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OBJECTION TO THE HI QUALITY WASTE GROUP’S EIS 201900001 IN RELATION 

TO ITS PROPOSED FYSHWICK FACILITY –  

 

I write to object in the strongest terms to the acceptance of Hi Quality Waste’s Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) 201900001 prepared in relation to Hi Quality’s proposal to develop a 

million tonnes per annum waste processing facility in Tennant St, Fyshwick.   

 

Whatever the planners in the NCDC had in mind when they designated Fyshwick as an 

“industrial” zone, I don’t think they had in mind noisy, smelly, noxious and generally unpleasant 

industry, as could at that time be found in the western suburbs of Sydney and Melbourne.  Over 

the past 30 years or so Fyshwick has developed as a retail area, with large furniture, whitegoods, 

and electronic equipment stores, mixed with motor vehicle services and sellers, specialty stores, 

storage facilities, etc.  The industrial aspects are restricted to motor vehicle repairs and furniture 

manufacture.  I presume that the planners were happy with these developments and certainly the 

public seems supportive of the many services available in Fyshwick. 

 

Suddenly there are a number of proposals, including that of the Hi Quality Group, to establish 

waste processing facilities in Fyshwick.  It is not clear why Fyshwick is regarded as uniquely 

attractive, apart from its “industrial” zoning.  Quite why the ACT is suddenly attractive to these 

waste processing companies is puzzling, but is suggestive of some gap in ACT legislation 

compared with that applicable in NSW.  It seems likely that an investigation as to why the ACT 

has suddenly become such an attractive location for waste treatment facilities would probably be 

worthwhile.  It is always possible that there are factors issues that the ACT has overlooked to 

date.  It is also possible that the factors encouraging the location of these facilities in the ACT 

were only temporary, raising the possibility that the ACT might suddenly find itself with 

commitments to companies which no longer contributed to the ACT economy. 

 

Whatever the underlying reason, Fyshwick is clearly an unsuitable site for any waste processing 

facility.  No matter what the company says, the only way to ensure that dust, harmful 

particulates, and smells do not escape from the facility and impact others is to not locate such a 

facility within 5 km of any dwellings.  Similarly there is no way to ensure that there will be no 

leachate making its way into the Molonglo to pollute Lake Burley Griffin and affect the 

Jerrabomberra Wetlands and the protected animals that live there, including Latham’s Snipe, 

which is protected by International Agreement.  

 

Amongst the problems with the Hi Quality Waste EIS are: 

• The Arup review of the EIS identified a number of shortcomings that needed to be 

addressed. 

• Crushing of building wastes will produce dust, some of which will be PM10 and PM2.5, 

which are harmful to health.  How are visitors to Fyshwick and local employees to be 

protected from this dust (and possibly smells as well)?   
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• No matter how good we are assured that the sorting will be, some asbestos contaminated

material will slip through and be crushed, releasing asbestos dust.  Considering the vast

amount of money spent on acquiring Mr Fluffy houses which offered an extraordinarily

low risk of asbestos exposure, permitting any new sources of asbestos dust exposure to

Canberra’s population appears, at the least, to be inconsistent, and possibly negligent.

What possibly gain could justify this risk?

• Waste processing facilities interstate have an unfortunate record of fires.  As different

companies in different jurisdictions have been involved, this seems to be a characteristic

feature of the industry, and can be expected to consequently be a major risk for any such

facility in Canberra.  The EIS does not address adequately such concerns.

• It is expected that the facility will lead to an additional several hundred thousand extra

heavy truck trips through Fishwick per year.  While the proponent claims that there is

sufficient capacity in the existing road network, it is not clear to what extent traffic flows

will be slowed, nor does it appear that any account has been taken of the additional

particulates generated by increased diesel truck traffic, not the extra dust and particulates

generated by the additional traffic.

The requirement that a proponent submit an EIS in relation to a proposed development is 

designed to permit the proponent to demonstrate that it fully understands the potential challenges 

raised by the proposal and that it has the competence to identify these and develop publicly 

acceptable solutions.  A proponent which merely responds to issues raised by the jurisdiction in 

which the development is to be located is unlikely to convince anyone that it has the required 

competence to handle any issues arising from the proposed development. 

In this case Hi Quality’s EIS still fails, after two attempts, to deal with all the issues raised, and 

should consequently be rejected by the Government.  That such a rejection means that the 

proposed development will not proceed is not an argument against this outcome.  It is clear that 

Hi Quality is not in the position to take all the necessary steps to ensure that all negative impacts 

on the community and the environment are suitably mitigated or remediated. 

In summary, the proposal is entirely unsuitable for Fyshwick.  The EIS as submitted by Hi 

Quality remains inadequate, and should not be accepted.  This is an entirely appropriate basis on 

which to rejected Hi Quality’s Waste Treatment proposal. 

Yours faithfully 

16 September 2020 


