
Emma Barnet - Outdated information 

  
Good Evening, 
I would like a response as to why Moorebank Recyclers have been permitted to exhibit an incomplete EA for 
their proposed recycling plant (MP 05_0157). One of their attachments to the EA  is a document from 
Liverpool Council granting landowners consent over council land to Moorebank Recyclers. This document has 
been superseded, as is evidenced by my attachment.  
This is only one of many outdated documents contained within the EA. Some of the data, for example, while 
contained in a report dated 2012, was obatined in 2007, when there were no residents living in the now 
developed residential precinct of Georges Fair. 
I think it is an embarrassment to the Department and hence the Minister that this EA has been exhibited with 
such glaring flaws. I would like a response as to why this is considered acceptable by the Department and its 
leader, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure. 
Kind Regards, 

 

From:    
To:

   

<emma.barnet@planning.nsw.gov.au>, 
<chris.ritchie@planning.nsw.gov.au>, 
<office@hazzard.minister.nsw.gov.au>, Melanie Gibbons 
<menai@parliament.nsw.gov.au>

Date:    3/14/2013 11:01 PM
Subject:    Outdated information
Attachments:   Moorebank Recyclers road access.pdf
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To:  Mayor and Councillors 
 
From:  Farooq Portelli, General Manager  
 
Date:  28 September 20 10 
 
Subject:  Access Road for Moorebank Recyclers 
 
Reference:  172864.2011   2006/0685 
 
 
 

For the Information of Councillors 
 
 
Council received and  responded to a media enquiry th is week regarding t he access road 
provisions fo r Moorebank Recyclers.  
 
The m edia were i nterested to verify whether Council ha d in fact historically provided 
Moorebank Recyclers a permit t o access across Council o wned lan d to Brickmakers 
Drive. 
 
I p rovide the following response to this enquiry fo r your info rmation g iven t he media 
coverage o n this matter in the Liverpool Champion t oday.  
 
“Council research i ndicates that a letter dated February 20 09 was issued providing 
access to the proposed devel opment.  
 
Formal a pproval has subsequently b een withdrawn by Council to p ermit ac cess 
across Council owned land to Brickmakers Drive. 
 
Council resolved a t its Meeting o f 15 June  20 11, that it be made clear that the 
Council d oes not support the Moorebank Recycling applica tion, and that approval 
for access over Part Lot 310 and Lo t 309 in DP 11 18048 will not be granted for the 
proposed p roject.   
 
Council al so wrote to the Director-General o f the Department of Pl anning and 
Infrastructure con firming that approval i s not granted for access. 
 
In addi tion, Council commen ted that the p roposed devel opment was co nsidered 
incompatible with the current and planned residential an d recreational uses of the 
area and therefore the project should be refused. 
 
Regardless o f the above,  it should be noted that Benedict Recycling has  a valid 
approval for construction o f a bridge ac ross Council o wned l and, and Council d id 
provide formal approval for lodgement of this application.”   
  
 
 



 
  
Should you require any further information, plea se contact me on 9821 9221. 
 

 
 
Farooq Portelli 
General Manager 
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To Whom It May Concern 

 

I am a resident of Moorebank, NSW,  and I am writing to detail my objection to the proposed 

materials recycling facility (Application number MP 05_0157, Moorebank Waste Facility) currently 

being exhibited by the Department. 

 I object on the grounds that the submitted Environmental Assessment (EA) does not meet the 

Director General’s Requirements, as issued on 7th July, 2008. The submitted documentation has 

been superseded, is inconclusive, inaccurate and outdated, and the EA is therefore false and 

misleading. 

 

 

 

I dispute the need for the project –  

 



 

 

Allowing for the fact that this project is still at the first public exhibition stage, it is extremely unlikely 

that the facility will be operational by 2014, and thus will have no impact on the targets set by the 

NSW Government. Detailed below is the Proponent’s own construction estimate. 

 

 

I dispute that alternative sites are not available for a Materials Recycling Facility. 

 

Moorebank Recyclers purchased the proposed site in Moorebank (Lot 6, DP 1065574), 20.4Ha of 

land,  for $10 000.  



 

 

 



No reasonable person would consider a $10 000 outlay for such a large plot of land to be a 

“considerable expense”. The fact that the initial outlay for Moorebank Recyclers was $10 000, it 

follows that they would, naturally, consider this site the most cost effective!  

As for there being a shortage of available land in the Sydney Metropolitan area, I am aware, as 

would the Department be,  of another site being proposed as a material recovery facility by 

Moorebank Recyclers at St Peters, NSW. This land is within the boundaries of an industrial precinct, 

and is therefore a suitable alternative to the Moorebank site. 

 

I dispute the suitability of the site. 

 

 

 

With the rezoning of the Boral site to a residential development (Georges Fair) which will consist of 

approximately 1000 homes, the rezoning of the Benedict Sandand Gravel site to a residential and 

recreational space, and the proposed redevelopment of New Brighton Golf Course to a partly 

residential area, how can the Moorebank Recyclers site be considered suitable for a material 

recovery facility? 

The zoning of the Lot 6, DP 1065574 (the Moorebank Recyclers site) is E2 

 

 



 

 

These statements, taken from the EA submitted by Moorebank Recyclers, need no further 

explanation as to why the site is not suitable for a materials recovery facility. 

 

The following is an extract from the proponent’s EA outlining Liverpool Council’s DCP 

 



 

 

I dispute that the proposed development will  

 Improve the natural environment of the City of Liverpool 

 Protect and improve the natural environment in the City of Liverpool 

 Protect and improve the amenity of the City of Liverpool 

 Minimise the risk of damage to areas subject to environmental hazards, particularly 

flooding 

 Promote a high standard of urban design 

 Conserve, protect and enhance the environmental heritage of the City of Liverpool 

The proposed site was previously used as a dumping ground and thus is classified landfill. Can the 

Department be certain that construction of the proposed facility and operation of the facility will not 

disturb sensitive, hazardous material previously used to fill the site? 

 

 

 

 

 

Site access is a key issue as defined by the Director General. This issue HAS NOT been addressed, and 

thus the fact that the EA has been placed on exhibition is inexplicable to me. 



 

 

 

 

This document has been included in the Proponent’s EA as evidence of landowners consent from 

Liverpool Council to utilise Lots 308 and 309, DP 1118048. This document has been superseded as 

evidenced below, and thus renders the information contained within the EA false and misleading, 

and the Director General’s Requirements not met. 

 



 



 

 

The above document also lends considerable weight to the argument that a recycling facility on this 

site is not compatible with the surrounding precinct. 

 

 

 

The above paragraph, extracted from the Proponent’s EA , contradicts their previous attempt to 

satisfy the issue of site access – again rendering the EA misleading, and the Director General’s 

Requirements not met. 

Current access to the site is via Newbridge Rd, however, as evidenced below, the NSW RMS will not 

allow this to be an access route for the proposed development . 



 

 

With regard to the impact on traffic of the proposed development, the following is extracted from 

the Proponent’s EA 

 

 

This data is more than 10 years old, and cannot be relied upon as accurate for that reason. 

 

The proposed facility will accept building and industrial waste. 

 

 

 

Can the community be guaranteed that hazardous material, such as asbestos, will NOT EVER be 

included in the materials accepted by the facility? 

The community, and employees of the recycling facility, CAN NOT be guaranteed that they will not 

be exposed to silica dust as a by-product  of the concrete crushing activities on the site. Please refer 



to the article below which relates to activities documented on the Concrete Recyclers facility at 

Camellia. 

 

In a dust-up over pollution with KLF 
Holdings and Concrete Recyclers 

 Health 

21 Sep 11 @ 06:52am by DI BARTOK 

 

INDUSTRIAL dust and noise are making life difficult for Rydalmere riverside residents. 

The impact of industries across the Parramatta River in Camellia has led to many families 
moving out over the past few years. 

But Patrick Staunton and his family, wife Patricia and two children are staying put - 
continuing their fight to have offending businesses modify their practices. 

Mr Staunton claims one of his children has developed asthma and his house is often covered 
in white dust, which he believes is silica. 

Mr Staunton has reported two of the companies, KLF Holdings and Concrete Recyclers, to 
the Environmental Protection Agency but is not happy with the inspections the authority 
conducted. 

“You can see silica dust drifting across the river and onto our homes and there is noise from 
one of the sites, from 7am to 4.30pm, and often at night when building skips are delivered,” 
Mr Staunton said. 

“When I complained to the EPA, they sent out inspectors who spent about 10 minutes and 23 
minutes in our street and said there was not a problem. 

“When I call now, I am told to ring a hotline to report the problem.” 

http://parramatta-advertiser.whereilive.com.au/news/list/category/health/


Mr Staunton lives in Milton St, which leads down to the riverside park. He calculates he is 
about 400m from the industrial area. 

A neighbour, Robert Cazalet, has lived in the street for 35 years and said the impact of 
industry across the river has never been worse. 

“I often have the side of my house coated in white dust,” he said. “I am constantly cleaning 
it.”  

 

There is no cure for silica dust exposure. How can the Department allow a project such as this in 

such close proximity to residences, parklands, schools and childcare centres, knowing that silica 

exposure will occur, and the effects are irreversible? 

 

Within the EA, air quality studies have been performed. These studies are flawed and outdated. 

 

The data referred to above is 7 years old, and thus outdated and misleading. Additionally, 

Bankstown Airport is more than four times the distance from the site than the nearest residence, 

and therefore readings taken from this site are not truly indicative of the impact to residents within 

a 2Km radius of the proposed site. 

 

 

Readings taken from this air quality monitoring station are not indicative of the air quality in the 

immediate area surrounding the proposed site as the station is more than 10 times the distance 

away from the site as the neighbouring residences. Thus, the air quality information contained 

within the EA is misleading. 

 

 



Readings and assumptions are based on data collected in 2005. This data is eight years old, and 

therefore unreliable in making assumptions about conditions today. 

 

 

Dust production and disturbance is one of the main health concerns I have regarding the proposed 

facility. From the extract of the EA above, the Proponent openly admits that dust data is not 

available for analysis. Again I ask, how can the Department recommend a development to proceed in 

such close proximity to residences and the like, where the production of hazardous, potentially fatal 

dust, is a given, and the impact CANNOT be assessed! 

 

Assessment of the acoustic disturbance by Wilkinson Murray Pty Ltd is flawed. 

 

 

 

The data referred to in this excerpt is more than six years old, and is taken from residences not 

currently bordering the site. Results based on these measurements are therefore inaccurate and 

unrepresentative. 

 

 

The above paragraph indicates that assumptions and predictions are made assuming that 

background noise on Brickmakers Drive will involve 15% heavy vehicles. Pending gazetting, there will 



be a 5 tonne weight limit applied to Brickmakers Drive, and thus the volume of heavy vehicles will be 

negligible. Also, assumptions regarding the background noise are based on a speed limit of 60 km/h 

when in fact the speed limit along Brickmakers Drive is 50 km/h. 

Therefore the assumptions made in the acoustic report relating to background traffic noise along 

Brickmakers Drive are false and misleading. The impact of crushing and vehicle movements into and 

out of the proposed facility therefore needs to be reassessed. 

 

I object to the proposed development because of the real risk of flooding, and the real potential for 

damage to occur to the surrounding waterways and conservationally significant natural 

environments.  

 

 

 

 

If unusually intense flooding occurs (as has occurred numerous times recently in Queensland), how 

can the Department be satisfied that there will be no damage to or degradation of the 

environmentally sensitive land surrounding the proposed site, and to the Georges River itself? 

 

The extracts of the Proponent’s EA below illustrate the sensitive nature of the geography 

surrounding the proposed site. 

 

 

 

 



 



 

 



I object to the proposed development on the basis that there will be significant areas of the site 

visible from the surrounding residences. 

A multi storey development is near completion on Nuwarra Rd, Moorebank, which will very likely 

provide views directly into the proposed materials recycling facility. This development has not been 

considered by Moorebank Recyclers, and thus the visual impact of the site warrants further 

investigation. 

Similarly, by the Proponent’s own admission, vehicles entering and leaving the recycling facility, as 

well as aspects of the facility, will be visible by residents in the Ben edict residential development. 

 

 

I dispute the notion that the vehicles entering and leaving the site will be indistinguishable from 

traffic on Brickmakers Drive. Brickmakers Drive will, in the foreseeable future (pending gazetting), 

have a 5 tonne vehicle limit, thus highlighting the heavy vehicles entering and leaving the site. 

The visual impacts of the proposed site will be, according to the Proponents, eliminated by trees and 

other vegetation separating the site from the Georges Fair residential precinct (see extracts below). 

 

 



 

 

 

 

The modest amount of bushland between the site and Georges Fair is considered by Liverpool City 

Council as a bushfire hazard. Residents who constructed houses along that border were required to 

make provisions in preparation for a bushfire, should it happen.  

If bushfire is considered enough of a risk to demand residents invest thousands of dollars in  safety 

measures, how can the same bushland be considered a significant barrier to noise and visual impacts 

of the proposed recycling facility? 

 

 

Regarding the handling of hazardous and potentially hazardous material - from the above statement, 

the facility will accept building material. Can the community be guaranteed that there will be no 

asbestos contained within the recycling material? 

How will the community, and employees within the facility, be protected from the silica dust 

particles produced by the concrete crushing within the facility? Once inhaled there is no cure for the 

damage caused by the silica dust.  

 

For the reasons detailed above, I vehemently object to the proposed materials recycling facility. 

Through good judgement, legal framework and common sense I am confident that the Department 

of Planning and Infrastructure, as representatives of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, will 

conclude that this proposed development is completely incompatible with the suggested site and its 

surrounds, and will deny the Proponent any hope of moving the project forward. 
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