
From:
To: AC, EPD Customer Services
Subject: Representation against EIS201900001 for an IRRF at 6-14 Tennant St Fyshwick
Date: Thursday, 17 September 2020 2:21:59 PM

Dear sir,

There are a number of major issues of concern in regard to the proposal by Hi
Quality Group for a waste hub on Tennant Street Fyshwick, subject of EIS
201900001 which include:

Traffic congestion

Water issues

Noise and Vibration from the site

Air Quality and

River Protection.

However, I am most concerned with the temporary storage of asbestos.

The Work Safe Australia Code of Practice for Asbestos says that in assessing the
risk for both friable and bonded (ACM) asbestos where necessary, this means
assessing the risk of exposure to airborne asbestos. A person conducting the
business associated with asbestos removal, storage or disposal is also required to
understand the nature of the harm that could be caused by the hazards, how
serious the harm could be and the likelihood of it happening. This was not
attempted in this EIS and presented to the public for their understanding and to
provide an opportunity for them to comment. It is a serious flaw in the Draft EIS.

The Code of Practice goes on to state that the proposal must endeavour to
eliminate risks so far as is reasonably practicable. If it is not reasonably
practicable to eliminate the risk, the most effective control measures that are
reasonably practicable in the circumstances must be implemented in accordance
with the hierarchy of control measures, and ensure they remain effective over
time. The EIS similarly failed to discuss the range of control measures which may
be necessary and those they intended to implement.

As a person conducting any business or undertaking Hi Quality was required to
ensure that the exposure of a person at the workplace to airborne asbestos is
eliminated so far as is reasonably practicable. If this is not reasonably practicable,
they must ensure the exposure is minimised so far as is reasonably practicable. I
suggest that with something that is invisible monitoring controls should be in place
to detect airborne asbestos as early as possible.

When choosing the most appropriate control measures for managing risks
associated with asbestos, the Code of Practices lists the following hierarchy of
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controls for consideration:

1. eliminate risks by eliminating hazards (for example, removing the asbestos);
this is the most effective control measure;

2. If eliminating the risk is not reasonably practicable, then substitute hazards with
something safer, isolate hazards from people and/or use engineering controls to
minimise any risks that have not been eliminated (for example enclosing,
encapsulating, or sealing asbestos or using certain tools);

3. Using personal protective equipment (PPE) to minimise any risks that remain;

4. Conducting Air monitoring whenever ACM are being removed, to ensure the
control measures are effective. Although an air monitoring program is not always
necessary for the removal of non-friable ACM, it is nonetheless good occupational
hygiene practice.

5. If working in an enclosed place air monitoring should occur:

prior to any work (background monitoring);
at least daily at the boundary of the asbestos work area;
as part of preliminary clearance monitoring, following a satisfactory visual
inspection

‘Control levels’ for monitored airborne asbestos fibres are airborne asbestos fibre
concentrations which, if exceeded, indicate there is a need to review current
control measures or take other action. These control levels are occupational
hygiene ‘best practice’, and are not health-based standards and are used solely
for the purposes of determining the effectiveness of control measures.

I do not believe it unreasonable to have expected that if the asbestos storage was
part of this proposal that some at least of the above considerations should have
been described or discussed in greater detail in the EIS. ACTLA must request that
the proponent provide

a. justification for the need to store at this facility, on a temporary basis,
wastes containing asbestos.

b. a risk assessment with all the probable impacts of handling asbestos
waste as part of a multi-faceted waste hub, on the environment in general
and on the workers and wider community

This is a very important issue as the World health Organisation confirmed that all 
forms of asbestos are carcinogenic to humans. Asbestos fibres can cause a range 
of diseases such as lung cancer, mesothelioma, asbestosis and asbestos related 
cancers of the larynx and ovaries.

I hope you give close consideration to these observations and do not approve the 
EIS for temporary storage of asbestos.

Sincerely,
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From:
To: AC, EPD Customer Services
Subject: Representation in Opposition to EIS201900001
Date: Thursday, 17 September 2020 2:23:32 PM

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.

From page 36 of the Transport Impact Assessment Appendix E it appears that a
significant amount is to come from Windellama landfill. This would be totally
unacceptable.

Figure 6.10 indicates that vehicles are expected to arrive from the north as
well as the south along Newcastle Street. However, Windellama Landfill is
expected to be a substantial generator of traffic associated with materials
arriving or leaving the site.

The ACT did not generate waste coming from Windellama. Perhaps it is to be
sourced in the Shoalhaven or the Wingecarribbee Shire adjacent and where the
metropolitan waste to landfill levies are applied. The ACT did not make this waste
and so in fairness should not have to face the environmental and health risks that
are created at Fyshwick by its receipt and processing. There are significant risks
ranging from increased traffic and its diesel emissions and point source dust
ranging from crushing concrete etc on the Molonglo Riiver and the river corridor to
general amenity issues form stockpiled waste, litter, noise of trucks and heavy
machinery. The ACT does not make 1.3 million tonnes of C&D and C&I waste
each year. Cross border waste transport is not sustainable nor environmentally
friendly. 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 as heavy vehicle
traffic and congestion, fuel consumption, carbon emissions, traffic accidents,
waste spillages and contamination.

To allow the transport of waste that is not subject to regional agreements, from
Windellama or anywhere else outside our borders is not in the ACT’s best
interests. EIS201900001 should be refused and the Proximity Principle of the ACT
legislation be upheld.
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Yours sincerely,
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