas should be sealed with bitumen or concrete, or similar materials with low 
permeability.  This will significantly reduce the dust and alleviate the nuisance to the 
neighbouring businesses.  Unloading areas should be on level ground and provision should 
be made for the safe reversing of both light and heavy vehicles. Safety barriers should be 
installed at unloading areas. The EIS failed to demonstrate this. 

Local road network: Contrary to any public benefit the increased traffic in Fyshwick is not in 
the public interest rather a public nuisance.  709 trucks a day or 1418 weekly truck 
movements is unacceptable.  These movements are all concentrated along Newcastle 
Street and the north and south exits to and from the Monaro Highway.  Road accidents in 
these intersections will increase.  The proponent seeks to dismiss the impact of the extra 
traffic and says the worst-case conservative traffic assessment of the additional traffic 
generated indicates that the proposed development is not expected to compromise the 
safety or function of the surrounding road network and no road network upgrades are 
considered necessary as a result of the proposed development.  

The EIS has failed to convince that road accidents involving waste trucks will not increase in 
the environment surrounding Tennant Street as a direct result of activity from this facility. 
Intersections and cross-traffic pose a danger.  Accident risks on and off site have not been 
sufficiently addressed in the risk assessment for this development. The impact the increase 
in heavy vehicle traffic might have on other road users and on the commercial businesses 
along those streets most affected has not been adequately assessed. 

The Transport Impact Assessment did not undertake separate intersection impact 
assessments for the Newcastle/Ipswich Street/Monaro Highway intersections where most of 
the additional traffic will be coming from and for the Canberra Avenue/Ipswich Street/Monaro 
Highway intersections.  This should be redressed. 
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There are doubts about the accuracy of the number of trucks stipulated.  Far from clear is 
the number of trucks and their frequency which will access the site to remove the recyclable 
materials.  Impact assessment must require clarification regarding the number of trucks. 
 
As Canberra grows the scale of operation of the IRRF will ultimately be much larger than 
described in this EIS.  The proponent has failed to take into account future growth and 
should be asked to do so.  He should also account for a yearly percentage growth in 
Fyshwick from other developments and their expansion. 
 

3. Health issues unaddressed 

Adverse cardiorespiratory health is associated with exposure to ambient particulate matter 
(PM). The highest PM concentrations in London occur in proximity to waste transfer stations 
(WTS), sites that experience high numbers of dust-laden, heavy-duty diesel vehicles 
transporting industrial and household waste.  At Fyshwick the internal roads are dirt and 
stockpiles are in the open. The number of stockpiles also needs clarification. 

Activities on the site increase the dust and impact the surrounding area, the Molonglo River 
and threaten human health and safety of workers and those coming to Fyshwick for 
commercial, service or retail purpose. 

There is no mention of covering open air stockpiles, nor has the proponent identified how 
many piles there are to be and ACTPLA must ascertain such cogent information.  In fact, the 
nature of the operation moving loose dry waste around the busy site precludes covering 
these piles.   

ACTPLA assessment team should be cognisant that these are health impacts associated 
with the risks which have not been addressed by the proponent in this draft EIS. 

4. Air Quality Impacts not adequately addressed 

There are several significant reasons why air quality is an issue for this development.   

a) The concrete crushing and screening operation which has the potential for emitting 
find particulate of silica dust and heavy metals into the atmosphere; 

b) The number of extra trucks increasing the fine particulates into the air from the diesel 
exhaust.  This is also of concern inside the building; and 

c) The recycling building appears to have no filter or ventilation or pollutions control 
system, thus posing an OH&S risk to the workers inside.  

The Air Quality Assessment should have provided base line data on the air of the 
surroundings to evaluate the impact of an added load of pollutants.  This information should 
then have been used to inform a Health Impact Assessment which should have examined 
the kinds of diseases which might be exacerbated by any such addition.  Many studies of 
health and pollution point to an incremental increase of hospitalisation and mortality with 
each measured increase of fine particulate emissions. 

Different types of systems are available to control air quality inside recycling buildings.  The 
chosen one must be described and assessed for its suitability and effectiveness.  The Draft 
ElS fails to discuss exactly how dust suppression will occur.  It is unsatisfactory that the EIS 
did not consider alternative systems providing sufficient information about each alternative to 
allow evaluation. 

Public interest and health protection demand that this proposal not be approved unless a full 
Air Quality study and Health Impact Assessment be done and resubmitted for public 
comment. 
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5. Unaddressed waste separating and handling issues 

The EIS inadequately deals with the discovery of unwanted and hazardous materials in the 
waste stream and supplies insufficient detail about their handling storage and eventual 
disposal.  A hazardous materials plan should be provided to include methods to identify and 
isolate hazardous materials, the temporary storage locations and methods, and emergency 
phone numbers. There was no plan. 

Precautions must be taken to avoid receival of hazardous and dangerous wastes and then a 
plan should be implemented for their proper handling and disposal.  There must be separate 
handling procedures and separate storage areas for separating and containing 
contaminated waste found in the waste stream such as asbestos, batteries, tyres, pesticides 
and other PCB type chemicals, paints resins, chemicals or any substances prohibited from 
being discharged into the environment.  The EIS must provide more comprehensive details 
of where and how these dangerous materials will be dealt with. 
 

6. Litter control inadequate  
 
Litter control is not treated seriously enough and requires more attention in this EIS.  It is un 
reasonable to expect the public to accept there will be no litter outside the shed.  All 
practicable measures should be taken to minimise litter generation and confine litter arising 
from the operation of the transfer station within the boundaries of the site. 
  
Litter should be minimised by ensuring full containment at the depot.  A litter collection 
program should be established to control wind-blown litter at the site.  Simple things like 
covering bins and transport vehicles, checking the direction of the wind before mulching or 
crushing, and enclosing drop-off areas can minimise litter.  Consider the direction of the 
main prevailing wind when designing the facility, and attempt to minimise the amount of 
wind-blown litter.  

Daily litter inspections and pickups at the facility and on surrounding streets must be 
implemented.  Litter should be collected at least once a day, more frequently if it becomes 
unsightly or a nuisance.  

A perimeter fence should be installed to prevent windblown litter from leaving the 
site.  Details of the materials to be used and the height of the fence should be provided. 

All incoming and outgoing loads must be covered. 

To prevent traffic litter, acceleration, deceleration or turning lanes at the site entrances and 
exits must be controlled to maintain steady traffic flows around the facility.   

The EIS should be rewritten to give assurances that the littler control will meet the above 
standards. 

7. Inadequate attention to noise impact and control 

Exposure to environmental noise has long been recognised to have adverse effects on the 
health of the population.  In 2011 The World Health Organisation released a report, “Burden 
of Disease from Environmental Noise”, informed by data collected over 10 years.  The study 
ranked traffic noise second among environmental threats to public health (the first being air 
pollution). 

Health problems may eventuate with exposure to prolonged or excessive noise ranging from 
stress, poor concentration, productivity losses in the workplace, and communication 
difficulties and fatigue from lack of sleep to more serious issues such as cardiovascular 
disease, cognitive impairment, tinnitus and hearing loss.  For onsite workers, the incidence 
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of industrial deafness would be expected to be increased as a result of the concentrated 
nature of the operation with all its noisy integrated resource recovery activities.   

Noise attenuation measures are not properly addressed.  Nothing is said about the recycling 
building where attention to construction should serve to make the area noise proof. Fyshwick  
is an urban area where it is to be expected that heavy machinery operating in the open air 
should have a suitable noise attenuating barrier surrounding the working areas. 

The Recycling facility loading and unloading; the onsite machinery, the traffic movement, 
breaking and reversing alarms and the noise generated from neighbouring industries was 
not assessed for cumulative impact.  This must be redressed. 

8. Stormwater and Sediment Management Systems and Leachate Collection. 

Additional information is required to ensure that all water pollution risks are identified and 
appropriately managed.  

When runoff contacts waste, it is considered potentially contaminated and is known as 
“leachate.”  Rainfall and wash-down water flows from roofs, roads, parking lots, and 
landscaped areas at a waste facility eventually reach natural or constructed storm water 
drainage systems.  Runoff might also percolate into the ground-water system.  Keeping 
surface water free of runoff contamination from waste, mud, and fuel and oil that drips from 
vehicles is important to maintaining the quality of both the surface and ground water 
systems.  This EIS fails to inspire confidence in its leachate and stormwater control system. 

The management system for leachate collection is not clearly described in this EIS.  There is 
no apparent location of the waste water collection tanks which would be necessary for the 
leachate collection.  There is inconsistency in describing the stockpile areas.  Waste soil will 
have an earthen bund but it is not assessed for its efficacy.  Other stockpiles will be in the 
product storage area which will be bunded. The bund is not described.  Earthen bunds will 
allow leachate through.  It is not clear whether the whole area will be bunded or if the 
individual waste types are segregated in bunkers. 

The wheel wash water should be treated as leachate and removed to the leachate collection 
tank for offsite disposal. There should be wheel wash facilities at each of the two container 
doors.  This was not addressed in the EIS.   

A 20,000L capacity tank is judged as sufficient but it is not clear if that capacity was 
calculated including wheel wash and any storm water entering the shed. This must be clearly 
explained. 

The slope of the floor in the Recycling Facility and how it will capture the leachate is not 
explained.  Its capture method and its onward treatment or disposal is not described and 
should be. 

If the leachate tank proves to be of insufficient volume and fills to capacity there should be 
an additional tank for the overflow.  The EIS must give this assurance. 

Stormwater management design and operation should ensure that contaminated water is 
collected separately, then properly managed on site or disposed of safely. There is a high 
potential for stormwater to enter the sewerage system and the adequacy of proposed 
stormwater controls; waste minimisation and water conservation programs and the 
adequacy of any contingency plans if things go wrong, errors or failures of systems occur 
must be assessed in more detail.  

The EIS has failed to adequately ensure that water falling in the waste storage areas does 
not leave the site untreated.  It is not clear and confusing as to if the stormwater dams and 
sediment basins will collect contaminated runoff water.  It is not clear if this water will be 
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allowed to leave the site through discharge points to pollute the adjoining land and Molonglo 
River and its tributaries and creeks. 

A recycling facility will find a percentage of rogue wastes in the waste stream and will have 
to separate them out and deal with them appropriately.  However, there is the potential that 
some of the residue of those wastes if liquid or other could find their way onto the floor or be 
spilled elsewhere and become an environmental risk at the site.  The risk that this poses to 
the stormwater and sewerage systems has not been thoroughly investigated to inform any 
mitigation measures. 

The proposed stormwater and sediment management measures apply to operational 
conditions only.  The ElS must explain the sorter quality and sediment management during 
construction.  Likely pollution caused by carrying out the construction work will be sediments 
from soil and other building materials.  Most of the sediment pollution would be from erosion 
during a storm event.  

It is unclear how wastewater from material processing or leachate from waste stockpiles will 
be managed. The EIS indicates that water will be used for waste processing, namely dust 
suppression, however the fate of this process water is unclear.  

The EIS includes a system of drains, sediment basins and dams but it is unclear if this only 
applies to stormwater.  The EIS needs to describe in more detail the designed stormwater 
drains, sumps and first flush systems to prevent stormwater runoff from entering the active 
waste disposal and resource recovery area.  It is not good enough to say that the stockpiles 
are outside of the drainage flow.  The whole site drains to the south and water will find its 
own way.  

As there will be a range of materials stored and processed at the Site there is potential for a 
range of non-trivial pollutants to be potentially present in process water.  The proposed 
stormwater pollution control system would be unlikely to adequately treat pollutants other 
than those typically found in stormwater.   

Further information is required to demonstrate how contaminated run off will be managed 
and appropriately disposed of.  Onsite treatment works would fit in well with the concept of 
an Integrated facility. Otherwise it should be removed for treatment off site at a properly 
licensed facility. 

Since a discharge is proposed, further information is required regarding how contaminated 
runoff will be treated to an appropriate level prior to discharge if permitted.  The Proponent 
must clearly demonstrate:  

i. how stormwater and contaminated runoff will be managed, including:  
a. areas that discharge direct to stormwater (e.g. carparks; roofs); and 
b. areas that receive contaminated runoff;  

 
ii. how leachate and process water will be managed, including detail of the fate and 

treatment of any contaminated water and the practical measures that will be taken to 
ensure it does not enter stormwater infrastructure. 

The Planning Authority has the responsibility to ensure through this process that no 
contaminated water be permitted to leave the site without prior testing and if necessary, 
treatment.  If it leaves the site through the proposed discharge points the potential for this 
water to enter the groundwater and hence the Molonglo River is high and its consequence 
for this valued waterway significant.   
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9. Potential impacts on watercourses and groundwater  

The proponent has not taken into consideration the environmental values of the Molonglo 
River and its tributaries and wetland or the practical measures that should be taken to 
restore or maintain those values.  

We understand that discharges will potentially occur from the two stormwater collection 
dams and three discharge outlets at the eastern boundary of the premises. However, it is 
unclear if the sediment basin and dams will only receive stormwater.  If the sediment basin is 
to receive wastewater from the premises the proponent will need to consider all pollutants 
potentially present that pose a risk of non-trivial harm to human health or the environment 
and assess the potential impacts on receiving waters.   

Given the composition of the received waste is generally accepted to contain contaminants, 
waters from these sources must be kept out of the management system for rain runoff.  The 
sources of potential contaminants expected to be created from the proposal are; the dusts 
from the crushing operation which will contain pollutants; stockpiles of waste situated 
outdoors and spray misted to prevent dust emissions not on hardstand surfaces; potential 
spills of oil and fuel; the wheel wash water;  the cement industries on site using admixtures 
some of which are hazardous materials and the leachate generated inside the recycling 
building because of contact with rain water and dust suppressant mists.  

Other external sources of stormwater pollution are the large amount of dust generated 
outside on the unsealed roads and outdoor stockpiles of waste.  The cement batching and 
manufacture facilities will produce their own polluted waste water (liquid wash out and wash 
waters) which without being told otherwise we assume will utilise the same stormwater and 
sediment controls basins and dams.   

ACTPLA must require that the EIS includes an assessment of the impact of any proposed 
discharge from the premises including:  

o characterisation of the water, identifying all pollutants that pose a risk of non- trivial 
harm to human health or the environment, including their concentrations and loads;  

o an assessment of the expected frequency and volume of discharges;  
o an appraisal of the practical measures that can be taken to prevent, control, abate or 

mitigate the pollution and protect the environment from harm;  
o a description of the receiving environment, including the environmental values of the 

receiving waters affected by any discharge and the practical measures that could be 
taken to restore or maintain those environmental values; and  

o an assessment of the nature and degree of impact that any proposed discharge will 
have on the receiving environment.  This must include consideration of the indicators 
and associated trigger values or criteria for the identified environmental values with 
reference to ANZECC (2000) Guidelines.  

Site Water Balance  

The water balance detailed in the EIS focusses on the water demands of the proposed 
facility rather than water outputs. In addition, since there appears to be no analysis or 
statement regarding the volume and frequency of overflow discharges.  The EIS should be 
required to include a comprehensive water balance which quantifies all water inputs 
and outputs including, but not limited to, the water used in processing the waste.  

Unless these issues can be satisfactorily dealt with and our valued river and catchment 
protected this draft EIS should be refused. 
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10. Hazards and Risks 
 
The Draft EIS fails to consider adequately and comprehensively the hazards and risks of this 
“integrated” and complex proposal.  While considering the bushfire risk it omits the risk of a 
waste fire on site.  The capacity of the facility to deal with fire must be demonstrated.   
 
Landfill fires and fire in recycling facilities and transfer stations are widespread.  The 
transport and receipt of hot waste loads is an extreme high risk for waste transfer stations. 
By its very nature, waste is potentially flammable.  This proposal involves an enormous 
amount of flammable waste and various machinery operating long hours. 
 
There is no plan for accident and emergency response. A fire deluge system is mentioned in 
the recycling facility but not described.  No other fire fighting methods are mentioned for any 
other building or area.  This must be remedied.  How would the firefighting services access 
any of the facilities with so little room for manoeuvre.  The site plan shows how congested it 
will be and allows nothing for growth/expansion or necessary modifications that might be 
needed in the future. 
 
Fire or explosion can occur for a number of reasons e.g. fire from adjacent sites; fire in the 
waste trucks entering the site caused by hot material brought in with the waste, or through 
spontaneous combustion of volatile material in the waste; or fire initiated on-site by vehicle 
accident, equipment or by discarded matches or naked flames.  There could also be 
electrical faults or chemical causes.  Waste is potentially flammable, so everyone needs to 
be trained in fire safety.  Waste fires as a hazard and risk must be dealt with in the EIS. 
 
Other key hazards and risks for the proposal include spills, either liquid or solid, for example 
bursting hydraulic oils and potential loss of putrescible loads.  Non-conforming waste, 
including the receipt of dangerous goods/hazardous substances at the site, if not properly 
identified or contained, can also result in adverse spills escaping to the environment.  How 
this is to be prevented requires a more detailed analysis. 
 
Nor is the risk of accidents and those associated with occupational health issues on a 
contaminated site adequately dealt with. This must also be addressed. 
 
Disruption of operations, equipment failure and structural damage to the facility as a result of 
accidents due to the operation of trucks and heavy machinery within the building have not 
been assessed in the EIS Risk Assessment and should have been.  This must be addressed 
as must all other possible risks to the disruption of operations. 
 
Potential hazards to the environment and public health have been identified in relation to the 
contaminated site and health and respiratory pollution as a result of dusty loads and diesel 
emission were not addressed in the risk assessment.  
 
Traffic accidents resulting from the interaction between heavy delivery vehicles with other 
road users was not adequately addressed.   
 

11. The importance of the Principles of Sustainable Development 

The principles of Sustainable Development, Part 6 of the Planning and Environment 
legislation, particularly the intergenerational principle, pertains.  If we do nothing to curb the 
transport costs to the environment, we will not be leaving a healthy planet to our 
children.  The legislation defines it so: “inter-generational equity principle means that the 
present generation should ensure that the health, diversity and productivity of the 
environment is maintained or enhanced for the benefit of future generations.” 
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“Overall, the project will result in significantly reducing Greenhouse Gas emissions 
through recycling of waste materials and diversion from landfill, thereby reducing 
GHG and contributing to the reduction of impacts upon climate. “ 
 
The proponent misleadingly says above, that they will be contributing to greenhouse 
reduction by reducing the waste to landfill but do not acknowledge that the majority of the 
waste they are recycling is inert (C&D) and would not produce greenhouse gasses in a 
landfill.  If there is a methane saving in the recycling of the C&I waste then this needs 
accurate assessment.  What is the source of this waste and what percentage of organic or 
other wastes is in it that in landfill, would create methane gas? 
 

Scope 3 of the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Scheme for greenhouse 
emissions is ignored by neglecting to factor the traffic generated by the IRRF operation. 
Accounting for the fuel consumption only takes in the 35 or so vehicles operating on 
site.  Another 198,000 vehicles or so will be operating on the Territory’s roads. This is where 
Scope 3 is relevant.  It is true some of the transport movements of the waste would have 
occurred anyway but it is the proponent’s obligation to assess the difference between taking 
the waste under consideration to landfill and bringing it to the ACT.  This would require an 
assessment of its origins, types and distances travelled.  Most of it would have found a 
landfill closer than the ACT and then another 80kms or so for the residuals to Windellama. 
 

Also omitted is reference to the production of bales of pelletised waste or Refuse Derived 
Fuel for fuel consumption in cement kilns or power stations.  Common in the baling of 
shredded waste is the addition of fixatives to make the handling of the bales more stable.  
calcium bicarbonate or lime is one such fixative used.  The carbon content of these bales 
must be accounted in the greenhouse balance whether they go ahead with this or not; it is a 
reasonably foreseeable impact and must be accounted for in the Carbon balance of the 
project. 
 
This EIS ignores these significant impacts.  It doesn’t quantify the likely amount of 
greenhouse gas the development would produce nor offer any offsets or mitigation 
measures against the above impacts.  It does not account for the size, intensity or length of 
time of the impacts. 
 
The greenhouse assessment needs a more scientific and technical study in order to satisfy 
the demands of the ACTPLA Scoping Document for GHG and to substantiate the claim that 
this development will reduce net greenhouse gas emissions.  This will need the details of the 
origins and kinds of the waste being removed from landfill; information which was required 
and not supplied.  There is a lack of quantified, verifiable detail in order to inform the robust 
assessment demanded.  Without this, the EIS submits a flawed GHG assessment.   
 

It is the responsibility of Impact Assessment to address Section 6 and Section 9 of the Act. 

 

6  Object of Act 

The object of this Act is to provide a planning and land system that contributes to 
the orderly and sustainable development of the ACT— 

 (a) consistent with the social, environmental and economic aspirations of the 
people of the ACT; and 

 (b) in accordance with sound financial principles. 
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9 Meaning of sustainable development 

 (1) For this Act: 

sustainable development means the effective integration of social, economic and 
environmental considerations in decision-making processes, achievable through 
implementation of the following principles: 

 (a) the precautionary principle; 

 (b) the inter-generational equity principle; 

 (c) conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity; 

 (d) appropriate valuation and pricing of environmental resources. 

 (2) In this section: 

the inter-generational equity principle means that the present generation should 
ensure that the health, diversity and productivity of the environment is 
maintained or enhanced for the benefit of future generations. 

the precautionary principle means that, if there is a threat of serious or 
irreversible environmental damage, a lack of full scientific certainty should not be 
used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation. 

 

 
 
This EIS should be rejected for failing to meet statutory requirements.  It is a poor EIS and 
Planning Report because it fails to recognise the considerable environmental and human 
implications of a major waste facility to be located in the heart of busy Fyshwick.  Generally, 
across all issues it failed to provide sufficient information as required by the Scoping 
Document to enable adequate assessment of the impacts of the proposal.  Significant issues 
were not identified to have impacts, namely the asbestos storage and the very real risk to 
the health of the Molonglo River.  The risk of fire in waste recycling and processing facilities 
is well documented and must be acknowledged by the assessment team. 
 
 
 
There are too many uncertainties and unaddressed issues to allow the Minister to 
accept this Draft as a satisfactory EIS. The proposal should be refused. 
 
 

 









































The Hi-Quality Group operates a modern transport fleet, which includes truck and 
trailers in various configurations to provide flexibility to suit site conditions and 
provide efficient and effective transport economics. Hi Qual website at 6/08/2020. 

Perhaps something this large would not be on site in such numbers (15). This is hard 
to check except by asking Hi Qual. These trucks are currently working or parked 
onsite at Tennant St. 

The Hi-Quality Group's fleet is EPA approved and licensed to transport waste, 
asbestos and tyres. The transport fleet is also available for general bulk cartage and 
haulage contract work or projects. 
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