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NSW Environment Protection Authority 

 

 

Review of the Human Health Risk Assessment 
 
The EPA has reviewed the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) (AECOM, 23 November 2016) on 
public exhibition for the proposed Energy from Waste Facility (the facility) at Eastern Creek (the site).  
 
The HHRA includes the assessment of additional appropriate scenarios to demonstrate representative 
and worst case facility emissions are not likely to result in potential adverse health impacts.  
 
According to the HHRA, the health risks to off-site residents and commercial workers from chronic 
exposure to air pollutants directly emitted from the facility, and chronic exposure to multiple non-direct 
inhalation exposure pathways, are low and acceptable. Health risks associated with acute exposure to 
emissions during upset conditions were also considered in the HHRA and the HHRA found them to be 
low and acceptable.  
 
The EPA advises that the HHRA generally follows the requirements outlined in Environmental Health 
Risk Assessment: Guidelines for Assessing Human Health Risks from Environmental Hazards 
(enHealth, 2012) (the enHealth Guidelines) and other relevant guidance documents referred to in the 
HHRA.  
 
However, the EPA has identified a number of issues with the assessment that require further 
clarification or justification to demonstrate the assessment is robust and that risks associated with 
facility are acceptable. 
 
The EPA notes the HHRA and supporting assessments use a range of information, assumptions and 
data to derive estimates to qualitatively and quantitatively characterise and define critical facility 
operations, parameters and emissions. In general there are numerous assumptions and variables 
relating to the waste/fuel, plant and project operations and performance, and emissions. These have 
not been clearly identified, well characterised or comprehensively evaluated in the HHRA. This brings 
into question the thoroughness and veracity of the assessment.  
 
The EPA advises that the Air Quality Impact Assessment, ozone and other assessments provide critical 
information and source data on which the assessment of health risks associated with the facility is 
based. Thus changes that are made to supporting assessments will require the HHRA to be reviewed 
and potentially amended to reflect and address the changes. 
 
The Next Generation NSW Pty Ltd (the proponent) has submitted an amended EIS (Urbis, November 
2016) in support of its proposal to construct and operate an Energy from Waste (EfW) electricity 
generation plant (the facility/project) at Honeycomb Drive, Eastern Creek (the site).  
 
The EIS addresses submissions, and includes design and other changes made to the facility since the 
previous EIS for the project was put on Public Exhibition. The EIS includes a revised Human Health 
Risk Assessment (HHRA) for the project (AECOM, 23 November 2016).  

 
ISSUES OF CONCERN 
 
The EPA has reviewed the project human health risk assessment (HHRA) titled Energy From Waste 
Facility, Human Health Risk Assessment, Honeycomb Drive, Eastern Creek (AECOM, 23 November 
2016). Details of the issues identified by the EPA are provided below. 
 
1 The assessment of facility impacts may be unreliable as it is unclear how accurate the 

assumptions and input data used in the assessment are.  
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A large number of assumptions have been incorporated in the assessment of risk to human health 
from the facility and supporting EIS. Generally the main assumptions are associated with estimating or 
defining: 
 

i. waste inputs, composition and processing (such as mixing/homogenisation);  
ii. plant operation and performance – including to assess normal operations, periods of 

maintenance, start-up, shut-down and upset conditions; and 
iii. emissions, particularly of air pollutants.  

 
With respect to air emissions and their potential health impacts, the following factors are noted as 
especially significant sources of variability and uncertainty: 
 

i. Fuel/waste composition; 
ii. Plant design; 
iii. Flue gas treatment; 
iv. Start-up and shut-down; and 
v. Upset conditions. 

 
The EPA notes that numerous assumptions and input data used in the assessment of the facility are 
not well supported or clearly identified (see below), which brings into question the veracity of the 
assessment outcomes, and does not allow a comprehensive review of the EIS and its outcomes. 
 
Further details of the main assumptions identified by the EPA are provided in the following points. 
 
The EPA requires the proponent to revise the HHRA to ensure all parameters, input values, and 
assumptions used are clearly identified, described, characterised, evaluated and quantified 
(where possible). The assessment must demonstrate and justify that the values used are robust 
and appropriate for their required purpose.  
 
1.1 Fuel/waste composition and demonstrated ability of plant to treat accepted materials. Assumptions 

and variability in waste inputs, chemical composition and processing. 
 

Parameters such as the type, form and chemical makeup of the fuel/waste, are important with respect 
to ensuring the correct plant design and requirements for operation. In addition the nature of the feed 
material determines the air pollutants generated during and following incineration, and the operational 
requirements for treatment and capture of air pollutants and monitoring.  
 
The project Waste Management Assessment and Project Definition Brief provides some details of the 
proposed waste sources and their composition and notes the potential variability in chemical 
composition within the various waste types. These assessments aim to characterise the makeup and 
chemical composition of the fuel/waste, and demonstrate the fuel/waste will be consistent and within 
the range accepted at other similar facilities operating in Europe.  
 
The EPA notes there is a large variability in the proposed fuels/wastes and therefore likely feed material 
contaminants and contaminant concentrations. To accommodate this large variability, the incineration 
and air pollution control system must be designed to treat this large range of feed materials. This will 
ensure that air emissions are effectively captured or destroyed at the facility. The EPA also notes this 
variability of contaminant concentrations, and the acceptable range for treatment, is not well 
characterised or clearly presented in the HHRA. 
 
In addition, insufficient justification is provided to demonstrate that all the fuels/wastes proposed to be 
accepted at the facility can be effectively processed. For example, it is unclear if emissions generated 
by the fuels containing significant amounts of wood treated with arsenic, or floc and construction and 
demolition wastes likely to contain elevated levels of heavy metals, can be effectively controlled by the 
proposed facility.  
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The EPA notes that appropriate waste selection, mixing and homogenisation is required to ensure all 
waste used as feedstock will be acceptable for effective combustion and emission control. However it 
is unclear how this process will be effectively ensured. 
 
The EPA requires the proponent to provide additional information to demonstrate variability 
and uncertainties in fuel/waste composition has been robustly assessed. 
 
1.2 Plant design, operation and performance. 
 
The EIS generally assesses facility impacts based on reliable, consistent and predictable operation 
and performance of the plant. In particular, facility air emissions are assessed, in part, using emissions 
data from reference facilities that are assumed to provide representative emissions data that can be 
applied to the proposed facility.  
 
The HHRA uses modelled emissions data and thus also incorporates these assumptions in the 
assessment of risks to human health. 
 
The EPA notes that ongoing proper and efficient operation of the facility will be required to ensure 
assumptions incorporated into the assessment of risks to human health remain valid. Consequently, 
critical parameters and potential variability and uncertainty associated with these parameters must be 
robustly identified, evaluated, and applied or maintained. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent provide additional information to demonstrate 
assumptions and variability regarding plant operation and performance are well characterised 
and have been taken account of in the assessment.  
 
1.3 Flue gas treatment 
 
Flue gas treatment is stated to have been designed to meet best available technology, and for 
emissions to meet the requirements of the European Union Industrial Emissions Directive (IED).  
 
The EPA notes that the air pollution control system must be robust and versatile so that it can effectively 
capture or destroy the wide range of air pollutants and emission concentrations that are likely to be 
generated by the feed material.  
 
It is unclear if the flue gas treatment system will be able to effectively control all significant air pollutants 
to the levels required to ensure compliance with project requirements. This is due to the potential 
variability and uncertainty, and presence of potentially problematic wastes (such as arsenic treated 
wood and floc waste potentially high in heavy metals and/or chlorine), in the waste feed material. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent demonstrate the flue gas treatment system will be capable 
of effectively controlling emissions generated by the range of potential feed materials that may 
be used at the facility.  
 
1.4 Start-up/shut-down and upset conditions 
 
Start-up and shut-down periods are associated with emissions variability. Start-up and shut-down 
periods are stated to be infrequent and are anticipated to occur only during the Facility’s annual 
maintenance program. To ensure adequate combustion above 850 ºC and effective flue gas treatment 
during start-up and shut-down periods, the project incorporates the combustion of support auxiliary fuel 
(low sulphur light fuel oil) and certain waste processing.  
 
Monitoring data during upset conditions is not available from existing facilities and consequently worst 
case assumptions have been made based on plausible emissions during these periods (in consultation 
with the UK Environment Agency). In addition, the EIS commits the operation of the facility to be 
consistent with the European Union Industrial Emissions Directive (IED; Directive: 2010/75/EU) which 
requires upset conditions to occur for no more than 4 hours uninterrupted and cumulatively no longer 
than 60 hours per year.  



 

 

4 
 

The EPA notes the design and operation of the facility must be consistent with the assumptions and 
requirements presented in the EIS to ensure the assessment of facility impacts remain valid. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent revise the HHRA to clarify the assumptions regarding 
start-up/shut-down and upset conditions are robust and conservative with respect to the 
assessment of risk to human health from the facility.  
 
2 Air pollutant emissions. 
The assessment notes1 that no two EfW plants have identical feedstock as this is region and locally 
specific. However the assessment states for plant with comparable feedstock and “identical” air 
pollution control processes the emission behaviour is largely consistent, irrespective of location and 
feedstock. This is due to each EfW plant having a destruction and removal process for each 
contaminant group (such as acid gases, organic substances, and heavy metals) and continuous 
process and emission monitoring to ensure proper and efficient operation of the plant. The assessment 
argues that because of this, “plants with comparable (not identical) feedstock are sound evidence for 
the suitability of the technology”.  
 
The HHRA includes additional justification and details of the selected contaminants of potential concern 
(CoPC) in correspondence from Ramboll in the 5 memorandums presented in Appendix I of the HHRA. 
However, the EPA notes there is significant variability and numerous uncertainties and unknowns 
associated with emissions from the facility (refer to issues below and under issue 1 above). 
 
The EPA has identified a number of issues related to project air pollutant emissions which are 
summarised in the following points. 
 
2.1 It is unclear what emission concentrations were modelled and if they are representative, 

conservative and correct. 
 

The HHRA considers three future operating conditions (Section 4.2): 
a. Normal operating condition: Considered to be the most representative of future operation, 

where the facility is operating at the prescribed Industrial Emissions Directive (IED; Directive 
2010/75/EU) emission rates.  

b. POEO limit operation conditions: Representative of theoretical worst case impacts unlikely to 
be realised, where the facility is operating at the POEO (Clean Air) Regulation 2010 emissions 
standards except for cadmium.  

c. Upset operating conditions: Considered to be the most representative of potential upset 
conditions, where the facility is operating at the mass emission rates provided to Pacific 
Environment by Ramboll (the proponent’s engineers).  

 
The EPA notes the chosen operating scenarios are generally appropriate for the assessment of facility 
impacts, and that the HHRA has aimed to identify and apply realistic, relevant, and potential worst case 
emissions in the assessment. However despite the HHRA stating the normal operating conditions 
scenario uses the prescribed IED emission rates, the EPA notes the modelling of emissions of CoPC 
were based on the significantly lower ‘real world’ in-stack concentration data. This in-stack data is 
sourced from other facilities stated to have identical air pollution control systems to the project and 
using ‘similar’ feedstocks (Ramboll, 20 October 2016). The ‘real world’ stack concentration data was 
provided by the proponent’s engineer Ramboll, and the outputs of the revised air modelling have 
formed the inputs to the current HHRA. Consequently, it appears the revised modelling has resulted in 
ground level concentrations and deposition estimates (and also risk estimates) that are much lower 
than those included in the previous HHRA that was put on public exhibition in 2015. 
 
If approval is given for the development, the emission limits in the Facility’s licence will reflect the 
values demonstrated in the project EIS to not result in any adverse impacts to the environment or 
human health. Consequently the emission concentrations used to assess Facility impacts should be 

                                                
 
1 Updated Technical Design Information – The Next Generation NSW Pty Ltd (Ramboll, November 2015). 
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based on the proposed emission limits, rather than ‘real world’ (averaged or otherwise) stack 
concentrations, which may potentially significantly constrain facility operation.  
 
The EPA notes AQA Appendix G includes a table of all in-stack concentrations under normal and upset 
conditions used in the dispersion model for air pollutants assessed in the HHRA. However the in-stack 
concentrations provided for some air pollutants (such as HCl, HF, SO2, NO2, CO, Hg, Cd, and Tl) are 
not equivalent to the IED limits stated as applied in Scenario 1 to assess normal operating conditions 
(HHRA Section 4.2).  
 
In addition, the HHRA (or AQA) does not include a table of in-stack concentrations used for HHRA 
Scenario 2 (POEO Limit operating conditions). 
 
Based on the above issues it is difficult to verify if the in-stack values were correctly applied in the air 
dispersion model and therefore that derived exposure point concentrations in the HHRA are accurate. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent: 

i. clarify and justify the emission concentrations used for all pollutants for each scenario, 
and revise the HHRA to include an assessment of risk to human health that clearly 
demonstrates an acceptable risk where the Facility emissions are at the proposed 
maximum permissible concentrations; and 

ii. clarify the reasons why estimated emissions generally appear to have been reduced in 
each subsequent assessment.  

 
2.2 Appropriate selection and characterisation of emissions should be robustly demonstrated. 
 
Emissions generated from the facility will be dependent on a range of factors as discussed in issue 1 
above. Due to the variability of waste materials and their composition, a wide range of potential 
contaminants/contaminant classes and concentration ranges requires detailed consideration and 
assessment. Generally only limited and disjointed information is provided on the uncertainties and 
variability of contaminants/contaminant concentrations, and implications on potential facility emissions. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent revise the HHRA, to provide further comprehensive and 
cohesive discussion on the implications of uncertainties and variability associated with 
compound emissions.  
 
2.3 The data on organic pollutant emissions is dated from the 1990’s and may not be applicable to 

facility emissions 
 
Ramboll (Memo 2, 19 October 2016) outlines the strategy used to demonstrate the CoPC chosen are 
robust for consideration and assessment of facility impacts. Ramboll notes there is little literature on 
the main organic components associated with total organic emissions from waste incineration plant, 
with most information published from the mid 1990’s.  
 
The EPA advises the HHRA generally tries to implement a conservative approach to assess 
possible organic compounds emitted. However, the likely speciation profile of emitted organic 
pollutants and their concentration at the facility is not known and likely to be highly variable 
and dependent on many factors including facility design, operation and wastes received. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent revise the HHRA to provide further discussion on the 
implications of uncertainties associated with organic compound emissions. 
 
2.4 The evaluation of bromine emissions control refers mainly to a plant with an emissions control 

system that is of limited relevance to the facility. 
 
Ramboll (Memo 5, 14 October 2016) evaluates the potential effect of waste with elevated bromine 
content such as waste containing brominated flame retardants and in particular floc waste. Ramboll 
notes that incineration will decompose brominated compounds to mainly hydrogen bromide and small 
amounts of other brominated organics such as dioxins partially or fully substituted by bromine. The 
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memo also states there are few studies regarding incineration of waste containing brominated flame 
retardants at modern facilities.  
 
Ramboll refers to a study of three incineration plant in Norway. Emissions of brominated flame 
retardants were detected at 14-22 ng/Nm3 at the Klemetsrud plant in Oslo with no additional dioxin 
formation. However elevated carbon monoxide levels were observed in the stack gases demonstrated 
sub-standard plant performance. In addition the Klemetsrud plant includes a wet scrubber in addition 
to a fabric filter. The wet scrubber appears to reduce brominated flame retardant emissions by a 
significant amount (up to 150 times). The EPA notes that due to the different air pollution control system 
at the Klemetsrud plant, its relevance to the emission performance of the EfW project is limited.  
 
Ramboll also refers to the Energos Plant at Ranheim which, due to its small size (10,000 tpa), is also 
likely to be of limited relevance with respect to project emissions.  
 
The EPA notes that facility emission controls will likely be most effective if bromine containing wastes 
are well mixed with other wastes, and if the bromine content in the feed material is maintained at 
consistent and low levels. However it is unclear how this will be ensured. 
 
The EPA advises the comparison of the facility emissions with those from the Klemetsrud plant 
is unreliable due to the different air pollution control systems at each site.  
 
2.5 Clarification may be required regarding nitrogen dioxide (NOx) emissions during upset conditions. 
 
Ramboll (Memo, 29 January 2015) states no monitoring data is available from existing facilities during 
upset conditions. In the absence of monitoring data, plausible worst-case assumptions are used based 
on consultation with UK Environment Agency. The memo states ‘It would be worth consulting with HZI 
to ensure that they agree with the predicted NOx emissions under upset conditions”. The EPA notes it 
is unclear if HZI (the plant manufacturer) agrees with the predicted NOx emissions. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent clarify the assumed NOx emissions under upset 
conditions have been confirmed by HZI. 
 
3 It is unclear if the HHRA provides an accurate assessment of potential project health risks. 
 
The EPA has identified a number of issues that require clarification in order to demonstrate the HHRA 
provides a robust and accurate assessment of project variability and uncertainties, and potential health 
risks. The issues identified are summarised as follows. 
 
3.1 It is unclear if the predicted ground level air pollutant concentrations are accurate. 
 
The HHRA ‘conservatively’ assumes the EFW facility will operate for 8,000 hours per year (allowing 
760 hours for maintenance annually). In addition, the AQA (AQA Section 2.1), Ozone Impact 
Assessment (OIA, Section 2.2) and Odour Assessment (OA, Section 2) state that over a year, “it is 
assumed the facility would be operational for 8,000 hours as an annual average”. Consequently the 
EPA notes it appears the AQA, OIA and OA have modelled annual emissions based on the plant 
operating 91% of the year (or 333 days per year).  
 
Based on this assumption, the EPA notes that if the plant operates for longer than 8,000 hours per 
year the modelled annual average GLC predictions will no longer be applicable. In addition dispersion 
model predictions may underestimate GLCs where facility emissions are not assessed over a full year 
of meteorological data. Consequently it is unclear why the assessment did not conservatively assume 
a scenario of 8,760 hours operation per year. 
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The EPA requires that the proponent: 

 clarify how facility emission were modelled and advise if the modelled annual average 
ground level concentration predictions are based on the worst case with respect to the 
duration of facility operation over a year; and 

 revise the HHRA and EIS to clarify the facility will not run for more than 8,000 hours per 
year or as otherwise required.  

 
3.2 The assessment of potential chronic health effects using Scenario 2 does not include all the 

relevant pollutants 
 
The EPA notes that only four CoPC were considered under Scenario 2, the scenario which is meant 
to be representative of worst case impacts with the facility operating at the POEO (Clean Air) 
Regulation 2010 emission limits (except for cadmium). Consequently the calculated risk for this 
scenario is likely to be incorrect and underestimated. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent revise the HHRA to reassess Scenario 2 including all 
relevant CoPC.  
 
3.3 The potential for fugitive and odorous emissions from the tipping hall have not been considered 

during upset or maintenance periods. 
 
The HHRA notes that fugitive emissions from the tipping hall have not been included in the project air 
dispersion model as: 

 the hall will be maintained under negative pressure; and 

 the application of good dust management practices are considered to result in minimal potential 
for fugitive dust emissions.  

 
The EPA notes that during upset conditions or maintenance periods, when incineration is not taking 
place, the tipping hall will not be maintained under negative pressure. Emissions from the tipping hall 
have not been modelled in the AQA or OA during these periods, despite the increased potential for 
fugitive and odorous emissions from the hall. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent further consider the potential for fugitive emissions and 
odour from the tipping hall during periods when incineration is not taking place. 
 
3.4 The stack parameters provided in the HHRA are incorrect. 
 
The EPA notes the stack parameters used for dispersion modelling in Table 7 (Section 3.4) incorrectly 
list the parameters used for the original AQA, not the revised current AQA (see AQA Table 7-8) and 
those advised by Ramboll (Memo no. 1, dated 13/09/2015).  
 
The EPA note the summary of model (99.9th percentile) predictions reported in Section 3.4 of the HHRA 
correctly reflect those in the AQA (Section 9.1), which presumably were derived using the most up to 
date emission parameters. Consequently the EPA assumes the modelling that was undertaken uses 
the (correct) current emission parameters, however it is not clear this is the case. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent: 

 amended the HHRA the include the correct data in Table 7; and 

 clarify the modelling undertaken uses the current and correct emission parameters. 
 
3.5 The meteorological data used in the dispersion model is not clearly demonstrated as representative 

of the long term meteorology. 
 
Meteorological conditions used in the air quality model were data obtained in 2013 from St Mary’s OEH 
meteorological station. This data were determined to be representative of long term meteorology at the 
site by an evaluation of 5 years of meteorological data between 2009 and 2013 from the Horsley Park 
Bureau of Meteorology automatic weather station (Section 2.10).  
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The AQA states that using the St Marys dataset resulted in ground level concentrations up to 64% 
higher than if the Horsley Park dataset was used which demonstrates the meteorology at each site 
differs to some extent. Despite this, the EPA notes that an evaluation to demonstrate that data from 
Horsley Park monitoring station is valid to determine the representativeness of St Mary’s 2013 data is 
not presented in the AQA or HHRA. 
 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent: 

 clarify why OEH St Marys 2010 to 2012 data was not used in the evaluation of the chosen 
2013 data; and 

 provide additional information to verify the 2013 St Marys meteorological data is 
representative of long term meteorology at that site and therefore suitable to use in the 
air dispersion model for the project.  

 
3.6 The HHRA does not include the dispersion modelling data used to justify the water supply at 

Prospect Reservoir will not be impacted.  
 
Significant features near the facility considered in the HHRA are Minchinbury Reservoir and Prospect 
Reservoir (Section 2.0). 
 
Minchinbury Reservoir is located over 1 km to the east of the proposed site and consists of 2 large 
tanks and pumping units. Due to the distance to the Reservoir and the fact that the tanks are covered, 
emissions from the site are unlikely to impact the stored water.  
 
Prospect Reservoir, which is a lake with an area of 5.2km2 and a catchment of 10km2, located 
approximately 4.5 km ESE of the site and which is still used as a drinking water supply for Sydney, is 
also considered. The HHRA states Prospect Reservoir is unlikely to be impacted by the facility due to 
its distance from the facility, and the dispersion modelling outcomes. The HHRA refers to the Air 
Dispersion Modelling section regarding this issue. However the EPA notes that the Air Dispersion 
Modelling section of the HHRA does not further discuss or provide the dispersion modelling outcomes. 
These are needed to justify any impact at the water supply from deposition of air pollutants with 
Prospect Reservoir and catchment will not be significant  
 
The EPA notes that significant deposition of air pollutants emitted from the proposal is unlikely to occur 
at a distance of 4.5 km of the site, however to demonstrate this, quantitative information should be 
provided. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent revise the HHRA to include quantitative data from the air 
dispersion modelling to demonstrate deposition of air pollutants within the catchment of 
Prospect Reservoir will not be significant enough to warrant further consideration. 
 
3.7 The screening criteria lack evaluation.  
 
The EPA notes the Tier 1 screening criteria for the chronic effects health assessment were generally 
selected based on a hierarchy of ambient air criteria listed in the HHRA and stated to be that in 
enHealth 2012 (Section 4.10.1).  
 
A similar hierarchical approach was applied to the acute exposure screening approach 
(Section 4.13.1). However the criteria selection process does not include any evaluation of the criteria 
provided in the chosen hierarchy. This is despite other sources potentially being based on more recent 
data (for example for lead) or being set using more contemporary risk assessment methodologies. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent revise the HHRA to demonstrate the screening criteria 
used have been appropriately evaluated and applied. 
 
3.8 The background allocation for some CoPC have not been referenced. 
 
The EPA notes the background allocation for seven CoPC are not referenced (Section 5.2.3). 
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The EPA requires that the proponent comment on or include a reference for the background 
allocation for all CoPC. 
 
3.9 Clarification is required why air-to-leaf transfer was not considered as a means of accumulation of 

CoPC in edible plants.  
 
With respect to accumulation of CoPC in edible plants, root uptake and deposition onto outer plant 
surfaces have been considered, however the HHRA does not discuss air-to-leaf transfer. Stevens 
(1991) noted this transfer process as potentially as, or more, important than root update as a source 
of plant contamination.  
 
The EPA requires that the proponent revise the HHRA to clarify a why air-to-leaf transfer was 
not considered as a means of accumulation in edible plants. 
 
3.10 The location of grid maximum concentrations is different for Scenarios 1 and 2, however it is 

unclear why this is the case. 
 
The HHRA presents the locations where grid maximum concentrations were reported for the modelled 
scenarios (Section 4.3.3). The EPA notes these maximums occur at different locations for Scenarios 1 
and 2, however it is unclear why this is the case as the model parameters only differ with respect to 
emission concentrations.  
 
The EPA requires that the proponent clarify why the grid maximum locations differ for 
Scenarios 1 and 2.  
 
3.11 The terminology used to describe ground level concentrations is unclear. 
 
The HHRA considers the “1-hour maximum annual average” ground level concentrations (GLCs) at 
each receptor to be representative of the worst case exposure scenario value. The EPA notes that the 
HHRA clarifies the meaning of this ambiguous term in Section 4.3.2 as ‘the maximum value of the 
1-hour averages that were predicted over an entire year’. However elsewhere in the HHRA the term 
‘1-hour maximum annual average’ remains. 
 
The EPA requires that the proponent revise the terminology used to describe the ground level 
concentrations used in the HHRA to ensure their meaning is clear. 
 
4 The assessment of impacts on human health relies on the provision of accurate 

assumptions and data in other project investigations.  
 
The HHRA considers the following investigations with respect to potential risks to human health: 

 Soil and Water Assessment; 

 Ozone Impact Assessment; 

 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment; 

 Noise Impact Assessment; 

 Odour Assessment; and 

 Preliminary Hazard Analysis and Fire Risk Assessment. 
 
The HHRA found that outcomes from these assessments relevant to potential human health risks were 
such that further assessment of the respective impacts was not warranted – apart from impacts 
associated with ozone and air quality.  
 
The EPA notes that these assessments provide critical information on which the assessment of health 
risks is based. In particular the AQA and dispersion modelling output data is critical in the assessment 
of facility risks to human health. The HHRA refers to the project AQA for details of the proposed 
operation of the facility. These include, emission parameters, emission concentrations and details of 
modelling used to predict input values (including dust deposition) required for the quantitative 
assessment of health risks utilised in the HHRA. 
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As the AQA provides much of the input information into the HHRA, any inaccuracy in the AQA that 
affects air quality model outputs will also affect the HHRA input data, and thus potentially the outcomes 
of the HHRA.  
 


