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Representation Against EIS201900001 
Hi Quality Integrated Resource Recovery Facility Fyshwick 
Block 8 Section 28 

TO: The Minister for Planning, Mr Gentleman. 

Dear Minister, 

EIS201900001 is a highly complex and large development/proposal which may have many 
important benefits to the ACT in solving a construction and demolition waste problem. Its location 
at Fyshwick however is problematic for a number of reasons, one of which is that it entails the 
importation of 2,500 tonnes per year of ACM asbestos. 

Friable asbestos is defined as asbestos containing material which when dry is or may become 
crumbled, pulverised, or reduced to powder by hand pressure. This may include ACM that have 
been subjected to c;onditions that leave them in a state where they meet the definition of friable, 
such as weathering, physical damage, water damage etc. Consequently, ACM is no safer than 
fibrous asbestos. Indeed because of its probable age and weathering it is possibly more 
dangerous. Non friable ACM that has been subject to extensive weathering or deterioration also 
has a higher potential to release asbestos fibres into the air. 

Disposal of asbestos is the final step in the process of asbestos removal work; the last point at  
which the exposure to risks associated with asbestos is  likely to  occur. The asbestos must be 
disposed of as soon as practicable to minimise the point sources of human health risks most 
desirably on the same day of its removal. Unnecessary handling and movement through transport 
of asbestos will generate a significant amount of airborne asbestos fibres and may pose a serious 
risk to both workers and others. There is a greater likelihood of deficiencies and leaks, tearing of 
the packaging or plastic wrap during transport. 

In view of the fact that only 30t of ACM will be held on site at any one time and that approximately 
40t of asbestos will be received per week it is evident that Hi Quality will have to move the 
asbestos regularly and that at all times there will be at least some asbestos in storage. Neither of 
these is acceptable. If you were going to have a storage facility for asbestos it makes more sense 
to have a larger holding capacity which when full could be taken for disposal to minimise the 
number of road trips. It makes even greater sense to take it straight to landfill from its place of 
removal, in this case Windellema. 

Windellema rather than Mugga Lane is the choice it would appear, because the waste is not 
generated in the ACT and it is seeking to avoid the NSW waste charges. If this is a correct 
assumption then the argument for keeping it off the roads and for swilt disposal is stronger. 

If the waste is generated only within the ACT this has not been advised and ff it is the case then 

the ACM must go directly to landfill at Mugga Lane. 

I hope you/ refuse this development. 

Yours sincerely, 


