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Ben Ponton 
Chief Planning Executive 
EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au  
 

Dear Ben, 

Old Narrabundah Community Council Inc (ONCC) request refusal of EIS201900001 for an Integrated 
Resource Recovery Facility (IRRF) at 6 – 14 Tennant St Fyshwick 

 

Old Narrabundah Community Council Inc (ONCC) purpose is to serve the residents of Old 
Narrabundah, in particular to foster harmony and wellbeing by:- 

(1) Providing a forum for residents to raise issues of concern 
(2) Providing access to information of interest to residents 
(3) Representing and lobbying the ACT Government and related agencies on issues of concern 
to Old Narrabundah residents; particularly in relation to planning and usage of community 
assets. 
(4) Co-ordinating activities and projects as required 
 

While ONCC supports that recycling and reuse to keep waste out of landfills may generally be a good 
idea, our membership believes that major recycling and waste processing facilities should be sited 
away from busy densely populated urban areas such as Fyshwick.  This waste is not generated within 
Fyshwick. 

The members of the ONCC have identified a number of concerns which we wish to draw to the 
attention of the Planning Authority and decision makers for the Draft EIS201900001 for the 
Integrated Resource Recovery Facility (IRRF) at Fyshwick. 

The Molonglo River 

The Molonglo River with its tributaries and wetland is valued by most of the citizens of the ACT as a 
natural heritage site.  The Molonglo River is an important part of the ACT feeding into Lake Burley 
Griffith which supports the tourism industry of Central Canberra.  The river is environmentally 
significant because it supports a range of endangered ecological communities and many animal 
species.  In assessing impacts of proposed developments, environmental impact statements are 
required to provide baseline data on the area of potential impact.  This EIS failed to address the 
environmental values and uses or identify water quality objectives for the Molonglo River so closely 
situated to the proposed development.   

ONCC has identified a number of stresses imposed by this development on the Molonglo River 
tributaries and wetland.  There is community concern that the increased stormwater  
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runoff from operations on the congested site could affect the river’s water quality and health and 
consequently, affect its environmental values and uses.    

The river can be classified as a moderately disturbed waterway, based on its current health 
report.  Waterwatch Catchment Health Indicator Program classified this stretch of the river at 
Fyshwick as Fair.  Previous State of the Environment (SoE) reports also described the river as 
vulnerable from poor catchment conditions.  The proposed IRRF when operational has the very high 
risk of further degrading the catchments and the water quality.  The optimal management response 
would be to maintain and or improve its health not expose it to further stresses. 

Poor water quality in Lake Burley Griffin has been a concern.  Inflow of stormwater and point source 
pollution contribute to this contamination.  In the Molonglo catchment significant exceedances of 
standards have occurred during large storm events, when sediments and nutrients moved across the 
catchment and were transported into and through the drainage system.  Although some 
improvement at a number of sites have suggested that the trapping efficiency of urban dams and 
lakes was increasing, development activities are nevertheless playing an important role in moving 
sediments and nutrients through the system.  This not only has event-linked impacts on aquatic biota 
and river health, but also compromises recreational and amenity values of these two important 
valued sites.  

Stressors can affect the health of the waterway, and are often interlinked. The EIS should have 
quantified the sensitivity of the waterway to stressor(s).  For example, as a tributary of the 
Murrumbidgee River the drinking water of several towns could be affected by its pollution. 

Storm Water Management and Sediment Control 

The management of stormwater and sediment as proposed in the Draft ElS is unacceptable to Old 
Narrabundah residents.  It is clear to us that the developer is aware of the difficulties his project 
creates for the river and has gone to creditable lengths to construct elaborate drainage systems, 
sediment basins and dams with the capacity to withstand a one in one hundred year flood 
event.  However, he has also indicated that these will eventually prove inadequate.  This is indicated 
by the last resort of management in the form of three discharge pipes and a spill way into the 
grassland adjacent to the site and from there into the tributary creek.   

We object most strongly to this being allowed.  Stormwater from this site will be contaminated by a 
variety of substances found in the waste and products used on site in the concrete factory.  A 
strategic impact assessment involves evaluating the risks of impacts of the land-use activity on the 
waterway based on the feasibility of achieving the intended outcomes of each management 
response.  This step ensures that the selected management responses are reasonable, practical and 
cost-effective.  ‘Practical’ means considering what will work in a given situation: for instance, it might 
be difficult to protect, maintain and/or improve waterway health with traditional stormwater 
management alone; more water-sensitive approaches might be required such as stormwater 
harvesting, re-use or treatment. “The plan has been developed to minimise surface water impacts to 
the site, environment, and adjacent properties.” Appendix J p12.  ONCC submits that minimising 
impacts on such a valuable natural feature is not acceptable. 

In the interests of the Molonglo River and its environmental health, ONCC requests the Planning 
Authority to insist that the Stormwater Management Plan be redesigned so that the principle of ‘no 
water to leave the site’ unless tested or treated, is maintained.  
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Traffic Impacts 

ONCC submits that the Traffic Assessment for the EIS is flawed.  It reaches conclusions that are not 
based on facts.  If modelling was responsible for these conclusions then we submit that the model 
was given erroneous information.  If the Assessment Team looks at the following statements from 
the main volume of the EIS in pages 72-5 they might agree with our conclusions.  

1] ONCC challenges the following statement; 

“The results of the assessment identify that operation of the Project is not anticipated to compromise 
safety or function of the surrounding road network (including key intersections) and no road network 
upgrades are considered necessary.”  

It takes a too narrow a view of ‘surrounding road network’ and offers little evidence in support of the 
conclusion above.  The operation of the facility over time was not assessed.  It is unclear as to which 
intersections or roads this statement is referring.  If the Traffic Impact Assessment looked closely at 
the Ipswich/Newcastle Street intersection, for example, it would be clear that extra trucks coming off 
the Monaro Highway would have a significant adverse impact on traffic queued wishing to make a 
right hand turn at those lights.   

Network upgrades will eventually have to be made for both the on and off ramps on the Monaro 
Highway to and from Newcastle Street and the Dairy Rd.  It is impossible to assess the exact timing of 
this and the impacts on traffic in the interim because the Transport Impact Assessment Appendix E 
does not differentiate, in numbers which can be relied on, the volume of traffic generated by the 
proposal which would be coming from the north, and that which will come via Canberra Ave.  We 
expect that most traffic to the IRRF will come from the north via the Monaro Highway.  ACTPLA 
assessors must require the EIS to clarify these issues. 

2] ONCC challenges the following statement; 

 “Construction traffic volumes are expected to be lower than operational traffic in and out of the Site. 
Therefore, the impact on the surrounding road network is expected to be less than when the site is 
operational. As the operational impact is considered to be insignificant, construction traffic is also 
expected to have no substantial impact.”    

This is another sweeping statement which is unsupported by evidence and in fact already is disproven 
with the re-introduction of concrete batching and the current clearing activity on the Site.  In 2020 
parked cars on Tennant St are impacted by dust and by mud spattered on them from the multiple 
wheels of concrete trucks exiting the Site. 

The impact of operational phase traffic is clearly set out in Table 6.2 of Appendix E. 

199,588 vehicles per annum  

3,838 vehicles per week 

729 daily (busy day) 

74 vehicles hourly peak or approximately 1 vehicle every 50 seconds 

Double this and you have the number of extra traffic movements on Newcastle Street as a 
consequence of this development when operational. 
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It is unacceptable that construction traffic impacts were not assessed. That the operational impacts 
were considered to be insignificant is open to serious challenge, therefore the conclusion that the 
construction traffic will have no impact cannot be supported.  Frequent road users will eventually be 
accustomed to look for High Quality’s B doubles on Newcastle Street but during the construction 
phase extra vehicle movements might be unexpected and cause traffic incidents as car users and 
trucks attempt to use the same streets, roundabouts and intersections. 

3] ONCC questions the following statement; 

“Modelling indicated a good to satisfactory level of service at the key intersections.”  

The author of this EIS needs to define “good to satisfactory level of service”.  The statement above 
does not correspond to the experiences of most Canberrans who regularly use the intersection at the 
top of Collie Street.  Turning into Collie from Newcastle Street in either direction is difficult at most 
times of the day.  From the north, traffic is delayed at the lights held up by vehicles in Collie Street 
wanting to access or leave the driveways of Bunnings, Domain and Pushy’s carparks.  From the 
Canberra Ave direction the traffic lights at the top of Barrier Street cause delays as there is only a 
short distance for queuing in the left lane for the turn into Collie Street.  For traffic in Barrier Street 
wanting to make an eventual right hand turn into Collie Street the delays are longer because of the 
same short queu ing distance.  These vehicles in Barrier Street hold up all other traffic wanting to 
go left into Newcastle Street.  This is a particularly well known traffic hot spot which this EIS wrongly 
describes as a ‘good to satisfactory level of service’.  ONCC requests ACTPLA to require the EIS to re-
examine these intersections and others at Wollongong Street, Ipswich Street, and the Monaro 
Highway for level of service and future network capacity when High Quality’s trucks are also on the 
roads. 

4] In refuting the following EIS statement, ONCC believes that the proposal will compromise safety 
and function of the surrounding road network and further believes that road network upgrades will 
be necessary to accommodate the 426,248 additional vehicle movements through Fyshwick each 
year (page 29 of the Transport Impact Assessment – Appendix E which differs from above expected 
annual vehicle movements generated by the facility). 

“During peak operation the total site-generated traffic (combination of employee movements and 
movements required to process materials) is calculated to generate up to 75 vehicles in and 80 
vehicles out as shown in Figure 16 and Figure 17. This traffic generated by the Project would not 
occur during the weekday AM, weekday PM or Saturday road network peaks. However, to provide a 
conservative worst-case assessment, the maximum hourly traffic generation of 80 vehicles was 
modelled to occur during the road network peak hours and all traffic would access the site via 
Newcastle Street/Barrier Street/Collie Street. The results of the assessment identify that operation of 
the Project is not anticipated to compromise safety or function of the surrounding road network 
(including key intersections) and no road network upgrades are considered necessary.” 

ONCC submits that the nature of the area of Fyshwick is such that the distinction between am and 
pm peak periods when workers are coming to work and the late morning and midday periods of 
general business, road activity is not so clearly delineated.  There is a peak for car movements in the 
am and pm but small and larger trucks move through the streets of Fyshwick during most of the 
day.  It is good that the modelling used a worst case scenario but it is puzzling that it did not find that 
traffic delays and congestion could also be found in the periods 10 am to 4pm when the Hi Quality 
traffic is at its heaviest. 
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5] ONCC disagrees that; 

“The road network surrounding the Site is considered to have satisfactory capacity to cater for 
additional traffic generated by the Project during construction and operation.”   

This appears to be the justification for failure to provide any mitigation measures.  

6] ONCC disagrees that; 

“While peak operation is not calculated to occurring [sic] during road network peak hours.”   

This is a flawed assumption about the actual peak periods in Fyshwick.  See comments on 4] above. 

7] ONCC would like to make these additional observations.  Appendix E failed to consider the 
following important factors in assessing the real impacts of additional traffic in Fyshwick: 

x The incremental growth rate over the life of the development both for the Fyshwick area 
generally and for the Integrated Waste Facility itself.  This should have included the additional 
foreseeable traffic movements especially those associated with the Molonglo Group Dairy Road 
and Capital Recycling Solutions (CRS) developments;   

x Basing traffic impacts on the number of vehicles rather than traffic movement does not account 
for the number of vehicles making multiple trips on one day;  

x The sources of the waste or the origins of the vehicles arriving at the site, particularly the 
number of vehicles bringing waste and/or associated materials from the proponent’s own 
landfill at Windellama.  This would allow estimation of the number of tonnes per kilometre of 
waste carried and application of a cost benefit analysis;  

x The impact on roads outside of the ACT where waste will be sourced particularly the route 
between Fyshwick and Windellama; 

x Contingency measures should the intersections exceed capacity;   
x The types of trucks and if possible, their age and the spread of the road traffic over a week; 
x An intersection study of the driveways accessing Tennant and Collie Streets.  Some of the 

businesses located there are very large with many customers each day who already have 
difficulty getting in and out of the traffic;  

x The impacts on other major roads in Fyshwick should the drivers avoid the Newcastle Street 
intersections and travel through either Gladstone or Wollongong Streets. 

Air Quality and Health Impacts 

Dust has been identified by the ONCC members as a major problem.  The ElS identifies the sources of 
dust as loading/unloading, crushing, screening, wind erosion (stockpiles), wheel generated dust 
(paved roads), wheel generated dust (unpaved roads) and the air curtain incinerator (ACI), (no longer 
part of the DA).  According to the EIS, the principal source is the unpaved roads comprising 65% of 
the total.  The Air Quality report at Appendix K concluded that;  

“The predicted results for dust and odour impacts demonstrate compliance with the relevant air 
quality impact criteria at the nearest sensitive receptor except for 24-hour PM10 concentrations. A 
risk assessment indicated that this is a low risk as it is only predicted to exceed the criteria for one day 
of the year based on our conservative modelling assessment. “p14.   

ONCC rejects this conclusion outright because a daily or yearly average does not reflect the ‘at 
source’ impact that large volumes of dust will have on the workers or general population nearby.   
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Nor does adherence to fine particulate emission criteria distinguish the types of particles emitted for 
their health impacts.  Such analysis is essential and must be required by ACTPLA. 

The Study further concludes;  

“While the assessment indicates that there is a low risk of impact in terms of predicted dust and odour 
concentrations at the closest sensitive receptor location, it is recommended that the facility install and 
maintain the control technologies identified within the assessment.”   

It is the view of our community that the control measures are inadequate.  Only two water carts were 
indicated in the list of equipment on site for dust suppression and the many stockpiles of waste on 
site are to be uncovered.  In strong winds, such as those experienced in January 2020, dust will blow 
over large areas of inner south Canberra that includes Old Narrabundah.  We noted that the Scoping 
Document required the proponent to consider strong wind impacts but are unable to see where he 
has done so.   

It is also important to our membership that the dust is characterised for its composition since it is 
recognised by the industry peak body ‘Cement Concrete and Aggregates Australia’ that an 
impediment exists to the sale of recycled aggregate and sand because of the percentage of asbestos 
waste found in incoming loads. 

ONCC strongly advises ACTPLA to require that in support of community views and in the public 
interest, the internal roads be sealed removing around 65% of the dust.  Additionally, we would 
suggest that the whole site where possible should be either hardstand or vegetated. 
 
 
Asbestos Dust 
 
It is generally recognised in the industry that Construction and Demolition (C&D) waste and waste 
soils are contaminated with asbestos and that the presence of asbestos contamination presents one 
of the most problematic issues in the C&D waste recovery market.  Due to widespread use of 
asbestos material in the construction market over many years, even resource recovery operators who 
adopt the most stringent testing regimes and make all possible effort to avoid any asbestos coming 
onto their sites cannot fully guarantee there is no asbestos fibres in their final products. 

We are concerned that in an overzealous recovery of materials for reprocessing, materials that really 
should not legally be recycled may find their way onto this site.  Because it is apparent that the waste 
is coming from interstate, risk of unidentified and uncontrolled asbestos fibres being released into 
the environment in the ACT is very real.  Concern arises because of the failure to discuss these issues 
in detail in the EIS and to explain how the proponent plans to avoid the occurrence of admittance of 
unwanted wastes in loads or if they should be found to include asbestos, how it will be handled. We 
are concerned that when the C&D waste and the waste soils are crushed and screened in the 
crushing yard that this asbestos will become airborne and a risk to human health. 
 
Silica 
 
Aggregate recovery from concrete is a silica-based industry.  Silica is an abundant mineral found 
within most rocks and soils and can occur in either crystalline or non-crystalline forms.  Stone, 
concrete and mortar contain crystalline silica.  It is also used to make products such as, concrete, 
asphalt, mortar, tiles, bricks, pottery and ceramic.  
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Crystalline silica is present in most of the dust producing activities on the Tennant St site.  The dust 
comprises particles of different sizes.  Larger, visible dust particles settle long before invisible dust 
particles do.  The smallest particles are known as respirable crystalline silica which are less than 10 
microns (µm) in diameter and when breathed in can reach deep into the lungs, posing the biggest risk 
to health.   
 
Operations such as crushing stone result in worker exposure to respirable crystalline silica dust. It can 
also be released also when you excavate, load, transport, crush, package, dump or simply disturb 
materials that contain crystalline silica. 
 
Workers in the construction, demolition and now waste industries, and more specifically those who 
are working with concrete in tasks such as grinding and/or crushing are much more likely to be 
exposed to silica dust and become ill or die as a result of this exposure.  Workers who inhale these 
very small crystalline silica particles are at increased risk of developing serious silica-related diseases, 
including; silicosis, an incurable lung disease that can lead to disability and death, lung cancer; 
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD); and kidney disease. 
 
Recently, public concern regarding non-occupational or ambient exposure to crystalline silica has 
emerged, making it important to gather information available on such exposures. Non-occupational 
exposures are rarely estimated or measured in community environment or in the vicinity of silica-
based industry.  Non-occupational exposure to silica dust can be from industrial as well as non-
industrial sources.  We believe construction and demolition activities contribute to the environmental 
exposure.  Silicosis is a very well-established disease, but the importance of this disease has been 
underestimated as an environmental disease. 
 
Diesel Exhaust 
 
The traffic generated by this development and the machinery or vehicles used 24/7 in its operations 
has an unquantified impact on air and health because of the amount of diesel fumes 
produced.  Diesel exhaust is a health threat which cannot be ignored as it was in this EIS.  In Fyshwick, 
where 13,400 people work every day, 59 people live and thousands more drive in to shop or do 
business, environmental exposure of the wider population can be assumed.  The ambient air will not 
be as clean as the dispersion of particulates takes time and people might be stuck in traffic where the 
pollutants will be concentrated.  While levels of exposure for the transient population will be 
significantly different from the workers, it cannot be ignored. 
 
For this IRRF when operational, in comparison to if it did not operate, there will be an additional 
462,248 vehicle movements in and out of the site per year or 709 daily.  A significant number of 
these, most likely to be doing multiple trips, would be heavy trucks with diesel motors.  Diesel 
exhaust contains fine particulate aerosols in the fraction <2.5PM.  Apart from the fact that diesel 
exposure short and long term is harmful to human health, diesel aerosols have the potential to 
absorb other air pollutants and as a conduit take them deep into the lungs where the health impacts 
are even more serious.   
 
The scoping Document asked for cumulative impact assessment.  These synergistic reactions are a 
cumulative impact which should have been considered in the Health Impact Assessment for this EIS 
but was not.  The absence of this consideration devalues the EIS documents as a useful tool for 
understanding the implications that approval of the development will have on all users of the area  
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including businesses, workers, residents, shoppers and visitors.  The decision makers should note this 
and request a separate analysis of this impact.  
 
ACM Storage 
 
ONCC objects to asbestos waste, even in a bonded form, unnecessarily travelling through the streets 
of Fyshwick for temporary storage at the IRRF.  Because of its probable age and weathering ACM is 
possibly more dangerous than fibrous asbestos for there is significant potential for asbestos fibres to 
be released into the air.  By failing to assess the risks associated with ACM handling and transport, 
the EIS, we believe, wanted us to think it would be safe.  The risks of double handling of asbestos are 
many and should have been assessed for safety and community acceptance.  This is an area of this 
development where we believe separate community consultation and impact assessment should 
have occurred. 
 
Fly Ash 
 
ONCC has additional concerns about the crushing of old concrete, an activity which we believe does 
not occur as an EPA Authorised activity in urban zonings anywhere in the ACT.  Apart from the visible 
dust, fine silica dust and the associated amenity impacts, demolition concrete is likely to contain all 
sorts of contaminants including fly ash from coal fired power plants.  Fly ash has been used in 
concrete making since about the 1970s.  The industrial benefits of reducing the amount of cement 
and adding fly ash in concrete is well documented as it improves the durability and strength of 
concrete. But when first used this way in making concrete it is doubtful that the industry considered 
the future likelihood of this concrete being crushed and reused thus putting that fly ash back into the 
air during this process. 
 
While the physical properties of fly ash are similar to cement its chemical properties are not.  Of 
interest to ONCC is that fly ash contains heavy metals and crystalline silica, the latter known to cause 
lung disease as previously discussed, in particular silicosis, if inhaled. Contamination risk issues mean 
it has to be carefully handled. Whatever the type of fly ash, there may result in different types of 
pollution of the environment and differing respiratory diseases for humans.                                                                                
 
Crystalline silica is listed by the International Agency for Research on Cancer and US National 
Toxicology Program as a known human carcinogen.  Due to the presence of toxic metals in fly ash, it 
causes water pollution and contains some heavy metals such as Zinc which is eco-toxic.  ONCC 
realises the firm possibility that some of the fugitive fly ash could settle on the land and be washed 
into the Molonglo River.  We remind the decision makers that the ElS reported in Appendix J that 
levels exceeding drinking water criteria of chromium, copper and zinc were found in the groundwater 
and surface waters of the area and point out that these are the heavy metals commonly found in fly 
ash used in previous cement batching operations on the site.  The ONCC believes that a development 
like this in other jurisdictions would not be approved for sites so close to important waterways. 
 
Climate Change Greenhouse Gas  
 
The Scoping Document required that the IRRF’s greenhouse gas emissions be considered. ONCC holds 
the view that the consideration of this issue in the ElS was inadequate and misleading.  In order to 
assess fully the greenhouse gas implications of this development, information is needed on which 
waste materials will be sorted for recycling and what will be used for production of Refuse Derived  
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Fuel (RDF), an activity allowable under our new Waste to Energy Policy.  On this matter the EIS is 
unclear.  Burning this fuel source in cement kilns or power plants will have downstream cumulative  
Greenhouse Gas implications.  It is not satisfactory in assessment of greenhouse gas (GHG) or other 
matters to have failed to provide the details of the manufacture of the RDF fuel, if its additives 
include calcium carbonate or where and how far it will be transported for use.  Although substituting 
waste for coal reduces the coal consumption its beneficial effects relate to the reduction of Nitrogen 
Oxides and Sulphur Oxides emissions.  Lime in the waste stream has potential to increase the 
development’s carbon footprint and should have been considered. 
 
Transport is one of the largest contributors to greenhouse impacts worldwide and Australia’s 
contribution is proportionally large.  It is expected after 2020 in the ACT that vehicle emissions will be 
60% of our greenhouse gas emissions.  The Assessment that was done on greenhouse was confined 
to fuel and electricity consumption.  While the proponent’s claims may be credible, without any 
assessment consistent with Scope 3 dealing with transport, defined under the National Greenhouse 
and Energy Reporting Scheme, it is not possible to substantiate the net impact on greenhouse gas 
emissions from this development. This should be done to clearly demonstrate the proposal’s lifecycle 
impacts, including the shipment of RDF and other recycled materials to interstate and overseas 
locations.  

The EIS notes that the facility would receive 1.3million tonnes per annum of waste and associated 
materials without explicitly stating where the waste will come from.  By not defining exactly where it 
will source its waste and the distances it will travel, an assessment of the proposal’s indirect GHG 
impacts cannot be made.   

The proponent makes several over simplified statements suggesting:  

“The Project would make a significant contribution to resource recovery in the ACT through diversion 
of materials from landfill resulting in significant reduction in greenhouse gas.”   

This claim is patently incorrect as most of the waste to be handled at the site is inert waste. Landfill 
methane contributing to greenhouse gas emissions is produced by organic waste.  Given that the 
volumes of organic waste likely to be received at Tennant St are unknown and will end up in landfill 
anyway as part of the residual waste, this statement must be challenged.  Diversion from landfill of 
C&D and Construction and Industrial (C&I) waste, and waste soils has no beneficial impact on 
greenhouse reduction.  In fact, approximately 90% of these waste streams to be handled onsite when 
landfilled will not give out methane gas.   

ONCC considers that the amount of greenhouse gases likely to be produced should all the waste 
streams under consideration be landfilled, then the amount of greenhouse gases produced would 
pale into insignificance when compared with the amount of greenhouse gases to be produced by the 
additional vehicle movements generated from the IRRF, particularly in regard to the cross border and 
interstate transport of the operation as well as any exported product.  

The EIS additionally claims;  

“Providing a central location for waste management would secure long term cost efficiencies such as 
aggregation (waste activities being located closer together) and densification of waste resources that 
reduce the economic and social costs associated with recovery of resources that would otherwise go 
to landfill and the consequent costs associated with transportation of these waste streams resulting in 
significant reduction in greenhouse gas generation.” 

ONCC refutes this claim as not applicable to this IRRF. The proximity principle part of the Waste 
Management Act was introduced to minimise the long-distance transport of waste for its  
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disposal.  The Scoping Document asks the proponent to address this legislation.  It is not clear how 
centralising waste recovery in the ACT will reduce greenhouse impacts when compared to dealing 
with the waste at source.  This is now possible with advanced mobile technologies available for 
processing waste.  A sufficient greenhouse gas estimation should have considered this as an option to 
see how the use of mobile equipment would have mitigated against the impacts.  The proximity 
principle is important as the excessive transport of waste not only displaces issues, it adds to the 
overall lifecycle impacts; especially in terms of additional, and arguably unnecessary, carbon 
generation and greenhouse gas emissions that could be avoided through better waste management 
solutions close to source.  

The ACT Government has a responsibility to balance and control development across the Territory. 
This means it must consider how to best achieve the ACT Waste Management Strategy.  The ACT 
Waste Management Strategy 2011-2025 has four outcomes, six targets and 29 strategies. In general, 
it appears that the proponent is overstating the proposal’s consistency with, or support of, the 
Strategy.  Put simply, the Strategy’s aim is to “fully recover resources and deliver a carbon neutral 
waste sector”.  Importantly the ElS should consider all the feasible ways in which the IRRF operation 
can further contribute to the world wide campaign to reduce carbon emissions.  A reduction of the 
fleet of vehicles bringing waste to the facility would be one such way and in so doing would adhere to 
the aims of the waste legislation and the proximity principle. 

Noise Impacts 

A stable omission in Appendix M on noise impacts was any baseline description of the ambient noise 
at the site as required by the ACTPLA Scoping Document.  There is no heavy industry nearby and the 
amenity of the area should have been assessed.  Traffic noise along Tennant Street should also be 
considered in order to appreciate the difference that the IRRF might make.  Trucks arriving and 
leaving the site every 44 seconds is both persistent and intense and will adversely impact the ambient 
noise levels.  For the businesses in Tennant Street, trucks queuing to enter the site will also 
contribute to their ambient noise experience if the trucks rev their engines or while breaking, or 
accelerating up Tennant Street.  The Noise Impact Study failed to consider or test for activities that 
generate the loudest noise when offsite background noise is at its lowest so that the plant operation 
can be adjusted accordingly.  

There was no assessment of construction noise impacts.  The twelve months that construction is 
estimated to take requires a construction noise assessment to be included in the EIS. 

Heavy truck traffic and the operation of heavy-duty facility equipment are the primary sources of 
noise from the large Integrated Resource Recovery Facility which could become a nuisance to 
neighbours.  Generally recycling activities are high impact and high intensity noise and vibration 
generating activities.   

Extensive research into community reactions to noise revealed two criteria for protecting the 
community against noise.  These are the intrusive and amenity criteria, both of which are relevant for 
the assessment of noise at the IRRF.  The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Appendix M, 
should have considered the difference between intrusive and annoying noise and considered these 
against the impacts of the various types of sound on receptors.  For example, loud bangs or thuds; 
screeching noise or squealing; continuous hums or buzz and beeps and high-pitched squeals or 
hissing can affect the amenity of the area particularly for nearby businesses and their customers.  The 
ElS should have described the types and sources of the noise emitted by each machine or type of 
operations.  Will the noise be banging or scraping or combination of; or will it be vehicle sounds of  
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horns, beepers, breaking doors slamming etc.  The unloading of waste or recyclables (particularly 
glass) onto a tipping floor, pit, or trailer can also create substantial noise, depending on the type of 
waste, fall distance, and surface.   

The Draft EIS fails to quantify the sources and type of noise which impacts the site.  The equipment 
list in Table 52 of Appendix M is not guaranteed to be that used on the site since all necessary 
equipment for the manufacture of RDF was not included.  The exact number of the pieces of 
equipment specified did not match the equipment listed in the main volume of the EIS.  Although the 
Appendix M supposedly modelled a worst-case situation it should have modelled a number of 
situations when various combinations of machinery were operating at different times to allow for 
assessment of other potentially more effective mitigation measures to reduce the noise.  Where 
possible and for amenity reasons, operational noise should be rendered inaudible at the 
neighbouring businesses in Tennant Street and across the rail line in the most recent development of 
IZ2-Mixed use industrial blocks with commercial and retail and warehouse uses being established 
businesses.  Staged activity on the site could achieve this outcome.   

Mixed commercial and industrial waste can be roughly shredded by passing delivered waste through 
either crocodile shears, shredders, mills, rotor shears or crushers.  Where the incoming wastes are 
shredded metals can be removed more easily to allow recycling.  This process is very noisy.  In 
addition, the noise from the vibration of the machinery inside the recycling shed although mitigated 
by the shed will still be heard as the recycling shed has many doors which will be open to admit the 
incoming trucks.  ONCC believes ACTPLA assessors must require the proponent to respond in order to 
enable assessment in more detail.  

There is no evidence that Work Cover has been consulted in the preparation of EIS201900001. 
Transfer station employees exposed to high levels of noise for prolonged periods of time should use 
earplugs or other protective devices to guard against hearing damage.  

While ONCC commends the use of meteorological conditions in the modelling for noise we challenge 
Hi Quality’s response; 

“Modelling has indicated that operational noise impacts will remain below criteria during day periods 
at the nearest receivers.  Exceedances are predicted for night activities that occur between 6am-
7am.  The most acoustically significant activities causing predicted non-compliance are being 
generated by the wood processing facility, crushing and screening yard and concrete batch plant.   To 
limit the impacts on surrounding receivers the following measures are recommended: Operation of 
the wood processing yard tub grinder, crushing and screening yard, should not commence until 7am. 
“App. M p.22  

 It is not assured that air inversions will have lifted by 7am or that the identified noise exceedances 
will not be experienced solely in the winter months.  Temperature inversions last longer in SE 
Australia, are less intense and can be experienced for more days of the year during winter 
months.  There is nothing in this EIS to allow us to know how loud the concrete batching plant will be 
in order to judge whether early operations in that facility would have no impact on noise 
exceedances generally. 

The conclusion the EIS reaches is; 

“With mitigation, noise levels at all sensitive receivers will be below relevant noise and amenity 
criteria.” EIS p.149 

ONCC strongly submits that without the assessment of the ambient amenity noise it is impossible to 
verify this claim. Without the details of the construction methods and associated noise or the types 
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of noises likely to be produced by various activities or machines it is impossible to verify this claim.   

The Recycling Facility 

The Arup Report for ACTPLA on the CRS EIS found that there were many aspects of that proposal 
which could not be adequately assessed because of inconsistent and lack of sufficient 
information.  ONCC contends that the same can be said for Hi Quality.  Some of these have been 
mentioned earlier in this Representation.  As with the CRS proposal the origins or sources of the 
waste streams have not been identified.  It is impossible to assess the risks or impact of handling so 
much waste at this site without these details.  The traffic report, the health assessment, the air 
quality, the risk and hazards all depend on these details for a reliable assessment of the outcomes 
and impacts.  Waste types and their origins are very important.  Of particular concern to the public is 
the risk of hazardous waste entering the feedstock. Procedures for handling hazardous waste are not 
clear in this EIS.  Visual sorting of waste for unwanted materials is unreliable and open to human 
error.   

If the proponents intend to include a Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) factory as they briefly mention in 
their EIS at p26, then they should have provided more details of it in order to enable comprehensive 
assessment as required of such manufacture.  Twenty years ago, the manufacturing of RDF and 
Processed Engineered Fuel (PEF) was difficult and costly.  Advancements in technology, the 
environmental and commercial business case for RDF/PEF projects is now strong.  The manufacturing 
of such fuels won’t solve all of Australia’s waste woes of course, and, as has hopefully been made 
clear, energy recovery efforts shouldn’t outweigh commitments to reduce, re-use and 
recycle.  However, the proponent seems unsure whether he intends to use residual waste to produce 
RDF in the recycling shed. Perhaps this is the reason he fails to identify any risks associated with RDF 
production or to describe fully, as the Scoping Document required the processes and risks associated 
with it.  It is unacceptable that in such an important document as an EIS and for such a controversial 
activity as the manufacture of RDF that its treatment is so vague.  Of course, had Hi Quality sought to 
establish in NSW an IRRF incorporating RDF production, then much more stringent rules apply. 

ONCC has a number of concerns about RDF manufacture and utilisation.  Firstly, practical, technical 
and economic barriers limit the sensible reuse and recycling options of some waste 
materials.  Though plastic contains the highest energy value of any component of the waste stream, 
by committing high energy materials like plastic to disposal a significant energy resource is 
lost.  Secondly, RDF is a processed solid fuel made from segregated plastics and paper derived from 
industrial commercial and residential sources.  Variations in waste streams poses one of the greatest 
risks to the ability of waste in energy plants to meet emission standards.  It is important that the 
intended waste stream is carefully characterised to ensure that an operator can meet the 
specifications of the plant or cement kiln which will eventually burn the product.  The chlorine 
content of the baled waste needs to be carefully monitored since when burned it can contribute to 
the production of dioxins and furans in the air two of the most toxic emissions to human health.  It is 
a fault of the Health Risk Assessment because they have relied on a “desktop study” in the form of 
the Air Quality Appendix and gave no consideration of the far-reaching impacts of all significant 
aspects of this development.  
 
There are a number of other restricted wastes that should never be burnt including mercury 
thermometers, lithium batteries and hazardous chemicals.  Waste containing chlorine and toxic 
metals should be avoided.  Sorting wastes to remove these from the waste stream relies on human  
sight and therefore the process is accompanied by high levels of risk that sorting is thorough. The 
combustion of plastics like polyvinyl chloride PVC gives rise to highly toxic pollutants. 
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The RDF production is another area of this development which ONCC believes should have had 
separate community consultation and a separate Impact Assessment. 
 
Fire Risk 
 
We find the neglect of an assessment of the risks of fires on the site and the outcomes of such 
occurrences very surprising and totally non-compliant with the demands of the Planning and 
Development legislation as set out for the proponent in the Scoping Document.  
 
The vast and varied nature of materials dealt with at waste facilities make them high-risk when it 
comes to fire safety.  Traditional fire detection methods alone are perhaps not enough to ensure fire 
safety at these sites.  The advent of hot or dangerous materials (such as batteries) being deposited in 
inbound loads represents a common cause of fire within this environment.  There is organic waste 
that can be susceptible to spontaneous combustion.  About 15% of the C&I waste, according to 
industry sources, will comprise organic or food waste.  It is difficult to foresee and counteract these 
risks during daily operations.  

In the Commonwealth Government’s 2016 report, “Waste Fires in Australia-Cause for Concern”, it is 
demonstrated that waste fires pose a serious risk to people, the environment and the economy.  
Most recent annual reporting of statistics published by fire departments across Australia revealed 
there were 5,652 rubbish fires in NSW alone during 2016.  Interestingly, this Report cites the 5 day 
Pialligo Fire in 2015 as one of its case studies.  That recycling facility located in a rural zone near to 
the Canberra Airport, accepts dry waste streams from Sydney similar to the dry waste streams to be 
accepted at Tennant St.  The numbers of fires in recycling or waste facilities as revealed in this report 
confirms that the IRRF at Fyshwick, unnecessary to meet the needs of the ACT, merely adds another 
potentially dangerous industry to a precinct which should not have to and cannot sustain such an 
intensive and potentially polluting operation.   
 
Since the ACT Government is committed to providing a safe and secure environment for the people 
of the Territory the most stringent planning approach needs to be adopted.  In view of the expense 
incurred, the dangers to the fire fighters and other personnel involved, the disruption and the health 
and safety risks it is clear that this proposal if only for the consideration of fire alone should be 
rejected on this site and within Fyshwick.  If it were necessary at all, it must be located elsewhere in 
the ACT at a site designated by the ACT Government.  This is to be the case for the recently 
announced Food Organics and Garden Organics (FOGO) composter. 

ONCC has confidently stated our case. For all of the above reasons and the many more to be 
advanced in all the other representations in objection, ONCC demand that EIS20190001 for the IRRF 
proposed from Hi-Qual on the Tennant St Fyshwick site be refused. 

 

John Keeley OAM                                                                                                                                                                       
Chair                                                                                                                                                                             
Old Narrabundah Community Council 
             Serving the Community 
      PO Box 8 Narrabundah ACT 2604                                                                                                                                   
Email:      info@narrabundah.org.au                                                                                                    
Web:     www.narrabundah.org.au 
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