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ISCCC	Submission	on	EIS201900001:	Proposed	Hi-Quality	Facility	in	Fyshwick	
	
The	Inner	South	Canberra	Community	Council	is	the	peak	body	for	residents	groups	in	Canberra’s	
inner	south.	The	Council	is	very	concerned	that	the	proposed	Hi-Quality	waste	facility	in	Tennant	
Street,	and	other	major	proposed	waste	facilities	in	Fyshwick,	present	major	environmental	threats	
to	the	thousands	of	people	who	work	and	visit	the	suburb	every	day,	to	nearby	residents	and	to	the	
Canberra	community	as	a	whole.		
	
The	waste	facilities	also	present	a	major	challenge	to	the	evolution	of	Fyshwick	as	the	light	industry	
and	bulk	retail	suburb	adjacent	to	the	proposed	new	high	density	residential	precinct	of	Eastlake	and	
the	proposed	residential/mixed	use	precinct	of	Dairy	Road.	Turning	Fyshwick	into	a	more	heavy	
industrial	and	polluted	suburb	through	the	proliferation	of	such	massive	waste	facilities	would	be	
incompatible	with	this	future	vision	for	the	district.	
	
Given	the	massive	anticipated	impacts	of	the	Hi-Quality	waste	facility,	outlined	below,	the	ISCCC	
calls	for	the	EIS	to	be	refused	or,	at	the	least,	to	be	referred	to	an	independent	review	panel	to	
enable	a	thorough	and	transparent	review	of	the	impacts.	
	
The	following	issues	merit	particular	attention	in	ACTPLA’s	assessment	and	in	any	subsequent	
independent	expert	review.	
	
1.	Impacts	on	water	quality	in	the	Molonglo	River,	wetlands	and	Lake	Burley	Griffin	
The	Australian	and	ACT	Governments	committed	over	$80	million	to	the	ACT	Healthy	Waterways	
Project	as	a	joint	initiative	to	protect	and	improve	long-term	water	quality	in	the	ACT	and	further	
downstream	in	the	Murrumbidgee	River	system.	As	part	of	that	initiative,	wetlands	were	created	in	
Fyshwick,	Narrabundah,	and	Kingston	to	improve	water	quality.	It	would	be	outrageous	if	all	this	
effort	and	funding	directed	to	improving	water	quality	in	our	waterways	were	to	be	undermined	by	
a	new	major	source	of	contamination	near	the	Molonglo	River.	The	Hi-Quality	facility	will	be	very	
close	to	a	small	wetland	that	drains	into	the	Molonglo	River.	
	
It	is	critical	that	an	independent	review	of	the	Hi-Quality	EIS	investigate	the	likely	effect	on	the	
Molonglo	River,	nearby	wetlands	and	Lake	Burley	Griffin	of	regular	or	accidental	contamination	by	
flows	of	contaminants	from	the	waste	facility	through	groundwater	or	surface	water,	or	airborne	
particles.	We	are	not	confident	that	the	holding	ponds	and	the	proposed	Stormwater	Quality	
Improvement	Devices	will	be	sufficient	to	prevent	the	entry	into	groundwater	and	surface	water	of	
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untreated	leachate	and	run-off	due	to	both	Hi	Quality	operations	and	to	any	disturbance	of	existing	
on-site	contaminants.	We	are	very	concerned	that	the	stated	last	resort	of	management	is	in	the	
form	of	three	discharge	pipes	and	a	spill	way	into	the	grassland	adjacent	to	the	site	and	from	there	
into	the	nearby	small	wetland	and	creek	leading	to	the	Molonglo	River.	
	
The	Stormwater	Management	Plan	must	be	redesigned	so	that	the	principle	of	“no	water	to	leave	
the	site”	unless	tested	and	treated,	if	necessary,	is	maintained.		
	
2.	Impact	on	Air	Quality	
Crushing	and	screening	concrete	will	produce	respirable	silica	dust,	and	processing	of	other	
materials	may	produce	fine	dust	particles	containing	asbestos	fibres.		The	health	effects	of	both	can	
be	significant,	especially	for	on-site	workers,	but	no	consideration	appears	to	have	been	given	to	
these	particular	sources	of	contamination.			
	
Only	two	water	carts	were	indicated	in	the	list	of	equipment	on	site	for	dust	suppression,	even	
though	many	stockpiles	of	waste	on	the	site	will	be	uncovered.	We	are	concerned	that	in	strong	
winds,	dust	from	the	site	may	blow	over	the	inner	south.	While	the	Scoping	Document	required	the	
proponent	to	consider	strong	wind	impacts,	we	could	not	find	this	addressed	in	the	EIS.	At	a	
minimum,	the	internal	roads	on	the	site	should	be	sealed,	reducing	about	65	percent	of	the	dust.	
The	rest	of	the	site	should	be	vegetated	or	hardstand.	
	
The	adverse	impact	of	diesel	fumes	from	the	equipment	on	site	and	truck	movements	does	not	
appear	to	have	been	addressed	by	the	EIS.	Diesel	exhaust	contains	fine	particulate	aerosols	in	the	
fraction<2.5PM.	Not	only	is	diesel	exposure	harmful	to	human	health	in	its	own	right,	but	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.		
	
3.	Traffic	Impacts	
The	ISCCC	considers	the	analysis	of	traffic	impacts	underestimates	the	traffic	impact	of	the	proposed	
facility.	
	
The	impact	of	operational	phase	traffic	is	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		
	
If	one	doubles	this	to	obtain	the	number	of	extra	vehicle	movements	on	Newcastle	Street	as	a	
consequence	of	this	development	when	operational,	it	is	clear	we	are	talking	about	a	massive	
increase	in	traffic	in	an	area	of	Fyshwick	that	is	already	very	busy.	It	is	also	unacceptable	that	
construction	traffic	impacts	were	not	assessed.	
	
This	does	not	even	take	into	account	the	increase	in	vehicle	movements	generated	by	the	proposed	
CRS	waste	facility	in	Ipswich	Street,	the	traffic	created	by	the	proposed	new	rail	freight	terminal	and	
expansion	of	Access	Recycling	metal	recycling	in	Lithgow	Street	with	the	addition	of	the	proposed	
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new	metal	fragmentiser,	and	the	proposed	new	residential	development	in	Eastlake	and	the	
residential/mixed	use	precinct	in	Dairy	Road.		
	
The	Transport	Impact	Assessment	did	not	undertake	separate	intersection	impact	assessments	for	
the	Newcastle/Ipswich	Street/Monaro	Highway	intersections	and	for	the	Canberra	Avenue/Ipswich	
Street/Monaro	Highway	intersections.	This	should	be	addressed.	
	
We	understand	that	a	significant	proportion	of	the	vehicle	movements	will	enter	Newcastle	Street	
from	Canberra	Avenue.	Yet	an	Infrastructure	Australia	report	on	Urban	Transport	Crowding	and	
Congestion	indicates	that	by	2030	Canberra	Avenue	will	have	the	second	highest	congestion	of	any	
transport	corridor	in	the	ACT.1		
	
Traffic	congestion	is	one	of	the	future	effects	that	can	be	tested	directly,	rather	than	through	
modelling	that	is	limited	to	simulations	based	on	a	set	of	assumptions.		In	particular,	likely	additional	
travel	time	delays	at	intersections	along	proposed	routes	can	be	tested	by	arranging	for	a	mix	of	
large	trucks	and	small	vehicles	to	drive	to	and	from	the	proposed	site	at	peak	hour	to	reflect	actual	
operational	movements.			
	
4.	Storage	of	toxic	and	flammable	materials	
Asbestos	waste	is	to	be	brought	into	the	site	from	various	locations	in	NSW	and	the	ACT,	stored	
temporarily	on-site	and	then	sent	to	an	appropriate	landfill.		The	case	for	using	a	site	in	Fyshwick	as	
a	transfer	station	for	asbestos	has	not	been	made.		Double-handling	of	hazardous	substances	
increases	the	risk	of	mishap,	and	unnecessarily	increases	traffic	movement.		Where	customers	who	
deposit	unobserved	asbestos	as	part	of	a	waste	load	cannot	be	identified,	Hi	Quality	intends	to	wet	
and	package	it	for	appropriate	disposal	(EIS,	p.	87).		However,	it	is	not	clear	how	other	customers	or	
nearby	businesses	are	to	be	protected	during	this	process,	especially	if	the	asbestos	is	friable	and	
conditions	are	windy.	
	
The	inadequate	attention	given	to	assessment	of	fire	risk	on	the	site	is	of	great	concern	given	the	
highly	flammable	materials	that	will	be	kept	on	site,	including	wood	waste,	greasetrap	oil,	
construction	and	demolition	waste,	and	commercial	and	industrial	waste.	We	have	the	example	of	a	
fire	at	a	similar	facility	in	Pialligo	some	years	ago	that	took	five	days	to	extinguish	fully.	The	
precautionary	principle	suggests	that	you	do	not	locate	such	hazardous	facilities	in	close	proximity	to	
where	thousands	of	people	work,	visit	or	live.	Fyshwick	is	not	the	right	location	for	such	a	facility.	
	
Evidence	should	be	provided	of	established	contracts	for	purchase	of	recycled	products,	in	order	to	
confirm	the	credibility	of	claims	that	stockpiles	will	not	exceed	stated	limits.		This	is	especially	
important	in	the	case	of	flammable	materials	like	the	Refuse	Derived	Fuel	that	is	to	be	produced	on-
site.	
	
5.	Poor	environmental	track	record	of	proponent	
The	credibility	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Statement	needs	to	take	into	account	the	record	of	Hi	
Quality	in	waste	management	in	other	states.		Multiple	fines	have	been	levied	against	Hi-Quality	by	

                                                
1 https://www.infrastructureaustralia.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-
08/Urban%20Transport%20Crowding%20and%20Congestion%20-%2010.%20ACT%20and%20Queanbeyan.pdf	,	page	175 



 4   

the	NSW	Environment	Protection	Agency	(EPA)	for	breaching	conditions	of	operation.		For	example,	
the	NSW	EPA	fined	Hi-Quality	Waste	Management	Pty	Ltd	a	total	of	$32,500	in	April	2017	for	
disposing	of	more	than	1200	waste	tyres	outside	the	approved	landfill	cell,	failing	to	properly	record	
and	report	receipt	of	670	tonnes	of	wood	waste	that	was	stockpiled	on-site,	and	failing	to	properly	
cover	waste.		https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2017/epamedia17041801.		Other	
cases	are	also	accessible	on	the	internet.	Yet	the	proponent	makes	no	effort	in	the	EIS	in	the	section	
on	environmental	history	to	explain	how	it	has	addressed	the	issues	that	led	to	these	NSW	EPA	fines.	
Therefore,	we	have	little	confidence	that	lessons	have	been	learned.	
	
6.	Undermining	harmonisation	of	cross-border	waste	policies	
It	is	clear	from	the	quantity	of	material	to	be	processed	at	the	proposed	facility	and	from	our	
knowledge	of	existing	quantities	of	waste	generated	in	the	ACT,	that	significant	amounts	of	the	
waste	will	be	imported	from	interstate.	We	fear	that	the	difference	in	fees	and	charges	levied	in	the	
ACT	and	NSW	is	creating	incentives	to	transfer	waste	across	borders	in	contravention	of	the	
proximity	principle	that	calls	for	waste	to	be	processed	near	its	source.	Indeed,	it	is	not	even	clear	
what	the	source	of	the	different	waste	streams	is.		
	
In	addition,	analysis	is	required	of	any	potential	budgetary	or	environmental	risks	to	the	ACT	if	
changes	in	Federal,	NSW	or	ACT	legal	or	administrative	arrangements	make	future	operation	of	the	
facility	commercially	unviable,	and	lead	to	significant	quantities	of	materials	stockpiled	on	site.	
	
7.	Questionable	contribution	to	Reducing	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	
The	assessment	in	the	EIS	of	the	facility’s	contribution	to	reducing	greenhouse	gas	emissions	was	
confined	to	fuel	and	electricity	consumption.	The	EIS	does	not	state	explicitly	where	the	waste	will	
come	from	and	the	distances	it	will	travel,	making	it	difficult	to	assess	its	total	greenhouse	gas	
emissions.	
	
As	noted	at	the	beginning	of	our	submission,	the	ISCCC	joins	with	our	member	residents	groups	in	
calling	for	the	EIS	to	be	refused	or,	at	the	least,	for	it	to	be	referred	to	an	independent	review	panel	
to	examine	the	impacts	in	a	comprehensive	and	transparent	way.	
	

	
	
Marea	Fatseas	
Chair	
17	September	2020	
	
	
	
	
	

	 PO Box 3310, Manuka  ACT | www.isccc.org.au | info@isccc.org.au	



1 
 

 
 

 
 
 
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: 

 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;   

 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;  

 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;  

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

 Contingency measures should the intersections exceed capacity;   
 The types of trucks and if possible, their age and the spread of the road traffic over a week; 
 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;  

 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 

14th September 2020 
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Introduction 

The Griffith Narrabundah Community Association (GNCA) is a not-for-profit incorporated 
association.  We have over 350 members and have been interacting with the ACT 
government on a range of issues for over 20 years.  Our main aims are to protect and 
promote the amenity and interests of the Griffith and Narrabundah communities, particularly 
in relation to the preservation of community facilities and open space.   
Although none of our members live in Fyshwick, most of us would visit there for goods and 
services on a regular basis.  We are concerned about the Integrated Resource Recovery 
Facility proposal and the effect this might have on Fyshwick if the IRRF goes ahead.  
 
The GNCA recommends that EIS20190000 for an Integrated Resource Recovery 
Facility at 6-14 Tennant St Fyshwick be refused for the reasons below 
 
1. The site is totally inappropriate for the activities being proposed 
Fyshwick is no longer the heavy industry centre it used to be.  It now contains a range of 
retail, service, recreational, trade-suppliers and technology businesses.  For example, there 
are companies involved in the media, sport, leisure, consumer retail, showrooms, offices, 
fabrication and repair, trade suppliers home furnishings and appliances, hardware, eateries, 
antiques, brewers, bakers and fitness clubs to name a few.   
It is not the place for processing, concrete waste, drilling mud and old oils or general 
household garbage.   
 
2. The traffic analysis is flawed 
You only have to drive near the Collie and Newcastle Street intersection at present to realise 
that ‘standard’ sized vehicles clog the surrounding roads on a daily basis.  Add to the current 
situation the impact of an additional vehicle every 50 seconds and, not only will the roads 
become unacceptably congested, but the road pavements will become damaged from the 
additional heavy trucks.  Tennant Street in Fyshwick is just not the place for the proposed 
facility. 
 
3. The air quality assessment is inadequate 
Clean air and good health go hand in hand, but there is no air quality monitoring station in 
Fyshwick.  The closest station is at Civic, which is 8km from the Hi Quality site. 
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We do not know the current level of pollution from unsealed roads and diesel fumes, let alone 
what might be generated from any future processing plant.  It also appears that particulate 
emissions from vehicles entering and leaving the site have not been included in the modelling 
of site emissions.  
Consequently, we are starting off in an unknown situation as far as air quality is concerned 
and would be moving into an even more unknown situation if the proposed processing 
facilities go ahead.  This situation is unacceptable. 
 
4. Fires and Floods 
The EIS does not address adequately the risk of fire from stockpiles of flammable wood, 
grease trap oil, construction and demolition materials, and other waste near populated areas.  
In particular, what will be the limits on stockpiled wood?  Fires in waste processing facilities 
can be disastrous and the risk at this site does not appear to have been adequately dealt with. 
 
The site is well above the flood levels of the Molonglo River but, if as expected, climate 
change leads to more severe thunderstorms, then a future-oriented assessment should include 
at least a 0.5% Annual Exceedance Probability.  The EIS uses 10% for drains and 1% for 
estimating onsite detention pond storage capacity.  The disparity is not explained.  The 
modelling to prevent any accidental contamination of the Molonglo River and Lake Burly 
Griffin must be consistent and robust so that there is no seepage and no fluids leave the site 
unless tested, treated and, if necessary, removed. 
 

Conclusion 
GNCA strongly supports waste recycling and reuse to minimise landfill disposals.  However, our 
membership believes that major recycling and waste processing facilities should be sited away 
from busy urban areas such as Fyshwick.  The detrimental effects of more traffic and more 
pollution on the current businesses in Fyshwick should not be permitted.  
 
Consequently, the transfer, processing, and disposal of waste in Fyshwick should not 
be approved and the ACT Government should aim to encourage more re-cycling to 
reduce land fill.  
 
GNCA recommends that the EIS20190001 for an Integrated Resource Recovery Facility at 6-
14 Tennant St Fyshwick be refused. 
 

 
 
David Denham AM 
President Griffith Narrabundah Community Association. 
16 September 2020 
 

mailto:info@gnca.org.au
http://www.gnca.org.au/
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Kingston and Barton Residents Group 
 
 

Mr Ponton  
EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au  
 

KBRG 
PO Box 4138 

Kingston ACT 2604 
E: kingstonandbarton@gmail.com  

 
 
 Dear Mr Ponton 
 

Representation in opposition to the Integrated Resource Recovery Facility 
Blocks (8 + 12) Section 28 Division Fyshwick 

EIS201900001 

The Kingston and Barton Residents Group is a voluntary, not for profit, non-political community 
organisation that promotes and protects the interests of local residents and our local environment. 
Our objectives are: 

 High quality planning, urban design & construction 
 Preservation & recognition of the area’s unique heritage character 
 Provision of adequate green public open spaces 
 Effective transport planning including access for pedestrians & cyclists 
 A strong community spirit, and  
 Other quality of life matters such as public safety and noise management. 

 
The KBRG is concerned with the above listed development and its potential impact on Fyshwick and 
surrounding areas. The KBRG does not consider that the draft Environmental Impact Assessment 
(EIS), as presented, provides adequate information to address the complex environmental, health 
and economic concerns of the community. As such we ask that the Planning Minister, as empowered 
to do under s228 of the Planning and Development Act (2007) , engages a suitably qualified 
independent Inquiry Panel of experts to assess each aspect of the EIS.   

In particular, we would like to draw your attention to the below issues: 

Public Benefit and protection of the environment  

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. Accepting the import of 
waste from other jurisdictions is not in keeping with a shift to a low carbon economy. 
 
For a proposal of this nature to be acceptable, there needs to be consideration to the entire 
environmental cost of the proposal including the GHG cost (refer to Scope 3 of the National 
Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Scheme). The proposal should consider the GHG cost of transport 
and of any by-products from the facilities operation, including the production of pelletised waste 
(Refuse Derived Fuel) for fuel consumption in cement kilns or power stations in its overall 
environmental assessment.  
 
The National Waste Policy (2018) and its associated Action Plan (2019) contain a number of 
strategies and targets for reducing waste including, product stewardship; better packaging 
management; reduction of biodegradable material sent to landfill and improvements in waste 

mailto:EPDCustomerservices@act.gov.au
mailto:kingstonandbarton@gmail.com
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avoidance and re-use of materials in a circular economy. The Basal Convention, whilst about transfer 
of waste between nations, considers the principle that waste should be managed as closely as 
possible to the source of generation. The ACT Government’s own Waste Management and Resource 
Recovery Act (2016) states in s9 that “proximity principle means that waste and recovered resources 
should be managed as close to the source of generation as possible.”  
 
The above demonstrates international and national support for sustainable development principles 
to reduce, recycle and minimise the transfer of waste. This is important to ensure intergenerational 
equity and for us to maintain or enhance the environment for future generations.  As such, 
importing waste from other jurisdictions seems in contradiction to sustainable development 
principles.  
 
Site selection  
 
The KBRG propose that the facility is inappropriately sited. Consideration should be given to the 
potential for conflict between the proposal and the current surrounding land use.  It is generally 
recommended that major waste facilities not be adjacent to sensitive or non-compatible land uses, 
and that a suitable ‘separation distance’ separates such uses.  In addition, the potential impact of 
odour and air quality also needs to be considered in relation to proposed future developments such 
as the Molonglo Group development on Dairy Road and the CRS MRF proposal for Ipswich Street.   
 
The ACT Government’s 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. 
 
The lifecycle of the project also needs to be considered, the EIS does not consider the future use of 
this site once operations cease. The ACT Government needs to consider who will be responsible for 
remediation of the site, and whether this is the proponent or future ratepayers, and if the proposed 
use will impact future sustainability and growth of Fyshwick. 
 
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.   

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 address the impact of transporting 1.3 million tpa of waste and associated 
materials into the ACT with the proposal adding an estimated 199,588 vehicles per annum, equating 
to 729 trucks per day or 1 vehicle every 50 seconds, adding pressure to an already congested road 
network. These movements will be concentrated along Newcastle Street and the north and south 
exits to and from the Monaro Highway. The community needs assurance that the proponent and the 
ACT Government has considered the impact of this extra traffic on individuals and businesses and on 
safety, emissions and noise impacts (including those along the main road transport routes).  
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Onsite traffic issues  
 
In reviewing the documents, we understand there may be issues regarding on-site traffic movement. 
Some concerns include multiple turns and reversing required on site, lack of queuing space or 
overflow waiting areas when operations are at peak capacity, and car park access/safety. 

If the proposal is to progress, we request roads are designed to allow for all weather access, are 
appropriately designed to accommodate heavily vehicle movement and are sealed to minimise dust 
impacts.  
 
Air Quality Impacts  

Air quality can have a significant impact on human health. Some of the on-site activities such as the  
concrete crushing and screening operation, has the potential for emitting fine particulate of silica 
dust and heavy metals into the atmosphere. In addition, the recycling building appears to have no 
filter or ventilation or pollutions control system, potentially posing an OH&S risk to the workers 
onsite. The ACT should be requiring state of the art technologies to protect the environment and 
human health.  

In addition, the Air Quality Assessment should provide a baseline assessment of current air quality, 
to provide a benchmark for accessing the facilities impact on air quality. Without this there can be 
no quantitative assessment of operational impacts.  

Management of hazardous waste 

The EIS needs to explain what processes and procedures will be established for the discovery and 
management of hazardous materials, including asbestos and PCBs. This should include how such 
waste will be separated, and appropriately stored and disposed of, along with OHS and 
environmental management protocols to ensure the safety of staff, the community and the 
environment.  

Litter control  
 
It is important to ensure that all waste is managed and contained on site. Consideration needs to be 
given to covering of waste on arrival and to how litter on site will be minimised and managed. 
Management of smaller waste particles, sediment and runoff also need to be managed to ensure 
that no inappropriate or unregulated material is entering the stormwater system off site. 
 
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).  

It is important that this proposal considers the noise impact of the facility and onsite truck 
movements on nearby neighbours and that the ACT Government considers the noise impact of one 
vehicle movement every 50 seconds on local residents exposed to constant truck movements.  

Stormwater and Sediment Management Systems and Leachate Collection. 

The KBRG has reviewed the EIS and determined that additional information is required to ensure 
that all water pollution risks are identified and appropriately managed, including the wheel wash 
area. Leachate and runoff from the site and all parts of the operation, must be adequately managed 
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to prevent these from entering our waterways and groundwater.  Consideration needs to be given to 
their capture, storage and treatment and there needs to be contingencies to manage overflow and 
environmental spills. There should be a monitoring and testing regime for grey and storm water 
leaving the site and an understanding of site water balance and how this impact current water 
management systems.   

It is important for the proponent and ACT Government to consider the potential risks to the 
Molonglo River and its tributaries and wetland and the practical measures that should be taken to 
maintain those values.  

Other hazards and Risks 
 
Whilst the EIS considers the risk of bushfire, it does not consider the risk of a waste fire generated on 
site. The proponents need to address how they would manage such a fire as initial/first responders, 
including the management and assessment of potential hazardous materials and the provision of 
adequate firefighting equipment and protective equipment.  
 
In conclusion, we believe the current EIS should be rejected until it can address the community’s 
concerns and meet all statutory requirements. We believe the report falls short on addressing the 
considerable environmental and human implications of a major waste facility to be located in the 
heart of busy Fyshwick and fails to provide sufficient information as required by the Scoping 
Document.  
 
Consideration must also be given to the potential growth of the proposed operation and the future 
remediation of the site once operations conclude.  
 
As the current EIS stands, we ask that it be refused or, at the least, for it to be referred to an 
independent review panel to examine the impacts in a comprehensive and transparent way. 
 
Thank you 
 
SIGNED 
 
Rebecca Scouller, President, on behalf of the KBRG Committee 
 
 



 

7 Wiluna Street, Fyshwick  ACT  2609 

    
  

ABN  57 948 429 670   
   
Mr Ben Ponton 
Chief Planning Executive 
Environment, Planning & Sustainable Development Directorate 
By email: EPDCustomerServices@act.gov.au 
 

17 September 2020 

 

Dear Sir, 

RE: Integrated Resource Recovery Facility – Fyshwick – EIS201900001 

The Fyshwick Business Association submits this representation on EIS application number 
EIS201900001. 

Background 

Fyshwick is an industrial mixed-use precinct accommodating more than 1000 businesses and over 
13,400 workers, serving a million customers and visitors a year. Research shows almost all ACT 
residents (97%) visit Fyshwick, around half (51%) visit several times a year and one in five (20%) are 
in Fyshwick at least once a week. It is the second largest economic precinct in Canberra, only 
surpassed by Canberra City, and number three in Canberra’s top 10 places to work.  It is located less 
than a kilometre from the residential suburbs of Narrabundah and Kingston, and the future Eastlake 
residential area. It lies adjacent to the Jerrabomberra Wetlands and is bounded by Jerrabomberra 
Creek and the Molonglo River, both of which flow into Lake Burley Griffin. 

Over the past two decades, Fyshwick has evolved from a heavy industrial and business-to-business 
precinct, towards more light industry, hi-tech and business-to-consumer enterprises such as bulky 
goods retailers, building and hardware supplies, sports and recreation, specialist artisan shops and 
galleries, bakeries, breweries, bars and cafes, car yards, fitness centres, designers, commercial 
offices, defence industry and the iconic Fyshwick Fresh Food Markets, to name a few. These 
enterprises operate comfortably alongside the small scrap metal yards, recycling facilities, waste 
transfer stations, mechanics, freight depots and similar industrial uses, because the scale of those 
operations is appropriate to their location in an increasingly evolving precinct.  

Opposition to Integrated Resource Recovery Facility – Fyshwick 

The Fyshwick Business Association submits that the draft EIS201900001 for this proposal has failed 
to include sufficient information to ensure that all environmental, social and economic impacts 
associated with the proposal have been identified and assessed, and therefore has not 
comprehensively addressed the adverse impacts to detail how they will be avoided, minimised, 
mitigated or offset. We offer the comments below to assist EPSDD decision makers to understand 
the questions which remain around the actual environmental consequences of the scale of this 
development in its proposed location in Fyshwick and the issues that still need to be quantified and 
addressed. 
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In summary, the EIS process is incomplete because the draft EIS201900001: 

1) has not adequately demonstrated the need for the project to be in Fyshwick as opposed to 
an alternate location; 

2) has not demonstrated appropriate exploration of alternate sites; 
3) has not demonstrated market demand for the project; 
4) fails to accurately assess the traffic impacts of the development in Fyshwick; 
5) does not consider the cumulative effect of traffic, social and environmental impacts; 
6) omits any economic impact assessment of the development on the broader Fyshwick 

precinct and immediate surrounds; 
7) has not demonstrated sufficient mitigation measures to guarantee no environmental 

damage to nearby waterways and wetlands, particularly given the project’s focus on 
contaminated waste and the proponent’s poor environmental track record at its other sites 
in NSW; and 

8) does not address the site’s proximity to, or the proponent’s future use of, the adjacent 
railway line. 

The land use purpose currently permitted under the Crown Lease for the proposed site is “to use 
the premises only for the purpose of the manufacture and storage of concrete pipes and other 
concrete products”. The current stockpiling of materials at the subject site (Appendix A) including 
wood, metal, soil and other waste would appear to be pre-empting approval for this purpose and 
are a clear contravention of the existing lease purpose. The EIS process should not be used as a 
vehicle to legitimise unlawful activity. 

Further detail about the above concerns is outlined below. 

 

1. Site selection in Fyshwick 

The draft EIS has not demonstrated the need for the project to be in Fyshwick as opposed to an 
alternate location.  

2. Inadequate exploration of alternate sites 

Section 5.2 of the EIS Scoping Document requires the proponent to provide details of any 
alternatives that have been considered in developing the proposal including a description of:  

a) Any design and location (any site within the ACT or other jurisdictions) alternatives to the 
proposal and provide reasons for selecting the preferred option with an analysis of site selection  

b) The criteria used for assessing the performance of any alternative to the proposal considered  

c) Any matters considered to avoid or reduce potential impacts prior to the selection of the 
preferred option 

d) Details of the consequences of not proceeding with the proposal.  

In the draft EIS201900001 the proponent’s response is addressed in section 2.6 (p 41). 

The proponent’s stated key criteria for site selection includes: permissibility, compatibility with 
surrounding land use, proximity to markets, suitability of the site for the intended use i.e. size, 
existing contamination/remediation requirements, and environmental constraints. 

The draft EIS lists nine sites investigated as locations for the project. Six of those sites were 
assessed as “too small to accommodate the project”. Since the proponent would have been well 
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aware of the land area needed, these sites should not be included in the EIS as alternative sites and 
greater effort should have been made to put forward more realistic alternatives.  

Omitting the sites that were “too small” leaves the subject site in Fyshwick and two alternatives in 
Hume – 22 Tralee Street and “Westpark Industrial Estate”. We presume the EIS should have said 
New West Industry Park – an error which further exposes the lack of local knowledge by the 
consultant (Westpark Industrial Estate is in Erskine Park, Sydney) and raises the question of how 
seriously the proponent examined alternatives. 

Access at both these Hume sites was rejected as “Haul distance to access the site from majority of 
potential customers within the ACT” whereas the Fyshwick site was assessed as “The site has good 
existing road networks with access to the wider region and has proximity to relevant product 
markets and waste generation sources within the ACT.” This assessment is inconsistent, given 
Hume’s location adjacent to the Monaro Highway, better access to a major arterial road and only 
10 minutes away from Fyshwick. Additionally, the assessment fails to acknowledge that existing 
levels of traffic congestion in Hume are well below those already being experienced across Fyshwick 
– a situation that would be substantially worsened by this proposal (see below). 

The draft EIS is also inconsistent in that it prioritises the Fyshwick location as being more central 
than alternate locations to potential ACT customers, yet elsewhere advises that the proponent 
intends to source around half of its materials from outside the ACT, which makes proximity to ACT 
customers redundant. 

The draft EIS omits an investigation of a site at the Resource Recovery Estate in Hume. Since the EIS 
cites the ACT Waste Management Strategy 2011-2025, the proponent should have been aware of 
the ACT Government’s preference to co-locate resource recovery industries in Hume, which is 
detailed therein. An investigation of land currently available at the Resource Recovery Estate is 
warranted (Appendix B). 

The feedback response to community consultation summarised in the draft EIS states (21 times) 
that locations within Beard were considered. These locations are not included in the site review at 
Section 2.6. This is an omission / inconsistency and should be addressed. 

More evidence is needed to demonstrate serious and genuine consideration of alternate sites, 
including investigation of sites within the Resource Recovery Estate in Hume, to dispel the 
impression given by the cursory review / investigation contained in the draft EIS that the subject 
site was a commercially-opportune acquisition and that the suggested alternatives are merely a 
retrofitted grab-bag of sites that pays lip-service to the EIS process. 

3. Market demand not demonstrated 

The draft EIS claims the “do nothing option” was not considered a feasible alternative as “there is 
clear demand for increased resource recovery of waste streams as evident by relevant legislative, 
policy and strategy documents of the ACT that seek to reduce the environmental, economic and 
social impact of waste”. In a market driven industry, demand is not measured by government policy 
or initiatives. Indeed, we contend that current demand for the services proposed in the draft EIS is 
more than being met by the considerable number of local and regional businesses (including the 
ACT Government’s own facility at Mugga Lane) already servicing the landscaping, waste and 
resources recovery sector, and which would likely comfortably accommodate growth in demand for 
some time to come. The draft EIS does not contain any market research to confirm the claim of 
“clear demand”.   

This section of the EIS requires significant additional work, including a detailed, data-driven analysis 
of the market and an independent assessment of existing capacity and the likely future demand. 
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4. Traffic  

The simple test here is: can the road network in and around Fyshwick accommodate the traffic to 
be generated if this development goes ahead and, if not, what needs to be done to mitigate? This 
question cannot be answered since the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) provided in the draft EIS 
does not provide sufficiently accurate and relevant data, as outlined below. Notwithstanding, we 
contend that all reasonable analysis to date indicates that the existing traffic condition in Fyshwick 
is already beyond reasonable capacity and that the proposed uses will add significant economic and 
environmental costs for existing businesses and visitors to Fyshwick. 

1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

a) The TIA fails to comprehend the nature of traffic operations in Fyshwick. The road network 
accommodates visitors and customers as well as employees in cars plus considerable movements of 
light trucks and heavy vehicles for materials and goods deliveries. 

b) The TIA fails to appreciate ACT Road Hierarchy noting that Tennant Street, Collie Street and 
Gladstone Street are all classified as Minor Collector Roads.  Indicative environmental capacity plus 
suitability for heavy vehicle movements when parked on both sides with employees or customers 
are not acknowledged. 

c) Existing Vehicle Movement surveys (methodology not known) were conducted Thursday 3 
May 2018 6.00am to 9.00am and 3.00pm to 5.00pm and Saturday 5 May 2018 11.00am to 1.00pm.  
Full data from Appendix A was removed from public access on 30 June 2020 so it was not possible 
to confirm peak periods identified in the report.  There was very limited data collected but this was 
not calibrated / validated against available TCCS traffic count data such as tube counts or SCATS 
detector counts at traffic signals. 

d) Figures 2.5, 2.6 & 2.7 show intersection turning volumes from counts but heavy vehicles 
were not described – many are B-doubles or truck + dogs.  These distinctions are important in 
SIDRA analysis due to different behaviour from cars or lighter vehicles.  The existing traffic reporting 
does not mention the current activity being conducted on the site – details of current heavy vehicle 
movements to and from the site with details of truck type and weight. 

e) The TIA does not describe the current road network conditions along Tennant Street – 
typically fully parked out along both sides from Collie Street to past the site extent.  It is common 
for the driveway to be obstructed by cars parked too close to the site entry so that heavy / long 
trucks cannot enter the site in a single movement. 

f) Existing Conditions SIDRA Analysis Summary Table 2.4 does not identify the poor 
movements at intersections. SIDRA outputs indicate the following: 

Newcastle St/Collie St  AM Peak Newcastle Street LoS D 85 metre queue 

    PM Peak Newcastle Street LoS D 173 metre queue 

    PM Peak Collie Street  LoS D 230 metre queue 

Newcastle St/Gladstone St PM Peak Gladstone St LoS D 116 metre queue 

Level of Service (LoS) D indicates that the intersection leg is operating near capacity. 

g) Crash Analysis does not quantify the number of accidents or location but rather just shows a 
“Heat Map”.  There is every indication that a Road Safety Audit may be required to determine the 
effects of additional heavy vehicle movements in the road network. 
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h) Public Transport – The TIA includes reference to Canberra Railway Station under its public 
transport assessment which shows very limited appreciation of how Canberra public transport 
operates and particularly its role in Fyshwick, both now and in the future. 

i)  The identification of cycle facilities (maybe active travel overall) does not discuss any (no) 
relationship to site operations or workforce / visitor travel modes, nor does it account for any 
planned expansion of these facilities. 

2 OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 

a) The vehicular access will be wholly to/from Tennant Street but all traffic is likely to be 
distributed through Tennant Street / Collie Street / Newcastle Street – noting Table 6.1 footnotes 
indicate that there will be 4,445 vehicles per week (travelling in and out) and 90% of these vehicle 
movements will be on Monday to Friday (see later comments on number of movements and 
distribution). 

b) Figures 6.2 and 6.3 and Table 6.2 indicate that Daily Traffic Monday to Friday will be 729 
vehicles per day IN and 729 vpd OUT (i.e. 1,458 vehicle movements per weekday) and the busiest 
times will be 10.00am to 4.00pm when there will be 60 to 74 vehicles IN and OUT per hour (i.e. 120 
to 148 vehicle movements per hour).  These numbers need to be checked for consistency through 
the analysis and report. 

c) The operational vehicles have not been described – these are understood to be trucks with 
a significant proportion being truck + dogs.  This becomes more important on the road network 
where these heavy vehicles interact with cars. 

d) Employee movements are of little importance as they claim that they will generally be 
entering before 7.00am and leaving between 3.00pm and 8.00pm (but note that there are some 
inconsistencies between Figure 6.4, 6.5 and 6.6). 

e) Figures 6.7 and 6.8 indicate that the peak hours for total generated traffic will be 62 to 76 
vehicles per hour entering between 10.00am and 4.00pm and 62 to 81 vehicles per hour leaving 
between 10.00am and 4.00pm.  These vehicle movements will need to be checked in detail in the 
SIDRA analysis input volumes to ensure that the classification and number of vehicles are all 
included. 

f) Operational Impacts – Figures 6.9 and 6.10 show totally impractical and unsuitable routes to 
access the proposed facility as “possible route to access proposed facility”.  Impacts on Gladstone 
Street and Newcastle Street will be unacceptable from a safety viewpoint when parked/parking 
vehicles are considered. 

g) Figure 6.11 assumes 50%/50% split north / south origin of materials based on population 
alone – NOT on source and nature of recyclable materials.  Generation patterns of heavy waste is 
likely to be based on construction / demolition activity centres rather than the population of 
residential suburbs. 

h) Operational Impacts – Traffic – Figures 6.12, 6.13 and 6.14 - increase in site generated traffic 
volumes at intersections in the road network does not appear to agree with projected heavy vehicle 
movements – maybe only half of the vehicle movements have been included.  There does not 
appear to be any attempt to reconcile the peak traffic base with peak generated traffic between 
10.00am and 4.00pm Monday to Friday; maybe the traffic count surveys should have been 
conducted between 10.00am and 4.00pm to coincide with the peak site activity.  Figures 6.15, 6.16 
& 6.17 do not appear to accurately reflect post-construction development traffic volumes. 
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i) Figure 6.18 (when compared with current LoS Figure 2.8) does not appear to accurately 
reflect post-development impacts of the additional heavy vehicle movements – there seems to be 
minimum deterioration in Level of Service. 

3 FUTURE TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

a) Tables 6.5 and 6.6 show the Post-Development Operating Conditions as reflected by the 
SIDRA analysis of intersections (refer to existing in Item 1 f) and Table 2.4).  The poor intersection 
leg movements are: 

Newcastle St / Collie St  AM Newcastle St LoS D 104metre queue DoS 0.629 
    AM Collie St  LoS C 93 metre queue DoS 0.629 
    PM Collie St  LoS D 268 metre queue DoS 0.832 
    PM Newcastle St LoS D 230 metre queue DoS 0.875 

Newcastle St / Barrier St AM Barrier St  LoS E 52.4 metre queue DoS 0.821 
    PM Barrier St  LoS E 117 metre queue DoS 0.901 

Newcastle St / Gladstone St  PM Gladstone St LoS D 127 metre queue DoS 0.967 

On Saturday, Collie Street and Barrier Street both exhibit poor Level of Service. Degree of 
Saturation (DoS) is shown for post-development SIDRA analysis. 

b) The overall assessment of future intersection performance is reported to be acceptable due 
to the conservative approach that has been taken in the TIA, however it is suggested that a more 
robust assessment will be required in order to assure any confidence in the conclusions. 

c) There has been no consideration of future Design Years and the TIA Guidelines suggest that 
consideration of outputs from the Canberra Strategic Transport Model (CSTM) for future design 
years (e.g. 2031 and 2041) will be required with the addition of development traffic generation.  
This should be undertaken together with consideration of the temporal overlap of peak site activity 
with prevailing local network traffic. 

5. Cumulative impact 

The draft EIS is presented virtually in isolation from the project’s operating environment and does 
not consider the cumulative effect of traffic, social and environmental impacts. For example, it does 
not account for the cumulative traffic, social and environmental impact on Fyshwick of another 
large scale waste facility such as the CRS facility proposed for Ipswich Street which pre-dates the 
draft EIS and is the subject of a current Development Application. More information is required to 
get a complete picture of impacts. 

6. Economic impact 

The draft EIS does not include an economic impact assessment of the development on the wider Fyshwick 
precinct and immediate surrounds. This should include the following, per the requirements of the guidelines: 

8.2.1 Planning and land status • Include a description of the planning context of the area where the 
project will be located. • Describe the planning and development status of any land or project 
relevant to the proposal. • Describe the land use of the proposed land and any land to be affected 
(including, but not limited to, zoning, lessee(s) or custodian of the land, the permissibility of the 
proposed use defined in the Territory Plan). • Investigate the impact the proposal will have on 
surrounding uses and whether the proposal will limit existing or future uses for the surrounding 
businesses/residences. 
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This independent assessment should acknowledge and quantify the likely impact of the proposed 
facilities on the surrounding neighbourhood, including the potential need for business relocation, 
downward pressure on property prices and the economic cost of additional congestion. 

7. Environmental impact and proponent track record 

It is well-known that the content of Commercial & Industrial and Construction & Demolition waste 
is frequently contaminated.  There is insufficient information about how the proponent plans to 
manage this “hidden” contamination, both for environmental impacts on the nearby Molonglo 
River due to run-off, and workplace health and safety for workers. 

The draft EIS has not adequately detailed mitigation measures to guarantee no environmental 
damage to the nearby waterways and wetlands, particularly given the project’s focus on accepting, 
processing, storing and transporting contaminated materials and the proponent’s poor track record 
at its other sites in NSW and Victoria, including: 

October 2010 – Victorian EPA suspended Hi Quality’s licence to operate its landfill at 
Sunbury Road, Bulla. In early 2011, the EPA commenced civil proceedings in the Magistrates' 
Court to recover an accumulated total of $3,423,706.24 in unpaid landfill levy, plus penalty 
interest and costs. Hi Quality agreed to pay all outstanding levy amounts in six instalments, 
plus EPA's costs of $15,000 but only the first two instalments were paid. In December 2011, 
Hi Quality provided a guarantee to EPA via a charge over land owned by Tranteret Pty Ltd 
(Tranteret). On 4 June 2012, EPA served on both Hi-Quality and Tranteret a Corporations Act 
‘statutory demand’ for the outstanding monies. A failure to comply with that demand may 
have resulted in both companies being placed in liquidation. In November 2012 all 
outstanding debts were paid plus $65,000 to cover EPA costs at a total of $4,058,631.37. 

February 2015 – NSW EPA fined Hi Quality for breaching the conditions of its Environment 
Protection Licence at its Rosalind Park Quarry. In November 2013 the EPA wrote to Hi-
Quality seeking the undertaking of a Pollution Reduction Program (PRP) to investigate how 
stormwater is managed on site after Hi Quality reported discharges of water into the 
Nepean River from their quarry at Menangle Park in 2011, 2012 and 2013. During 2014 the 
EPA sought an update from Hi Quality on this stormwater investigation. The EPA added a 
condition to the Hi Quality Environment Protection Licence in August 2014 directing they 
complete the investigation by 31 October 2014. Despite several reminders Hi-Quality did not 
comply with this licence requirement by the due date. 

September 2015 – Hi Quality agreed to a wide range of stringent operating conditions at its 
recycling facility in St Mary’s, after it appealed to the Land and Environment Court in May 
2015 against the terms of its Pollution Reduction Programs applied to its Environment 
Protection Licence. The appeal was resolved by Hi Quality agreeing to more than 16 
amendments to the company’s licence conditions. The new conditions are designed to 
improve dust controls, install stronger stormwater management systems, stop tracking of 
dirt onto public roads and reduce the height and volume of stockpiled material, including 
green waste and contaminated soils at the site. 

February 2016 – NSW EPA fined Hi Quality for failing to maintain its St Marys premises in a 
condition which minimises or prevents the emission of dust. 

February 2017 – NSW EPA fined Hi Quality for exceeding the authorised amount of waste 
they were lawfully permitted to keep on their St Marys resource recovery and recycling 
facility. The NSW EPA said in its statement: “This incident was the fourth time Hi-Quality had 
exceeded its limit in 12 months, and came after several warnings from the EPA.” 
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April 2017 - NSW EPA fined Hi Quality and issued an Official Caution for multiple incidents at 
their Minda landfill at Windellama. These included failing to apply appropriate cover to 
waste onsite, and the unlawful disposal of waste tyres. The NSW EPA said in its statement: 
“It is disappointing that Hi Quality appeared not to be taking their environmental obligations 
seriously across a range of issues.” EPA Officers inspected the Minda landfill in Windellama 
near Goulburn in October 2016 as part of a routine compliance operation. During the 
inspection, officers found that waste onsite was not being covered properly. The inspection 
also revealed that Hi-Quality had disposed of more than 1200 waste tyres outside of the 
approved landfill cell. The company failed to report the receipt of the tyres and did not pay 
waste levy contributions for these tyres. 

August 2017 - NSW EPA fined Hi Quality for offences at their St Marys and Bringelly facilities, 
including licence breaches by accepting asbestos waste, and non-compliance with other 
licence conditions. The NSW EPA said in its statement: “Hi Quality’s breaches at two 
different facilities have resulted in potential harm to the environment, including water and 
air quality.” At its Bringelly facility, Hi Quality was fined for accepting and processing 
asbestos waste and allowing asbestos and high concentrations of lead to contaminate 
stockpiles of excavated natural material. It was also penalised for failing to submit 
information and records to the EPA by a statutory deadline. EPA officers visiting the 
Bringelly facility in November 2016 found two stockpiles of what was supposed to be 
excavated natural material only. On testing the two stockpiles, the EPA confirmed the 
presence of asbestos as well as higher-than-allowed lead concentrations. Samples taken 
from other stockpiles also confirmed the presence of asbestos. The NSW EPA said in its 
statement: “The presence of asbestos and material which exceeds allowable chemical limits 
presents a risk of harm to the environment, especially since this material appears to be 
undergoing a recovery process for re-use.” Hi Quality was also fined and issued two Official 
Cautions for contravening licence conditions at its St Marys facility. In December 2014, the 
EPA issued a license variation to Hi Quality to try to improve environmental performance 
and process management at the facility. This required a Pollution Reduction Program, 
including dust management measures and additional financial assurance to ensure Hi 
Quality has funds available for remedial works at the site if the NSW EPA deems them 
necessary. EPA officers visiting the site in February 2017 found Hi-Quality had not 
completed the required works. Separately, Hi Quality was fined for non-compliance with a 
January 2017 Clean-Up notice for stockpiles of asbestos-contaminated waste it had 
unlawfully stored at the St Mary’s facility since 2012. 

The above penalties demonstrate a long-term pattern of disregard for environmental responsibility 
which has not been addressed in this draft EIS. Indeed, current activities on the subject site would 
indicate that the proponent still struggles with dust mitigation, despite the management methods 
proposed in the draft EIS (see Appendix C). A detailed examination of the company’s progress in 
addressing its transgressions in other jurisdictions should be provided as a necessary precursor to 
the credibility of the mitigation measures in the draft EIS. 
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8. Proximity to the railway line 

The draft EIS acknowledges the site’s proximity to the railway line, but does not consider this in the 
context of its potential use by the proponent for transporting materials to and from the subject 
site. Use of the rail corridor in this area is currently prohibited under the Territory Plan. However, 
since a Territory Plan Variation was granted for use of the rail corridor to establish a rail freight 
facility less than one kilometre up the line towards the Canberra Railway Station, it is not a stretch 
to conclude that such a Territory Plan Variation would be sought for this site.  

Consideration of the site’s proximity to the railway line and integration with future uses should 
form part of the scope of any EIS and development application for this site, so that the proposal is 
transparent and considered in its entirety and not submitted as a series of incremental land use 
changes.  

Conclusion 

In conclusion, we view the draft EIS201900001 as merely a tick-box exercise by an out-of-town 
consultant who has little understanding of what it is like to own a business, work or shop in 
Fyshwick. There are significant gaps in key impact assessment areas, most particularly around 
traffic and transport, the local environment and the local economy. 

We consider there is insufficient evidence in this draft EIS to demonstrate the need for the facility 
to be located in Fyshwick, and insufficient analysis of the real impact the facility will have on 
businesses across the precinct. 

I would be happy to discuss or elaborate on any of the points raised above. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

Rob Evans 
President 
 
Fyshwick Business Association 
7 Wiluna Street, 
Fyshwick ACT 2609  
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APPENDIX A – Stockpiling at the subject site 14 Tennant Street, Fyshwick – 14 September 2020 
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APPENDIX B – Land at North Hume Resource Recovery Estate 
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APPENDIX C – Dust at the subject site 14 Tennant Street, Fyshwick - 14 September 2020 
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