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Clearing of parts of the Box Gum Woodland in the TSR and parts
of the Stringybark Woodland will contribute to fragmentation of
woodland habitat with associated edge effects and reduced
connectivity

The consequences of wh ich are also cl early spel led out in the EA24:

Species that require continuous forested areas are likely to
disappear from areas tha t are severely fragmented. These
isolated remnants of woodlandprovidepotential habitat to
enhance conn ectivity of wildlife populations and help some
species to overcome th e consequences of habitatfragmentation
(Wilson & Lindenmayer 1995). Thus every patch of woodland in
this area potentially plays an important role in facilitating
dissemination ofpropagules and genetic materia l of native
fauna and flora that helps to maintain viablepopulations
within the local area (our emphasis).

It is this understanding that; has led to a dedicated effort by communit y members to establisha
Citizens Wildlife Corridor that in cludes the landf ll site, the adjacent Box−Gum TSR and many
nearby properties owned landholders who have nominated their land for inclusion. Th is corridor
connects the Oxl ey Wild Rivers National Park via the Gara River to the smal ler Yina and Imbota
Nature Reserves. Here again, the choice of site for the new landfill is most unfortunate for its
impl ied indifference to the communit y's effort and commitment to restoring effective wildlife
habitat.
The unacceptabi ity of th e proposal 's impact upon the natural environment is all the more apparent
when it is realised that the remnants being affected include bush that is in reasonably good
condition (EA, Append ix E, p. 40):

The understorey of the Box Gum Woodland community
demonstrates high levels of species diversity, the understoreyof
the Stringybark Woodland had moderate levels of species
diversity, while the grassland, s edgeland and farm dams
generally had low levels of species diversity.

The willingness of the Council to propose further degradation of aCEEC, through clearing and
associated marginal disturbance, reflects amind−setmore in tune with colonial days than with the
present.

(i) Limitations of the Survey
The Proponent's commiss ioned Flora and Fauna Assessment describes very clea ly the extent andC
nature of the negative environmental impacts thatE the landfill footprint will cause. From the outset,
we should keep in mind that any such studies cannot be regarded as the definitive, last word on the
matter. As that report acknowledges EA, Appendix E, p. 23):

The main lim itation of the survey was its 'snapshot' nature
mean ing that on ly aproportion of the full species diversity was
likely to be detected.

24 EA, Appendix A, p.ll
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This is particu larly pertinent: when reporting on sightings o f migratory bird species. It is also
noteworthy that beyond the numbers of threatened species observed on the landfill site during i i
surveys, there are many more in the immediate area for which the landfill site is judged to be
'suitable habitat'. An estimated 10 flora, 1 4 fauna and a further 5 migratory/marine spec ies can be
expected to make use of the landfill habitat from time to time.25

At GVEPA's July, 201 0 meeting, members reported sig htings on nearby properties of both the
Spotted−Tailed Quel l (also photographed) and Koala.
Further, a d as noted already, the failure to acknowledge the EPBC's clear statement that a critical
aquatic ecosystem does indeed existè within t he waters of the Gondwana Rainforests of Australia
World Heritage Area that might be affected by leachate s pi l, there is no evidence in the EA that
any effort has been made to undertake the necessary studies to identify th e nature of that ecosystem.
Consequently, the Flora and Fauna Assessment that is included as part of the EA is limited in scope
and does not; address the e vironment that is ef most concern to the EPBC and forms the basis of
the World Heritage inscription! This is a major shortcoming, to say the least.

(ii) Box−Gum Woodland
The first point to note about the Box−Gum Woodland is that it is recognised as an Endangered
Ecological Community (EEC) under the TSC Act and as a Critically Endangered Ecological
Community (CEEC) under the EPBC Act. GVEPA's consultant has advised that this CEEC
designation is because as little as 5% of the original quantity of this kind of woodland remains
across the state.
T e proposal for the landfill access easement to the Waterfall Way includes removal of
approximately 2 ha of the CEEC w oodland, great emphasis being placed on the fact that this
represents (EA, Appendix E, p. 25):

'Less than 5% of the relevant part of the TSRë (south of Waterfall
way [sic]) ... (which is)... a negliglible [sic] proportion (less
than 1%) of that avaitab le in the local area.

The implication that this is an inconsequentia ly small impact is predictable and seemingly at odds
wit h the following admission, made elsew ere within the same report~ (EA, Appendix E, p. 31 ):

The losses that will occur at the landfilisite also con tribute to the
already significant tevel of cumulative habitat loss that has
occurred at a regional scale on the New England Tablelands
(DEC 2006)

Further, t he reportè emphasises that th is remn ant of Box−Gum Woodland is in surprisingly good
condition, which simply adds to its habitat value (EA, Appendix E, p.26). And finally, since it is
part of a CEEC, any suggestion of further clearing is quite out of order. As GVEPA's consultant27
has observed:

z5 EA, Appendix E, pp. 44−52, 53−62 & 67.
a As was noted in GVEPA's submission in 2007, p. 3, this contradiction is possibly an example of where the Proponent
has edited the commissioned report from specialist agencies.
27 Tda Environmental Consulting, 2007, Report to EDO.
Environmental Consulting
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This community is listed as a critically endangered ecological
community, having undergone a decline of 95% or more of its
original extent;. Whilst it is acknowledged that the proposal has
attempted to minimise impacts on identified Box gum woodland
community by locating the access tra ck in an apparently
degraded remnant it should be noted that given the limited range
and distrib ution of this community, under the EPBC Act Policy
Statement 1.1 (Significan tlmpact Guidelines, May 2006) any
impact is likely to be significant (our emphasis).

The boundary of what is referred to as the Bo x−Gurn Woodland was chal lenged by GVEPA (2007,
p. 15) in its submission under the EPBC Referral in 2007 and that concern remains.

(iii) Threatened Species
An expected consequence of the clearing required for both the access road through the Box−Gum
Woodland andin the landfill site itself, is a significant impact upon threatened species, both fauna
and flora, The threatened species sighted in the study environs include (EA, Appendix A, pp,23−
29):

a arrow−Leaved Black Peppermint (Eucalyptus n icholii), l isted as vulnerable under both the
NSW TSC Act and the Commonwealth EPBC Act;

• Bendemeer white gum (Eucalyptus elliptica), a Rare or Threatened Australian Plant
(ROTAP) species;

• Two threat ened bird species: the Speckled Warbler Chthonicola sagittata) and the
Diamond Firetail (Stagonopleura guttata), which is listed as vulnerable under the TSC Act;

• Three species currently being assessed for probable listing under the TSC as vulnerable: the
Little Eagle (Hieraaetus morphnoides), Scarlet Robin (Petroica boodang) and Varied
Sittella (Daphoenositta chrysoptera).

In the Proponent's consultant's words (EA, Appendix A, p.81 & pp, 134,135):

It is concluded that the loss of habitat due to the proposed
development will have a significant impact (our emphasis) on
local populations of two threaten ed woodland binis (Diamond
Firetail Finch and Speckled Warbler) a d two provisionally
listed birds (Scarlet Robin and varied sittella [sic]) that have
been observed on the proposed landfill footprint area. A llfive of
these species have been recorded on the proposed landfill

footprint area.

Elsewhere, it is acknowledged that even though the St ringybark Woodland, which also contains
small numbers of tree species that are indicative of the Box−Gum Woodland, is not regarded as
'core Koala habitat', it nonetheless €ontainsclear evidence ofrecent Koala usage. This has led to
the recommendation by the Proponent's consultants to recommend the preservation of one Y el low

)
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Box tree (tree #3)2s, an action that seems to indicate that clearing of this woodland is likely to also|Soo2a_16 ]
havea negative impact upon the obviously struggling Koala population within this part of the
valley.

Returning to the above statement about impact upon threatened species, this paragraph goes on to
assure the reader that habitat loss will be offset by re−vegetation with similar species and
conservation measures. In GVEPA's view there are two serious problems associated with this
strategy.

(iv) Habitat Offset

The first, and most obvious, problem is one that we have identified previously. Removal of Box−
Gum Woodland which carries CEEC status under the EPRC Act cannotbe cornpensated for using
the Habitat Offset strategy. GVEPA's consultant makes the following observation?:

Further the proposed mitigation measures do not seem to
acknowledge the impacts on this specific community. The
proponent has attempted to offset the impacts througha
biodiversity offset strategy, which does not include any measures
to manage the Box gum woodland. Theproposed offset pertains
to a vegetation community tha t is not classed as Box gum
woodland. For criticaUy endangered ecologiartly communities,
the use of a biodiversity offset strategy is not recognised by the
Department of the Environment and Water Resources asa
mitigation measure (our emphasis).

It is unacceptable that the Proponent should propose to so flagrantly flout this key environmental
safeguard. This adds emphasis to our consu ltant's assertion noted above that clearing of evena
small area of this specially protected woodland is a significant assault upon the qualit y of the
environmen t, and consequentially, its capacity to sustain the fauna that depend upon it. And when
that fauna includes six ackn owledged threatened species3° ()five threatened bird and the Koala), that
is indeed a significant impact. But we should add to that figure the further 29 threatened species
known to be in close proxi i y to the landfill for that habitat is judged to 'be suitable' (see above, p.
19). This is valuable habitat indeed hat is will be lost.
The second aspect of the H abitat; Offset strategy that is unacceptable again relates to the capacity of
the environment to support the wildlife that current depend upon it. We note Principle 9 from the
DECCW's Principals [sic] of Biodiversity Offsetting guidelines, which states that 'Offsets should
minimis e ecological risks from timelags'al We presume that 'risks from timelags' refers to the loss
of food sources and nesting sites due to clearing that cannot be replaced immediately they are
removed through an offset strategy. n this case, the 35 species (6 known plus 29 likely) involved
will lose imm ediately all access to this part of their range and with the intrusion caused by the

28 EA, Appendix E, p.64
29 tda Environmental Consulting, 2007, p.2
3o GVEPA acknowledges the Proponent's claim that only four threatened species will 'lose territories' (EA,
Appendix H, p.16), but argues that both the Little Eagle and Koala, which are both current users of the site, should also
be included.
31 EA, Appendix H, Appendix A, Attachment A, p.9
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presence and activity of workers and machinery, it seems likely that this loss will be on−going(EA,
Appendix Hè, p. 1 3:.

Several threatened species of birds are likely to be displaced due a
to constmction of the landfill pit. However, the impacts will be
min imised through the stag ed clea ring requ iredfor construction
of the landf!ll over its proposed 50 year lifespan. This will allow
the maximum possible amount of habitat to remain while the
Stringy bark offset area becomes progressively more established.

It seems obvious that Principle 9 will be violated by this proposal But it g ets worse!
Elsewhere in Appendix H, correspondence in 2006 between the Department of Planning and the
Department of Environment and Cons ervation, included the following statement ( EA, AppendixH,
p. 2:

Consistent with the EP&A Act, TSC Act andNP&W Act, the
proponent of any development is obliged to avoid natural and
cultural features to the greatest extent possible. No definitive
experience or historical evidence exists to assure us thatpre−
distu rbance 'naturalness' and biodiversity levels can be re−
established following landfill construction. Nor is there any
empirical information enabling us to gauge the rate at which
bladiversity might recover (our emphasis).
Nevertheless, it is clear from the nature of landjilling that
impacts to biodiversity are intense and that they will span time
scales that are at least inter−generational, if not permanent (our
emphasis). Furthermore, the losses that will occur at the landfill
site also contribute to the already significant level of cumulative
loss that has occurred at a regional scale on the New England
Tablelands.

In other words, it is probable that full compensation will NEVER occur, and restoration of
supporting vegetation will be slow. This seems c learly to point to the conc lusion that Habitat Offset
is very much an inferior strategy for compensating habitat loss, not just in the short −term, but also
in the long−term. Th is fact, together with the fact that five threatened bird species and the koala
stand to lose further habitat if this landfill is built, GVEPA mustL again call upon Governments to
withhold approval. Given that alternative sites undoubtedly exist, we a rgue that there is no
need for the landfill to be built on this site so that the survival of these already threatened
species is not further jeopardised.
And in terms of Residual Environmental Risk management, these observations are cause for
pessimism: if full restitution of a cleared environment is unlikely to be achieved, then the
Proponents assessment of HIIGH/MEDIUM is optimistic, and there is a good case for declaring it
more properly as HIGH.

(v) Increased Threat by Vermin and Pests
GVEPA believes that the presence of a landfill in any area ine vitably increases the density of
ground foraging vermin, such as foxes and cats. This is a particularly significant issue for the long−[S002a_20|
term survival of two of t he threatened bird species because they nest on the ground (Speckled

Warble0 • 3~Warbler) and/0r feed on or close to the ground(Speckled Warbler and Diamond Firetail)a2, So, „t
only will their habitat be significant1y redueed, buttheir survival will be further jeopardized by
increased predation.

Residual Environmental Risk re: Biodiversity

GVEPA concludes that the Residual Environmental Risk Assessment with respect to Biodiversity
must be rated as HIGH on both dimensions. The centrally important aquatic ecosystem
downstream is essentially undefined, as are the likely leachate pollutants, so that management of the
risks cannot be defined either! The landfill site is subject to Habitat Offset compensation which it is
acknowledged is unlikely to restore the environment to its existing condition, will effectively
deprive threatened species that currently use it of its sustenance indefinitely, and there is nothing
that can be done about that!

This is a wholly unacceptable proposal to anyone who respects the environment and acknowledges
the downward spiral of species lost from the Australian environment since European occupation.
And on that same theme, the EPBC's ruling in 2007 was squarely expressing concern that leachate
pollution has the potential to affect the unique biodiversity that is part of that ecosystem.

What makes this particular proposal a special case, is that Australia has an international
obligation to NOT wilfully take any actions that might prejudice its integrity by virtue of its
international status as World Heritage site.

Obligations under the World Heritage Convention

As a signatory to the World Heritage Convention, GVEPA argues that the Australian Government
and its people are obliged to ensure

the identißcation, protection, conservation, presentation and
transmission to future generations of the cultural and natural
heritage referred to in Articles 1 and 2_ and situated on its territory,
belongs primarily to that State. It will do all it can to this end (our
emphasis), to the utmost of its own resources ...

(see http ://www.worldheritagedump.com.au/Briefing/World Heritage Values 080625.pdf p.4)

It is now long−established that the Gara River sub−catclunent is under on−going ecological stress33
and this is acknowledged in the EA (Section 8.3.1. p. 143):

The Southern New England Tablelands Region State of the
Environment Report (2004) and Supplementary report (2004/05)
identifies the Gara River as a "stressed sub−catchment",
exhibiting signs of poor water quality. It also shows signs of
"high hydrologic and environmental stress ", including:

• Eutrophication (due to high nutrient content).

32 EA, Appendix H, p. 13 and Appendix E, p.75.

" Might note here several sources of stress, eg
1. ADC Sewage Treatment Plant effluent − now diverted to paddocks, but run−off is into Commissioners Waters
2. 8.4.2. p.157−Bore Hole 5 reveals phenols in groundwater − adds to the understanding of Gara R as a stressed environment.
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• Poor river structure (stream bank erosion andpoor
riparian habitat).

The Stressed Rivers Assessment Report 1998, produced by the
former Department of Land and Water Conservation (DL WC),
gave the Gara River the highest overall stress classification,
indicating that water extraction within the region contributes to
the river 's environmental stress. Flows within the river are
impacted both by the Guyra Shire Council Dams and the Malpas
Dam, all of which are close to Guyra.

There are no doubt multiple sources of stress upon the Gara R, not the least being the ADC's
Sewage Treatment Plant and the existing Armidale Landfill, which can be expected to continue and
perhaps increase in future years, the release of leachate into the waterways. The EA, Section 8.18,
p.264, recognises that cumulative impacts 'may occur as a result of another existing or future
project proposed within the locality', but elsewhere (p. 160) expresses faith in its proposed
management measures to avoid adding to this stress:

As such management processes have been built into the design,
construction and operation of the facility to ensure that no
further stresses are placed upon waterways.

But as GVEPA has argued already, there are compelling reasons why we should question the
validity of such claims. We go further and urge the Government to refuse to permit this new
landfill to be built, in so doing, seizing the opportunity to start the process of relieving this
waterway of some of it stress, thereby improving the protection and conservation of the
Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area. This is a 'once−in−a−lifetime'
opportunity to act to at least stabilise, if not reduce, the on−going stress upon this system, and
ultimately the waterways within the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park.
The demonstrated unwillingness of the ADC to recognise the significance of the Gondwana
Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area as a property demanding 'protection and conservation

to the utmost of (our) resources)' is disappointing and difficult to understand. Perhaps it isa
case of that old adage that 'familiarity breeds contempt'? It is possible that since residents in the
New England districts live in close proximity to properties like the Oxley Wild Rivers National
Park then, as 'insiders' (i.e. Australians in general and locals in particular), the risk is real and
probably high, that we do not appreciate fully their uniqueness. The concomitant risk then is that
we are all too willing to contemplate developments that should never be contemplated, at least not
in such special environments.
Perhaps one reason for such apparent indifference to our World Heritage properties lies in the
seemingly limited attention being given by Governments to Article 5 of the World heritage
Convention, which requires them to:

adopt a general policy which aims to give the cultural and
natural heritage afunction in the life of the community and to
integrate the protection of that heritage into comprehensive

planningprogrammes

If Government were to approve this proposal, GVEAPA argues that such a decision would be an
action that would speak much louder than words. Indeed, it would be tantamount to signalling quite
the opposite value, that World Heritage properties are nothing special and do not require special
exemptions from routine, normal planning behaviour.
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Whatever the cause of the ADC's intransigence on this issue, GVEPA argues that Governmental
obligations are unambiguous and binding: any proposed development that has potential to threaten
the integrity of any of its (and the World's) World Heritage properties must not be approved. It is
unarguable that something as mundane as a municipal landfill, which is a short−term
convenience to a small section of the wider Australian community, but which almost certainly
will have long−term, deleterious consequence for the Natural World Heritage environment,
could ever be contemplated, let alone approved.
At the risk of boring repetition, we assert that this landfill DOES NOT NEED TO PROCEED ON
THIS SITE because there are alternatives.

The Way Ahead

Ifa new landfill is to be built, then it must not be located anywhere in the Gondwana Rainforests of
Australia World Heritage Area water catchment: we refute the claim that alternative sites do nots ,~exist and challenge the efficacy of the process that led to the current site being selected. ?
Council's Regional Landfill Siting Study (2004, p. 17) includes the following statement in relation
to the proposed site:

This does not necessarUy mean that it is the best available site
in the region, nor does it mean that it is an ideal site (our
emphasis).
Unless a site is specifically excluded by way of
legislation/planning, it could always be development intoa
landfill, dependent upon what mitigation measures are required
to make it comply with both DUAP andEPA Guidelines. In these
instances however, cost considerations then become increasingly
important.

When coupled with the fact that in this site selection process the environment factor (one of ten, but
lumped together with 'Local Amenity') was given a weighting ofjust 6 (maximum 10), it seems
that Council's concern for the environment has not been high.
The reality is that other sites do exist and the above statement clearly indicates that Council's
advisors understand that fact: what is needed is for an external authority to direct the Council to
choose a different site.
The recent announcement by the NS W Government that the ADC will be dismissed and subsumed
by a broader New England Regional Council simply facilitates the undertaking of a new search
across a wider geographic area for a site that does not threaten a World Heritage property. We urge
the new administrator of the nascent New England Regional Council to take the following steps to
re−orient the landfill proposal:

1. Stop all expenditures on the current proposal, get the New England Regional Council
(NERC) established and set up a new waste management committee (or other mechanism).

2. 'Buy time' in which to negotiate a genuinely shared, larger capacity waste treatment plant in
a location that serves all immediate LGAs, by

• maximising the use of the current Armidale facility by continuing down the pathway
of AWT on the Long Swamp Rd plant; and
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• if necessary, once the Armidale facility is full, use the current UraUa Landfill to
deposit 'waste−to−landfill' from the Armidale facility as a short−term action while the
new long−term facility is sited, approved and commissioned;

3. Negotiate for the design of a waste management system that includes appropriate
Alternative Waste Technologies (AWT) and to serve the waste management needs of
several Local Government Authorities (LGA).

4. Identify a site that does not threaten World Heritage values (probably means draining west
of the watershed) which is suitably located for access by neighbouring LGAs (eg Glen
Innes, InvereU, ...);

5. Acknowledge from the outset that this option may NOT BE THE CHEAPEST alternative:
environmental preservation might well have an economic cost, but that is a consequence of
being a signatory to the World Heritage Convention (which is morally the right and proper
commitment to have made).
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Re: Armidale Dumaresq Landfill Project (06_0220) − Exhibition of
Environmental Assessment

As a founding member of the Gara Valley Environment Preservation Association (GVEPA) I have
opposed the proponent's plan to build a new landfill in the Gara River Valley since 2002. I have
authored substantial parts of the GVEPA submission where the focus has been upon the technical
and environmental aspects of the proposal In this submission I want to highlight what I see to
be serious deficiencies in the process by which the proponent has sought to achieve its end.I
believe that this process has been deliberate and intended to stifle rational argument within
the community about the efficacy of the proposaL

I write to express my concern that the Department of Planning may not receive many submissions
from Armidale Dumaresq citizens in response to the Public Exhibition of the Landfill proposal, and
I want to offer my reasons for making that judgement. In essence, I've been forced to the
conclusion that the Armidale Dumaresq Council (ADC) has pursued deliberately a policy of
minimising information about the proposal to the public, and most probably also, to its elected
Councillors.
Information is power, it is said, and without a strong interest in pursuing an issue, most ratepayers
will not make the effort to critically appraise decisions being made on their behalf by their Council.
This is especially so with respect to 'garbage', which for most folk, is a matter of 'out of site, out of
mind'. So it is relatively easy for Council to control ratepayer reaction to its waste management
policy proposals simply by withholding information.

A Committed Community Group
In the case of this landfill proposal, Council's initial declaration via a newspaper announcement in
2002, of its intention to build a new landfill in the Gara Valley served to galvanise the energies of
valley residents by virtue of its being located adjacent to Armidale's back−up water supply. This
apparent illogicality instigated immediate and deep−seated suspicion of Council's modus operandi
and a local protest group formed spontaneously (the Gara Valley Environment Preservation
Association − GVEPA). Through its hurried research, in preparation for a presentation to Council
in December, 2002, its basic understanding of the inadequacies of current landfill technology was
established. From that time on, this group has refined and deepened its knowledge about landfill
and environmental issues, has remained committed to critically appraising Council's proposals and
to sharing its insights with the wider public. As I see it, if this group had not 'hung in there' over
the last (almost) eight years, the landfill proposal would, very likely, already be approved.
But the going has been tough, and the group has been small, with limited signs of success in rousing
a seemingly apathetic rate−paying public to engage the issues! Further, there appears to have beena
decided reluctance on the part of the highly educated, expert academic community, to take a stand
on the issues, not the least being, perhaps, because so many of them are sub−contracted specialists
who have been engaged by Council for consultancy work on this proposal (and others) and who
look forward to maintaining that relationship with the Council into the future. In a small city
environment like Armidale, there are few major employers who require such expert advice.
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Consultant's Rule
It seems to me that this single most significant factor driving the information flow
surrounding the landfill proposal has been the fact that BOTH the project development
process and the associated public relations mechanism have been out−sourced by the Council.
This means that the ADC is effectively positioned at 'arms length' from the whole process as far as
knowledge about it, and control over it, is concerned. AECOM has been retained to provide the
technical and management expertise for the project while EA Systems has been engaged to
undertake formal consultation with the public. It appears as though a small group of Council
Officers together with a couple of key, elected Councillors maintain liaison between the ADC and
the Consultants so that the flow of information is readily controlled. Whatever the situation is in
this regard, the one clear reality is that despite Council's rhetoric about open and transparent
communication, in the case of the landfill project, communication has been quite the opposite.
As I demonstrate below, Council's power elite has acted to withhold sensitive information
(specifically regarding the EPBC's ruling and reasoning) from the public, presumably out of fear
that rational argument generated by that information might result in a groundswell of opposition
against the proposaL To the extent that this is the case, Council's actions may well have been more
about that power elite 'getting its own way' than about the development ofaproposal that is in the
best interest of the community at large and the environment inparticular.

Each of the three main 'players' is the subject of further reflection and comment below.

AECOM's Role
As an 'industry expert', companies like AECOMenjoy ahigh reputation within local government2
circles. They marshal pertinent expertise for specific purposes and represent a significant 'authority
figure' within the field. Evidence of this ascribed authorifyis apparent in the ready acceptance of
their assertions that, for example, a landfill can be builtanywhere, the technology ia available and it
is just a matter ofhowmuch money might be needed to do it. In this vein, theRegionalLandf!ll
Siting Study Report stated':

Unless a site is specifically excluded by way of legislation/planning, it
could always be developed into a landfill, dependent upon what
mitigation measures are required to make it comply with both the
DUA P and EPA Guidelines. In these instances however, cost
considera tions then become increasingly important.

We heard this said many times during the deliberations that were mediated by Maunsell personnel
during th e process that led to that Report, and were similarly reassured by ADC Officers from the
outset in 2002. Implicit in this rhetoric, is the assum~ption that building a landfill is a routine matter
without any significant technical uncertainties at all.
In the case of leachate loss from a landfill, the Consultant's strategy appears to have been to first~ to
deny that any technical problems might exist, and if crit icisms and question persist, only then move

] Maunsell, 2004, Regional Landfill Siting Study: Final Report, Maunsell Australia, p. 93

2 Interestingly, when consulting with Council engineers from other Councils where new landfills have recently been
built, GVEPA members encountered this same message. It may well be an industry norm!
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to a position of acknowledging problems while energetically asserting that 'stringent' mitigation
measures will be put in place to address those problems, and furthermore, this again is a routine,
straightforward matter.
Such reluctant acknowledgement and willingness by the proponent to address technical deficiencies
that could result in environmental degradation, appears to indicate an assumption that preserving the
environment is less important than is keeping the cost s as low as possible in the design and
construction of the facility. Throughout this campaign, we have been regaled by ADC Waste
Management personnel and key Councillors alike, asserting that we clearly do not know 'whatèa
fantastic new facility' it is t hat; they are planning!
In the light of this persistent, 'insider' rhetoric, I must assume that AECOM has been in the 'driving
seat' in terms of controlling the information flow about the landfil l proposal. As I see it, that
in formation has been strongly biased towards offering procedural descriptions nd solicit ing
communit y statements of concerns, wit h almost no information being provided about; the
su bstantive, technical chal lenges of building landfills that might assist the communit y in
understanding those challenges within the context of its local environment.

EA System's Role
EA Systems has had a dual role in the development of theEA. It is a specialist environmental
agency that has been contracted by AECOM to produce key documents such as the Flora and
Fauna AssessmentJ, as well as the formal communication interface with the local community.
The primary vehicle for communicating between project management and the community has been
the Community Newsletter, commonly a folded A4 page printed both sides. To date there have been
7 editions, the first in October, 2005~ and the seventh in M arch 201 04. In general, these have been
descriptive pieces that out line the progress of the project without providing any content ofa
substantive kind about th e challenges being dea lt with, all of which portrays a 'steady as she goes'
impression in the public mind.
This theme was con tinued in the August 2 007 N ewsletter when the public were informed that5:

Co uncil has recently submitted a referral to the Department of
Environment and Water Res urces (DE WR) to determine if the
proposed landfill requires approval under the Commonwealth
Environmenta l Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1 999
(EPBC A ct). This is the Australian Government 's key piece of
environmental legislation which protects matters of national
en vironmental significance.

Although no significant impact on matters of national environmental
significance are expected, the submission continues Council 's work to
minimisepotential environmental impacts of theproposal and work
through all relevant approval processes.

3 See EA, Appendix E.

* These can be accessed at http://www.armidale.nsw.gov.su/environment/95838/95855.html

5 See http://www.armidale.nsw.gov.au/files/18894/File/CommunityNewsletter 4.pdf no pagination
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Two comments are pertinent. First, is the clear communication that again, it is 'steady as she goes'
because the Consultant has declared t hat 'no significant impact' is expected". The public shou!d
have no concerns about this routine procedure. Anecdotally, we have been told by Councillors t hat
they were assured that this process was merely a routine, procedural issue.
Second, I received this Newsl etter by post on 4 September, accompanied by a letter dated 31
August that alerted us to the related Public Exhibition period for the Referral with the reassurance
that (See Appendix 1 ):

You will have an opportunity to review the Environmental Assessment
report during the public exhibition period.

But elsewhere in the Newsletter we read that
Public comments will be considered by the decision−maker and can be
submitted to the DE WRfrom 23 August until 5 September.

Note the dates! This crucially important opportunity for G VEPA members to raise their concerns
at the State and Commonwealth level for thefirst time was about to close to us, just one day after
we had been notified about it. One G VEPA member received his notification 4 days after the close
date.

Note too that the informing lett er was not written until mid−way through this short period of
public exhibition. For GVEPA members, it was difficult to not conclude that this was a deliberate
attempt at minimising the chances of crit ical submissions reaching the EPBC Referral section in
time to be considered! We scrambled to complete a submission, however, assist ed greatly by the
Environment Defender's Office (Lismore Office), that was critical of the proposal along the same
lines that the EPBC judged to be of concern.7

Community Newsletter No. 5 was published in April, 2008 and reported the EPBC's decision, of 10
October 2007 that the proposal would be a 'Controlled Action' and noted that DEWR's main
concern related to 'potential for pollu tion' of the Oxley Wild R ivers National Park. The choice of
words h ere is instructive, especially given the likelihood that this decision could arouse public
concern. What the EPBC actually stated was that the proposed landfills

... will, or is likely to, have a significant impact on the World Heritage
values of World heritageproperties and the National Heritage values
of National Heritage places. I therefore decided on 1 October 2007
that th eproposed action is a controlled a ction and that the con trolling
provisions are sections 12 and ISA (World heritage properties) and
sections 15B and 15C (National Heritageplaces).

Compare this transcription with the reporting of it in Community Newsletter No. 69:

6 In 2002 GVEPA made a PowerPoint presentation to Council that outlined the abundance of evidence available
indicating that all landfill must be assumed to leak, sooner or later. We also pointed out that sensitive ecologies existed
downstream which would likely be polluted by a landfill. Clearly Council was not receptive to such argument.

7 See http://www.worldheritagedump.com.au/Briefing/GVEPA%20Submission%202008%20proofed.pdf

" EPBC, 2007, STATEMENT OF REASON FRO DECISION ON CONTROLLED ACTION UNDER THE
ENVlRONMENT PROTECTION AND BIODIVERSITY A CT 1999
* See http://www.armidale.nsw.gov.au/files/63455/File/Community Newsletter.pdf p.2

Created on 8/5/2010 8:30:00 AM Page 4 of 28 M Created on 8/5/2010 8:30:00 AM Page 5 of 28



Landfill Submission re: Information Deficiency Landfill Submission re: Information Deficiency

Theproject haspreviously been declared a "Controlled Action"
under the Commonwealth 's Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC A)ct) on the basis the proposed landfill
would have the potential to impact on the nearby Oxley Wild Rivers
National Park, unless suitable mitigative measures areput in place.
(my emphasis)

Notice here t he softening of 'will, or is likely to' by the substitution of 'potential to' coupled with
the implication that the EPBC is sanctioning the use of 'mitigat ive meas ures' as a solution to the
problem! This is a clear ploy t o assure the public that the way ahead is known and that there
isn't a real problem.
It is instructive also to note that this 'interpreted' version of the EPBC ruling was made in
November, 2008, more than a year after the original ruling, and shortly after its long−term
Chair of the Council Waste Committee broke ranks to state that he had just become aware of
the EPBC's reasoning, and felt compelled to voice his disquiet with the proposal. It is
significant to note that he only got access to this information because GVEPA obtained a copy
directly from the EPBC and publicised it: to that date, Couneil had not made that knowledge
available to its Councillors! (see below, p. 8).

But as we have argued below, it is almost certain that the proponent had the full text, probably as
early as November, 2007!

ADC Liaison Group's Role
Another indicator of the ADC's apparent attempt to suppress information about the essence of the
EPBC's concern that leachate might pollute the Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage
Area via the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park is evident in the content that the Council's website
has displayed regarding the landfill. The entry entitled 'New Landfill Facility has been
substantially captured as Appendix 2 and I draw attention in particular to the sub−section
entitled 'What is Currently Happening' (see below, p. 15) where for the period 'February
2006 to current' there is absolute silence about the EPBC decision of 2007! It is as if it never
happened!!
The strategy of not referring to the EPBC/DEWR role in the finalè decision−making process was}
again evident in a recent interview on local ABC Regional radio with a Council spokesman, in
which he stated that the final decision would be made by the DoP/Minister.

In that same interview, the spok esman was asked about whether or not the landfill was to be Class2
(non−putrescible) to which he replied that it would be licensed to receive putrescible waste but that
Counc il wouldstrive to operate it as a non−putrescible facility. This is another recurring theme that
appears to be aim ed at lulling the public into thinking that there is no reason for concem about
environmental issues. In a recent meeting with Mr Torbay, our local State MP, he stated that he bad
been phoned by a Councillor, also to assure him that the landf ll would be operated as a non−
putrescible facility!
Further on this strategy of misrepresenting the reality that the landfill being sought will be licensed
as a putrescible facil ity because Council needs that capacity, Council's website includes the
following statement under the heading of Waste Strategy, 2010 (see p. I 1 ):

Armidale's new landfill is proposed to be essentially run as a non−
putrescible landfill.
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Details of the proposed changes to our current services andprocesses &
that will facilitate this and a lso to further improve waste recovery, re−
use and minimisation of waste to landfill are outlined in "Waste
Stra tegy 2010".

The wording here is misleading, I suggest: what does it mean to say that the landfill will be
'essentially mn a s a non−putrescible facilit y? It is either putrescible, or it is not − there is no
degree of shading between the two! Presumably the aim of such statements is to lull the community
i to the opinion that a 'l ittle bit ofputrescible waste will be alright. That same kind of thinking
was evide nt within Counc ilc ircles also during a Publ ic Forum on the landfiU in 2008, when in
response to a question the Officer su ggested that we all live in an environment with poisons a ll
around us, so does a bit more rea ly matter!
Council started to runthis 'non−p utrescible' l ine shortly after the EPBC's ru ling was announced in
2007, and presumably in full knowledge of the EPBC's reasoning. GVEPA sought~ formal
acknowledgment of that shift in focus, on several occasions, but our letters remain unanswered (See
Appendix 3 below).

Council's Refusal to Communicate
It; has been a matter of great: disappo intment to GVEPA that our repeated requests for information
from Council about aspects of the landfill proposal have been essentially ignored. I share below a j
record of those attempts by letter (in my capacity then, as President of GVEPA, I also had informal
meetings with both the Mayor and General Manager on separate occasions):

e 3 March, 2008 − letter to Mayor (see Appendix 4) seeking advice from Council about the
reasons for the EPBC Ruling. GVEPA had onl y received the summary decision at t hat stage
and we assumed that Council would have access to the full documentation
NOTE: we learned later that Council most likely had received those data in early
September, 2007.

The Mayor replied, indicating th at he had asked an appropriate Council officer to discuss
the matter with us. That never eventuated.

• 2 J une, 2008 − letter t o M ayor (see Appendix 3) advising of the failure ofOfficers to
respond to GVEPA and seeking further clarif cat ion of public statements suggesting the
Council was planning for a Class 2, rather than Class l landfill, other costs etc.
No response was received.

By this stage GVEPA had decided that the Council were either unable or unwilling to share
information with it, and had already embarked upon an altern ative course of action. Our first
action was to write to Mr Ton y Windsor (we had €onducted several meetings with both Mr Torbay
and Mr Windsor to seek their assistance and promote their understanding of G VEPA 's concerns)
ask ing him to obtain the EPBC 'Reasons' document directly through the DEWR.

!2 June 2008 − Letter to Councillors, providing them with GVEPA 's dat a, a copy of its
submission on the Referral to the EPBC and the text of the Referral Decision (see
Appendix 6). As in previous cases, there was no response to this communication form any
Councillor.
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15 July, 2008 − letter to Mayor (See Appendix 5) again seeking responses to our previous
letters, but again no response.
18 June, 2008 − Submission the ADC Management Plan & Budget (See Appendix 7) in
which we drew attention to the mandated roles of Councillors, both as individuals and
Council members, to educate the community and lead discussion and development of policy
in coUaboration with the community.
Here again, no response was received.

While it is easy to conclude that our repeated attempts to engage the Council in discussion over the
landfill were in vain, it might also be possible that the pressure so exerted was having some effect.
When in late July or early August we received from Tony Windsor a copy of the full reasons (See
Appendix 8) for theEPBC decision of 1 October 2007, Councillor Herman Beyersdorf finally broke
the silence. His comments are instructive, to say the least.

A Welcome Response, at last!
Cr Beyersdorf s Press Release was reported in the Armidale Express1° and most succinctly portrays
his understanding of the situation at that time:

Cr Beyersdorf was reacting to a "Referral Decision", a document of 5
pages, of the former Federal Department of the Environment and
Water Resources (now the Department of Environment, Water,
Heritage and the Arts or DE WHA) dated 8 November 2007, but not
made available to Councillors (as part ofa lengthy documentation of
several hundred pages) until 2 July 2008.

"I feel extremely disappointed that I as Chair of Council's Waste
Management Committee was not madefully aware of this document
until very recently", Cr Beyersdorfsaid. "Prior to this date, we had
on ly been made aware of a one−page document entitled "Referral
Decision − Controlled Action ", and it was implied that this
"Controlled Action " was only another routine bureaucratic hurdle. "

A couple of observations are needed here;
First, it now seems highly likely that the ADC had the fuH EPBC Reasons document
throughout the period that GVEPA was asking for it: the Council wa s attempting to keep its
damning logic "under wraps'.
Second, this same strategy of withholding crucial information from GVEPA and the
community, that was necessary to make informed Judgements about the efficacy of the overall
proposal, was being extended also to the majority of elected Councillors, including the Chair,
of the Waste Committee, They had been portraying the very real technical challenges implicit in
the EPBC's reasoning as 'only another routine bureaueratic hurdle '.

tn The Armidale Express, Wednesday, August 13, 2008, p.10
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The Enduring Legacy of Controlling Information
As I noted early in this paper, 'information is power' and by controlling the flow of information into
the community, the proponents appear to have effectively constrained public awareness of the 2
environmental challenges and potentia1negative consequences that can be expected to flow if this
landfill proceeds, Perhaps not in my lifetime, but flow they most probably will, for later

~generations to deal with. So much for intersgenerational equity!
In the immediate term, one distressing effect of the exercise of this power appears to be almost total
disengagement of some Councillors from the whole process. Several Councillors have told us, in
private, that they haven 't even read the currentEA that is on Public Exhibition, because they have
been assured that approval is a 'done deal' and to protest is futile.
GVEPA's fear is that this same disengagement from the issues could be fairly widespread within
the community. To the extent that this is so, then the number of thoughtful submissions received by
the DoP by the c.o.b.. 6 August, 2010 might be disappointingly small!

But it is possible that the proponent has sought to realise a different enduring legacy. It is possible
that the proponent, through controlling the information flow and consequentially minimising
community disapproval of its landfill proposal, has sought to buy sufficient time to progress the
project to the point where there is a significant economic incentive to not abandon it. We have not
seen recent figures of expenditures to date, but understand that in excess of $0.01 million or ratepayers
funds has already been committed. GVEPA hopes that Governments will recognise that
preservation of a World Heritage ecology must not be prejudiced by such crass tactics.
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Appendix 1

ENVIRONMENTAL & AGFJCULTURAL
SCIFNCE g FNGINFERING

82 Glen innes Road
PO Bax 1251
ARMIDALE NSW 2350
Telephone: o~ 6774 6333OurRef~eee« 20967 19186 FacsimllnaT O2

g74
S334

jnfø@easystems.biz
www.easystems.biz

ABN 87 081 536 28131 August 2007

Dear Mr & Mrs Laird,

Re; New Landfili Information Leaflet Number 3

Please find enclosed the fourth information leaflet for the proposed Armidale Dummesq landfill site. The aim of
this leaflet is to provide updates of the progress of e−nvironmental investigations for the proposed new landfiD.
Further information is available from the Armidale Durnaresq Council website.

The approvals process for thir project requires the preparation of an Environmental Assessment in accordance
with the Environmental Planning and As,sessment Act 1979. All comments will be taken into consideration in the
preparation of the Environmental Assessment report for submission to the Minister for Planning (NSW
Government). You will have an opportunity to review the Environmental Assessment report during the pubhc
exhibition period.

If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact;

Dr Liz Broese, Conununity Liaison Manager
E.A.Systems Pty Limited
PO Box t251
ARMIDALE NSW 2350
Phone: 02 6774 8333
Email: newlandfill@easystems.biz

Liz Broese
Envi−ronmental Scientist
E.A. Systems Pty Limited.

Appendix 2

ADC Website

Extract edited from 'New Landfill Facility'

http ://www.armidale.nsw.gov.au/environment/95838.html

Waste Strategy 2010
Last modified: August 3, 2010 − 4:32 PM

Armidale's new landfill is proposed to be essentially run as a non−putrescible landfill.
Details of the pmposed changes to our current services and processes that will facilitate this and
also to further improve waste recovery, re−use and minimisation of waste to landfill are outlined in
"Waste Strategy 2010".

Newsletters & Community Involvement
Last modified: August 3, 2010 − 4:15 PM

Community input is an important part of the Environmental Assessment process. The Environmental Assessment
will consider issues and concerns raised by the community and other stakeholders during its preparation.
Consideration of community issues and concerns in the Environmental Assessment and concept design is
essential to ensure that a sustainable solution is achieved.

The community will be provided with information throughout the project development stages via:

• Newsletters and Press Releases
• Public Displays: Three Public displays are planned to inform the community about progress for the new

landfill facility.
• Contact the Community Liaison Manager: Obtaining the views, suggestions and opinions of the

community is an important part of the Environmental Assessment process. See Community Feedback
Form.

You may download the Community Newsletters or the feedback form below.

If you have comments or submissions, please addresss to

Community Liaison Manager
EASystems Pty Umited
PO Box 1251, ARMlDALE NSW 2350

Phone: 02 6771 4864 02 6771 4864
Email: newlandfill@easystems.biz.
Free call no. 1800 103 885 1800 103 885

Contact details
Armidale Dumaresq Council
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02 67703600 02 6770(ph)
council@armidale.nsw.gov.au

Online Services

Download files li]

Community Newsletter No.1
(pdf 425 kb)

Community Newsletter No.2
(pdf 543 kb)

Community Newsletter No.3
(pdf 201 kb)

Community Newsletter No.4
(pdf 571 kb)

Community Newsletter No.5
(doc 51 kb)

Community Newsletter No.6
(pdf 61 kb)

Community Newsletter No.7
(pdf 46 kb)

Feedback Form (pdf 45 kb)

Planning and Development of New Landfill Site
Last modified: August 3, 2010 − 4:16 PM

This section provides current information on the status of the new landfill with respect to planning,
approval, design and development. A range of site selection studies have been completed to
determine a suitable site for the proposed new landfill. A site selection study was completed in
March 2004 with a site located 12 km east of Armidale selected for further assessment. This site
includes land from "Edington" and "Sherraloy" properties which are accessible off Waterfall Way.

The community will be kept informed at all times about the Environmental Assessment and concept
design at key project development stages.

Landfill Submission re: Information Deficiency

How to find and use this information: You will find below, planning and development
information on the proposed landfill facility. Some of the information may have an attachment
relating to the subject. If this is the case, it will be hyperlinked directly to it. The attachments may
also be found at the bottom of the page. If you have any concerns, please contact council or fill out
the 'Make a request' form available below.

New Landfill Project Schedule

− November 2009 Program | January 2009 Program | May 2008 Program [ October 2006 Program|
April 2006 Program.
The project plan is a schedule of the New Landfill Project. Please download the project plan to see
the proposed project schedule. The most recent project update is November 2009.

Concept Design
A preliminary concept design will be prepared in parallel with the Environmental Assessment.

The concept design of the landfill has been prepared in accordance with the NS W Department of
Environment and Conservation Environmental Guidelines for Solid Waste Landfills. These
environmental guidelines focus on the environment management of landfills and describe how the
landfill should be constructed, operated, closed and rehabilitated to minimise environmental
impacts.

Prevention of water pollution is one of the key environmental goals of the proposed landfill

* The barrier system will be installed at the base of the landfill.

* Preventing water from entering the landfill by diverting surface water away from the landfill area.

* The waste will be routinely protected to minimise ingress of water.

* Installing a final capping layer over landfill areas in which no more waste is to be placed.

* Water which has come into contact with waste (leachate), will be collected from the landfill and
will not be permitted to enter any rivers or creeks. A leachate pond will be used that will be
designed so that it can hold all of the leachate produced. The leachate will managed and may
involve a combination of irrigation over areas of the landfill, evaporation in the leachate pond and
re−injection into the landfill (this assists the biodegradation process).

* A temporary sedimentation pond, to prevent rainwater containing sediments (soil, etc) from
entering the Gara River.

The Landfill will be landscaped with native vegetation. Landscaping will aim to reduce the visual
impacet of the new landfill and provide a wildlife corridor for fauna.
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The concept design of the proposed landfill is available for download. Please note, that the concept
design shows the final layout of the landfill, at time of closure after a perios of appromimately 50
years. Due to the long lifespan of the landfill, it will be developed in stages. The staged
development of the landfull m inimises the area of land disturbed at any one time. The landfill will
be divided into five segments (cells) which will each take approximately 10 years to fill with waste.

Map
A map of the proposed new landfill site is presented. The hatched area includes a buffer zone to
allow the incorporation of various landscaping and design measures.

The proposed new landfill site is yet to be confirmed.

The proposed site will be subject to a rigorous approvals and environmental assessment process.

At this stage of the project development, we are at the preliminary site investigations, which will
confirm the suitability of the site for use as a landfill

Approvals Process
Details on the approvals process and requirements for assessment.

Over the past few months, the NSW planning system and the Department of Planning (DoP,
previously the Department of Infrastructure Planning and Natural Resources) has been subject to
major reforms.

The principal environmental planning instrument (EPI) in NSW, the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act), now incorporates a new set of provisions under Part 3A to
assess projects classified as ?Major Projects?. Following the commencement of Part 3A on 1
August 2005, the proposed new landfill is identified as a Major Project under the associated State
Environmental Planning Policy (Major Projects) 2005. Approval for the new landfill site will be
determined by the Minister for Planning (NSW Government).

For further details on the NSW Planning Reforms, visit
www.planning.nsw.gov.au/planning_reforms/index.asp

A Planning Focus Meeting was held on 9 June 2005 with representatives from relevant Government
agencies. Director General Requirements have subsequently been issued by the then Department of
Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources (now Department of Planning) for the
Environmental Assessment. These form the scope of the Environmental Assessment.

The Environmental Assessment will be publicly exhibited for community comment over a 6 week
period. Written submissions are welcome at this stage and will be considered prior to a decision
being made on whether to proceed with the project or not.

What Is Currently Happening

March 2005 to January 2006 − Preliminary site investigations are currently being undertaken at the
proposed new landfill site.

These investigations include:
* Hydro geotechnical study to analyse the soils, geology and groundwater in the immediate area.
This has involved the use of a drilling rig to bore test holes.
* Flora and fauna surveys to determine the extent of species present or potentially present on the
site and any species which may be threatened or endangered. An autumn survey has been completed
and a spring survey is scheduled in March 2006.

February 2006
Preliminary site investigations have been undertaken which do not identify any issues that would
preclude the selected site for use as a landfill. We have therefore progressed to the next stage, which
will be to further investigate the use of the proposed site as a landfill. We are now able to start the
concept design and environmental assessment stages. These stages will be undertaken concurrently
together to influence design and inform assessment. Details of the next stages are:
Environmental investigations to assess the potential environmental impacts associated with the
construction and development of a new landfill. The environmental assessments include hydrology
(surface water and ground water), flora and fauna, archaeology and cultural heritage, noise, air
quality, traffic and transport, land use, visual impacts and amenity.

Concept design to ensure that the landfill is designed in accordance with NSW Department of
Environment and Conservation Environmental Guidelines for Solid Waste Landills.

February 2006 to current

The Environmental Assessment is now being prepared, which will assess the potential impact to the
environment from the operation of the new landfill. The assessment will examine aspects relating
to:

the physical environment − land use, soils, surface water, ground water, air quality, noise
biological environment − flora and fauna, pests and weeds
community issues − social, economic, heritage, traffic, amenity and hazards.
Liaison with government departments is being undertaken, in order to clearly identify any issues
that should be addressed during the preparation of the Environmental Assessment. The following
NSW government departments have been consulted with:

Department of Environment and Conservation
Department of Natural Resources
Northern Rivers Catchment Management Authority
Department of Primary Industries − Fisheries
Rural Lands Protection Board.
The local Aboriginal community is also being consulted with, to determine if items or areas of
indigenous significance are located on the proposed new landfill site.
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About the Proposed New Landfill
Details such as capacity, waste acceptance criteria and life of the proposed new landfill are
presented here. This will influence the design and environmental assessment.

The following details the requirements for the new landfill which will influence the concept design
and environmental assessment.

Capacity and Waste Acceptance
The new landfill will be designed as a Solid Waste Class 1 landfill (i.e. designed so that it may
accept putrescible wastes). The new landfill will not be licensed to accept clinical (hospital) waste
and chemicals.

It is intended for the proposed regional landfill to accept over 750,000 tonnes over the life of the
landfill. It is anticipated that approximately 15,000 tonnes will be diverted to the landfill annually
from the Armidale Dumaresq, Uralla and Guyra Local Government Areas.

Based on the capacity of the proposed new landfill, and estimated annual waste acceptance
quantities, the life of the new landfill will be in the order of 50 years.

Development Area
The total development area would be approximately 100 hectares, including buffer zones. The
footprint of the landfill within the development area however will be determined further during the
concept and detailed design phases.

Landfill Operation
An Environmental Protection Licence from the Department of Environment and Conservation will
be sought if the proposed new landfill is approved. If the new landfill is approved, stringent
environmental conditions will be set for the management and operation of the new landfill over its
entire life.

There will be no direct public access to the landfill. Waste will continue to be received and
processed at the existing waste transfer station on Long Swamp Road, with non−recyclable
wastes being compacted and transported to the new facility.

Alternative Waste Technologies
Armidale has an enviable record of achievement in Waste Management. In 2004 Armidale came
first in NSW for its category of Council for recycling, which is now at 450Kg per capita, an
increase of some 50% in the last 5 years. In 2003, Armidale opened its new Waste Transfer Station
at the Long Swamp Road landfill site. This means all refuse is sorted for maximum recycling, green
waste is composted and strict control is exercised over the type of refuse going to landfill.

Council aims to dramatically increase recycling to the point of reducing landfill by 60% − 80% in
the next decade. Armidale Dumaresq Council will therefore continue investigating alternative waste
processing facilities and/or resource recovery facilities at the existing Waste Transfer Station at
Long Swamp Road, with the overall aim of diverting wastes from the landfill
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Environmental Assessment

The approvals process requires the preparation of an Environmental Assessment in accordance with
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. Approval will be sought from the Minister
for Planning (NSW Government).

Any prospective landfill site will be subjected to the most rigorous investigation. This will be done
through the completion of an Environmental Assessment which will be prepared in accordance with
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 for submission to the Minister for Planning
(NS W Government).

A range of investigations will be undertaken as part of the Environmental Assessment, including:

* Hydrology and water quality
* Soils, geology, landform,
*Flora and fauna,
*Archaeology and cultural heritage,
*Noise,
*Air quality and odour,
*Traffic and transport,
*Landuse, landscape and visual amenity,
*Social and economic assessments.

The results of these investigations will assist in the assessment of environmental issues and
planning for the site. A preliminary concept design for the proposed new landfill site will also be
prepared in parallel with the Environmental Assessment.

Conununity input is also important and essential to ensure that a solution that best satisfies
community interests is achieved.

Contact details
Armidale Dumaresq Council
02 6770 3600 begin_ of_the_skype_highlighting
3600 end_ of_the_skype_highlighting (ph)
council@armidale.nsw.gov.au

02 6770

Online Services

aMake a reauest H
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Download files

Armidale Regional Landfill
Project Program, November
2009 (pdf 85 kb)

Armidale Regional Landfill
Project Program, January 2009
(pdf 90 kb )

Armidale Regional Landfill
Project Program, April 2006
(pdf 101 kb )

Armidale Regional Landfill
Project Program, October 2006
(pdf 96 kb)

Armidale Regional Landfill
Project Progrant May 2008
(pdf 90 kb)

Concept Design (pdf 257 kb)

Site Location Map (pdf 294kb)

I want to„.

book a venue

go to the library

get rid of rubbish

pay my rates

apply for a building permit

Community Directory

Contact

Council Meetings

Appendix 3

Letter to Mayor, 2 June, 2008

PNESENVAT~©N ASSOCIATION4 Nc.

Mr Peter Ducat
Mayor
Armidale Dumaresq Council Chambers
Rusden Street
Armidale NSW 2350

Re: Armidale Regional Landfill Proposal

Dear Mayor,
Thank your for your prompt reply to my letter in March, 2008 seeking, inter alia, details ofprecise
reasons given by the Australian Government for the EPBC ruling that the landfill will bea
controlled development. In that, you indicated that you had referred the request to Council officers
for their response. I regret to inform you that more than two months later, I have still received no
response from them. I trust you will remind them of their obligations to respond to reasonable
queries from ratepayers.
On more recent matters, I note with interest the several media reports concerning aspects of the
landfill development process, and ask for Council's responses to the following requests:

1.

2

Can you confirm that Council is now developing aproposal for a Solid Waste, Class 2
landfill, instead of the Class 1 facility that was the basis of the EPBC Referral?

I note Councillor Whan's claim that "Council officers have already explored that option (ie.
Shipping non−recyclable waste elsewhere) and it is a frightening option, both economically,
and from a sustainability point of view."

I believe that the public should be able to review the assumptions and analysis that underpin
this assertion, and hereby request that a copy of the relevant data be made available for
public scrutiny.

3 I note also Councillor Whan's statement that "there would still be some residual which
cannot be economically recycled". I am uncertain about the nature of this 'residual' and
seek clarification on that point. What kinds of waste remain after AWT that will then need
to go to landfill or be otherwise disposed of?

Yours sincerely,
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2 June, 2008

CC.

0
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Appendix4

Letter to Mayor, 3 March, 2008

PRESERVATBON ASSOCBAT~ON inc.
Mr Peter Ducat
Mayor
Armidale Dumaresq Council Chambers
Rusden Street
Armidale NSW 2350

Re: Armidale Regional Landfill Proposal
Dear Mayor,
We note the Australian Government's decision, on 1 October, 2007, under the EPBC Act (1999)
that the Armidale Regional Landfill will be a controlled action requiring 'assessment and approval
by the Australian Government before it can proceed' because it is deemed:

likely to have a significant impact on:
• WorldHeritageproperties (sections 12 and 15A)
• National heritageplaces (Section 15B and 15C)

I seek clarification from Council about:

1. the precise reasons for the decision,

2. the actions that Council and its Consultants are taking in response to the decision,

3. at what point further community involvement will be called for, and

4. the likely time−frame for the finalization of this matter
I ask these questions directly of you because there has been no updating of the ADC website on
landfill matters since 31 August, 2007 when Community Newsletter No.4 was issued, and no
update on substantive development issues since 29 October, 2006.
Yours sincerely,

3 March, 2008

CC.

9

G VEPA
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Appendix5

Letter to Mayor, 15 July, 2008

PRE −Est VATme:,,:, see'» = N ~Nc.

Mr Peter Ducat
Mayor
Armidale Dumaresq Council Chambers
Rusden Street
Armidale NSW 2350

Re: Armidale Regional Landfill Proposal
Dear Mayor,
I write again to request a formal response from Council to my two previous letters seeking
clarification of aspects of Council's current Landfill Proposal, both of which remain unanswered.
Let me remind you of those letters:

1. dated 3 March, 2008
This letter restated the request (of 3 March) for clarification of Council's understanding of the
EPBC decision of October, 2007 and sought amplification of the data underpinning some of
Councillor Whan's assertions reported in the press about aspects of AWT and the transport of non−
recyclable waste elsewhere.

Your prompt acknowledgement of receipt of that letter was appreciated. In it you indicated that you
had passed it on to Council Officers for a response. To date, none has been received.

2. dated 2 June, 2008
The receipt of this letter has never been acknowledged.

When I spoke with you about this letter at the Public Meeting on the Landfill (12 June, 2008) you
said that you would 'look into it', but still I have no response.
As both a ratepayer and President of a formally constituted
community group that is concerned about the efficacy of the new
proposal, I believe that it is my right to expect a prompt response
Council to my letters. Accordingly, I once again request you to
available the data sought.

Yours sincerely,

15 July, 2008

cc. 1. ADC Councillors
2. Mr Richard Torbay
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Appendix 6 Appendix7

Letter & CD to Councillors, 12 June, 2008

PRESERVATEON ASSOC~AT~©N ~Nc.

ADC Management Plan & Budget, 2008−2011 Submission

Herman Beyersdorf
Chair, Waste Management Committee
Armidale Dumaresq Council
99 Arundel Drive
Armidale NSW 2350
Dear Herman,

Re: Proposed Landfill Development
The CD enclosed with this letter contains information relevant to the proposed landfill development that was the
subject of the DEWR Referral, dated 14 September, 2007. These data have been compiled by the Gara Valley
Environment Preservation Association (GVEPA) from various public sources.
GVEPA's decision to release this CD stems from its concern that there has been very limited detailed
information about the various issues raised by the proposed landfill from either Council or its Consultants. We
hope that this package will go some way to redressing that information vacuum.
The CD contains three files:
1. GVEPA's Power Point Presentation, prepared for use with interested community groups.
2. The EPBC decision, as published on the EPBC website and dated 1 October, 2007, about the environmental
acceptability the Armidale Landfill DEWR Referral (dated 2 August, 2007).
3. GVEPA's submission to the EPBC in response to the DEWR ReferraL
We hope that you will take time to peruse these resources and integrate the information into all decision making
regarding the current landfill proposal.

12 June, 2008

G V EPA

N~ t~ea

+61 2 67 7537.3

PRESERVAT ©N ASSOCIATION

ADC Management Plan and Budget 2008−2011 Submission
Re: ADCManagement Plan 2008/2011 Section 1Page 10 Waste (also re: Operational management
Plan 2008−2011 Section Two− Page 20 − Utilities−Capital Projects)

The Gara Valley Environment Preservation Association (G VEPA) seeks
intervention by the Armidale Dumaresq Councillors to prevent the construction of

a new landfill anywhere within the catchment area of the Oxley Wild Rivers
National Park, which is part of the Gondwana Rainforests of A ustralia (GRA)
World Heritage Property.

Notification of REFERRAL DECISION − controlled action
Armidale Regional Landfill, NSW (EPBC 200713646)
This decision is made under [Section 75 and Section 871 of the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).
Proposed action
Person named in the referral Armidale Dumaresq Council

Proposed action To develop aregional landfill on portions of Lot 2 DP 253346,
Lot 1 DP 820271 and Lot 1 DP 253346 Parish of Gara, Armidale, NSW.
Referral decision: Controlled action
Status of Proposed action The proposed action is a controlled action.
The project will require assessment and approval by the A ustralian
Government before it can proceed.

The EPBC Decision that:

"The project is likely to have a significant impact on:
• World Heritage properties (Sections trand ! 5A)
• National Heritage places (Sections 158 and 15C)"

should be ringing alarm bells for all Councillors. The costs involved in attempting to construct the
first Landfill in history that will not leak will be excessive and, in the end, futile.
International reports (e.g. including the American EPA) constantly warn that despite the
assurances and best efforts of technicians, all landfills should be expected to leak at some time in
their lifetime, and they will keep on leaking!

GVEPA argues that water quality in the World Heritage Oxley Wild Rivers National Park
inevitably will be threatened by this new landfill because
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• international evidence indicates that no landfill can be assumed not to leak sometime within
its lifespan − leachate will enter the World Heritage Property;

• there is insufficient data available about both the flood threat and especially about the nature
and extent of the aquifer at the site for a landfill to be built with surety that neither of these
factors could jeopardize its integrity.

Instead of perpetuating this insidious contamination, this 'once in a lifetime' opportunity to reduce
stress upon the Gara River system must be taken by refusing approval for the proposed landfill to be
constructed anywhere in the catchment area.
The time has come to take a step back and review the environmental and economic realities of
trying to push through planning $5000.00 Budgeted for New Landfill Planning and Design:
proposed construction will be a minimum $12million plus $4million per cell plus land purchase
costs) a Landfill that is highly unlikely to gain approval by the Federal Government.
Even if approval is given subject to stringent guidelines, the eventual failure of the Landfill and the
pollution of the World Heritage Oxley Wild Rivers National Park will bring with it enormous
additional costs for reparation to be borne by the ADC ratepayers of future generations. We must
learn from the recent clean−ups necessitated by the Martin Street Pole Treatment Works and the Old
Gas Works − both legacies of former Councils that no doubt thought their actions were responsible
at the time!
It is unacceptable to GVEPA for ADC/Maunsell to argue that because the ADC has mismanaged its
planning process, it should be permitted to built a landfill on a site that clearly violates Nationally
Significant Environmental values and World Heritage obligations. If a new landfill must be built,
then what is needed is a site that does not risk pollution of the World Heritage Gondwana
Rainforests of Australia. All UNESCO World Heritage sites are admitted to the register because
they are judged internationally to be 'places of "outstanding universal value"' and 'their protection
is our shared responsibility'11.

GVEPA's view is that since the proposed landfill is to be a regional facility, then the search fora
suitable site should reasonably be extended to all Councils that are expected to be users of the
facility.
GVEPA argues that the full, long−term consequences of this landfill being built cannot be
anticipated while ever the FULL range of endangered/vulnerable species present in and supported
by the Gara River, thence Oxley Wild Rivers National Park, is not identified. Consequently it is not
possible to assert with confidence that no significant impacts upon threatened species of endangered
ecological communities are likely.

We urge the elected Councillors, whose responsibilities are listed in the ADC's Draft Management
Plan:

• To direct and control the affairs of the Council in accordance with the Local Government
Act 1993.

" Extracts from "Ihe World Heritage Convention: A Flagship Programme for the Conservation of Biodiversity'
16 September, 2004.
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• To participate in the optimum allocation of Council's resources for the benefit of the
Council area.

• To play a key role in the creation and review of Council's policies, objectives and criteria
relating to the exercise of Council's regulatory functions.

• To review the performance of the Council and its delivery of services, and the Management
Plans and revenue policies of the Council.

and whose role as individuals is to:
• To represent the interests of the residents and ratepayers.
• To provide leadership and guidance to the Community.

e To facilitate communication between the Community and the Council (Section 232).

to take charge of this contentious and ill−advised development process by demanding full
knowledge of all developments and by refusing to allocate the resources sought and to redirect
the planning process along the lines outlined in this submission above.

G VEPA

%* 1110
mu m−w 22so
n •61267 753743
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Appendix 8

Letter to Windsor, 5 August, 2008

PRESERVATION $SOC~AT~OH ~,4c,

Mr Tony Windsor
Member for New England
PO Box 963
TAMWORTH NSW 2340
5 August, 2008

Re: EPBC Reason for Decision

Dear Tony,
I write to extend to you the sincere thanks of the GVEPA membership for your effective
representation of our concerns to both the Government (Mr Peter Garrett) and Shadow Ministry (Mr
Greg Hunt). It was particularly pleasing to receive the full text of the EPBC reasoning as stated by
the Assistant Secretary, DEWR, dated 7 November, 2007.
From our perspective, the EPBC reasoning is strongly supportive GVEPA's arguments throughout
and strengthens our resolve to press ahead with our campaign of opposition to any new landfill
anywhere within the World Heritage area's catchment.
We are continuing to identify relevant information resources which we are committing to revised
versions of our CD and distributing to the public as the opportunity arises. We look forward to
meeting with you and Mr Torbay on Thursday, 15 August, 2008 to discuss more fully the recent
developments and seek your advice on future planned actions.
Thank you again, we are most appreciative of your efforts to assist us in this matter.

Hi Megan,

Attached is the 2007 Submission by GVEPA on the Maunsell/ADC Referral to the EPBC. This
submission was hastily written because GVEPA was not made aware of the opportunity to to make
one until just a few days before the closing date (it was a designated 10 day exhibition period).
Fortunately, the Environment Defenders Office Lismore) was a tower of strength in assisting us get
it in.

Just in case you do not have the EPBC decision to hand, it is also attached it to complete the picture.
GVEPA could not get a copy of the reasons for this decision through Council, so we asked our local
Member, Tony Windsor, to get it. The 5−page statement by the EPBC is most readily accessed from
the GVEPA website

http−/!www.worldheritagedump.com.au/EPBCdec_ision.asp

Thanks for your advice,

Best wishes

cc. Mr R Torbay, Speaker, NSW Parliament

GV EPA

mænd
F'O t,o~ 1110

etSW 23SO
+41 2 67 753743
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RE: Armidale Dumaresq Council /Waste management (non−
sewerage)/Armidale /NSW/Armidale Regional Landfill

Reference Number : 2007/3646

Email submission to:
Referrals Section (EPBC Act)
Approvals and Wildlife Division
Department of the Environment and Water Resources
GPO Box 787
Canberra ACT 2601

Email: epbc.referrals(a..environment.g ov.au

Date and Time emailed: 3.45 pm, Friday, 14 September 2007
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GVEPA Submission re: DEWR Referral No 2007/3646 Page 1 of 33

RE: Armidale Dumaresq Council /Waste management (non− sewerage)/Armidale
/NSW/Armidale Regional Landfill Reference Number: 2007/3646

The Gara Valley Environment Preservation Association (G VEPA) seeks intervention by the
Australian Government to prevent the construction of a newputrescible landfill anywhere
within the catchment area of the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park, which is part of the
Gondwana Rainforests of Australia (GRA) World Heritage Property.

GVEPA's Concerns

GVEPA believes that there are two complementary sets of concerns that justify such intervention:

1. Inevitable contamination of the inflowing water to the World Heritage National Park that
can be expected to be on−going indefinitely, and

2. Increased threat, caused by pollution of the waterways and land clearing, to several
threatened species on site, both fauna and flora, including one remnant of critically
endangered Box−Gum Woodland.

GVEPA also asserts that there has been inadequate exploration of alternative sites within the
region for sites that would drain away from World Heritage Properties, thereby relieving stress
on the Gara−Macleay River systems that are the lifeblood of the Oxley Wild Rivers National
Park. This is a crucially important issue because already the Gara River is acknowledged as
being under dire stress from inadequate flow−rates (DEWR Referral, p.24), negative
consequences being noted with respect to three threatened frog species (including the Booralong
Frog) and the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park. Relieving this river system offurther stress due
to contamination by landfill leachate thus becomes increasingly important. The current landfill

proposal will do just the opposite|

1. Threat to Water Quality

The security of leachate within the landfill is recognized by aU as being central to the
acceptability of the entire proposal. The claim made (DEWR Referral, 5.1.1. p.34) is that:

No impact ... is predicted due to stringent landfill design standards and
contingency plans

GVEPA Submission re: DEWR Referral No 2007/3646 Page 2 of 33



This same kind of phrase recurs frequently in the summary sections of its several commissioned
specialist reports, no doubt seeking to establish a context of reassurance that all will be well: the
experts will take care of allproblems1.

There are, however, several reasons why the soothing reassurances by the developers and
their consultants should be examined closely. As Lee & Jones−Lee (2004, pp.6,7) have
observed:

Landf!llpermit applicants and their consultants as well as some
regulatory agency staff will claim that the eventual failure of the landfill
liner system is of limited significance in causing groundwater pollution,
since the landfill cover can keep the wastes dry, and thereby prevent
leachate generation. ... While they would like to have others believe that
that situation will continue to exist in perpetuity, it will not, because of
the eventual deterioration of the low−permeability plastic sheeting layer
in the landfill cover.

Another deception with respect to landfill covers is that they can be
effectively monitored to detect when moisture leakage through the cover
occurs.

Further, even if it were detected, the typicalpostclosurefunding that is
allowed does not provide adequate funds to determine where the landfill
cover has failed and to repair it. ...

...
The situation is that no political entity, from the

...
(federal to state to

local levels ofgovernment)
... wants to be responsible for causing those

who generate solid waste to have to pay for the true cost of its
management/disposal. It is estimated that solid waste disposal that is
truly protective of public health and the environment would double or
triple the cost of solid waste management. Instead of increasing
everyone 's cost of solid waste management ...

the political entities are
opting for short−term protection, and passing these costs on to future
generations in terms of lost groundwater resources and adverse impacts
to the health, welfare and interests of those in the vicinity of the landfills.

This extract challenges directly the implicit assumptions and assurances of the 'permit applicants'
that current scientific knowledge and resources can guarantee a secure landfill design that will
contain leachate indefinitely. In GVEPA's view, this apparent reality clearly demands that
unless we, as a society, are willing to knowingly cause pollution of the World Heritage
Oxley Wild Rivers National Park, then this landfill proposal must be rejected.

i Just why commissioned specialists would be in a position to make such an assertion on behalf of the
ADC/Maunsell is something of a puzzle!

GVEPA notes the large degree of parallel between the scenario described above and two
infamous chapters in the recent history of the Armidale Dumaresq Council regarding pollution of
the environment, at least one of which did indeed cause health problems for citizens. Both the
Martin Street subdivision (formerly a pole treatment site) and the old Gas Works sites were
highly polluted by 'industries' that presumably were not regarded as problematic at the time of
their respective inceptions, but which ultimately the scientific community and public alike
recognized as being highly problematic and finally were 'rehabilitated' at great cost to
subsequent generations of citizens and governments, rather than to those who actually created the
pollution.

If Lee & Jones−Lee's analysis is accurate, and GVEPA has not encountered any substantiated
evidence to suggest that it is not, then any landfill built in the present era must be expected to
eventually cause both environmental pollution and to incur unknown costs that future generations
will have to bear in its remediation. The risk is, it seems, that remediation will be ignored
because of limited funding and apparent disregard for the consequences.

The fact that the pollution that will be released by the proposed Armidale Regional Landfill
will ultimately degrade a World Heritage property makes it that much more problematic
again.

This is a development that must not be permitted to proceed, ideally not in any location, but
if it has to proceed somewhere, then not in the catchment of the Gondwana Rainforests of
Australia.

So what goes on in landfills?

1.1 Why do Landfills will inevitably leak?

International reports (eg including the American EPA) constantly warn that despite the
assurances and best efforts of technicians, all landfills should be expected to leak at some
time in their lifetime, and they will keep on leaking!

The US EPA has identified the reason, in its draft regulations of 1988 (cited in Lee & Jones−Lee,
2004, p.4):

... even the best liner and leachate collection system will ultimately fail
due to natural deterioration ...

The chemical cocktail that inevitably builds up in a landfill is known to interact with clay liners
and finally softens them so that increased fluid loss occurs. Even when plastic liners are used
together with clay in a composite barrier, the chemical mix gradually attacks and weakens the
plastics as well so that leachate contamination of groundwater is inevitable.

We note that the proposed landfill design is for a clay−only liner, one that is discredited in the
US where clay−plastic composites are commonly required (and in some cases double composite
layers are required). But even using composite liners, while the rate of leachate might be slowed
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in the short−term when compared with that from a clay−lined landfill, the end result is much the
same − leachate leakage will eventually occur.

Again Lee and Lee−Jones cite the US EPA:

Once the unit is closed, the bottom layer of the landfill will deteriorate
over time and, consequently, will not prevent leachate transport out of the
unit.

It elaborated the mechanism, pointing out that the chemical changes that occur are not obvious,
because they take place at the bottom of the landfill, so by the time they are detected in
groundwater, it is too late − the damage has been done, is almost impossible to repair, and it will
be inordinately costly to do so.

It should be noted that the time−frame involved in the production of leachate and its release into
the environment appears to be remarkably long, in the order of hundreds of years (if not
thousands of years − note the claim that a Roman built landfill some 2000 years ago is still
producing leachate! !). In that sense, the problem might not necessarily emerge within the
designated life−time of the landfill, but emerge it will, and keep on leaching toxins into the
environment well into the future.

GVEPA has not found any evidence during its searching of international sources that
refutes the above conclusions. Consequently, we argue that it must be assumed that
inevitably, the proposed landfill will leak! It is only a matter of time.

Surprisingly, the DEWR Referral document appears to be silent on this issue! Rather, it outlines
sketchily a 'containment and management strategy' that assumes that all leachate will be retained
on site. GVEPA's consultant is critical of this aspect of it because (Appendix A, p.2):

... there is no mechanism put forward to deal with any inadequacies with
the containment strategy (during the operation of the proposal) and the
likely impact that any inadequacies would have on the water quality of
the Gara River and therefore the broader impacts on the World Heritage
National Park nearby.

It is further concluded (p.3) that without much more detailed information about such issues as the
reliability of the containment system, how its efficacy will be monitored, the potential impacts
upon the environment should it fail (including the types of pollutants, their quantities and
ecological implications) and a contingency management plan that would be implemented should
it fail, then

... it is difficult to confidently conclude that the proposal will not have
any significant impact upon the values of the adjoining World Heritage
Areas, either directly or indirectly. This isparticularly evident in light of
the already degraded nature of the Gara River as a receiving water of the
proposal, and a tributary of the greater Oxley Wild Rivers drainage.
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Such silence is extremely disappointing, indeed alarming, given the message that GVEPA has
gleaned from the international literature that any landfill constructed in the World Heritage Oxley
Wild Rivers National Park catchment will inevitably, sooner or later, pollute further that
environment.

We say 'pollute further that environment' because it is our understanding that leachate has
already leaked from the current ADC Landfill (see below, p. 9) and so must be assumed now to
be polluting the World Heritage property to some degree. This situation must NOT be
exacerbated by the building of another landfill elsewhere in the same catchment. It is essential
that this once−in−a−lifetime opportunity be seized to cap the pollution being fed into the system
rather than increase it. As it is, GVEPA expects that the current landfill will continue to deliver
leachate into the Gara Rover for decades to come.

1.2 A Recent Failure

Closer to home, the Timbarra Gold Mine2 episode stands as a powerful testimony to the fact that
both industry consultants and the Government approval process alike cannot be relied upon to
'get it right'. No doubt the experts behind that proposal were confident that they 'had it right',
and Government authorities obviously agreed, because cyanide leachate was involved. But still it
failed.

One factor in the Timbarra case was unusually high rainfall. This could also be a factor in the
Gara landfill proposal. Climate change is being widely blamed for extreme weather events and
sooner or later we might expect the Gara region to experience extreme rainfall. Even without that
circumstance, the site is known to be prone to flooding, as Council's previous consultant had
already advised (GVEPA, Briefing Document, p.5 & Maunsell, 2004, p.67):

... the site is located mid−catchment, with potential forflooding and there
is previous evidence offlooding at the site.

We understand that the construction of a landfill in flood−prone areas is prohibited under EPA&A
guidelines.

No doubt it is argued that the proposed landfill site is notfloodprone, though local knowledge
affirms that it is. Regardless, the acknowledged fact is that no relevantflood data exist, so an
approximation has been made using average indicators and a 100 year projected water level has
been estimated (DEWR Referral, p.25). The extreme weather events being encountered in recent
years, however, must cast severe doubt over the adequacy of that safety margin. GVEPA's
PowerPoint presentation includes a recent photograph of the main gully taken near where the
landfill watercourse joins it. Even after just 58 mm of normal rain, the volume of run−off was
impressive. When extreme rainfall does hit the area, then we must expect that local flooding will

2 See for example, http ://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Timbarra Gold Mine, http ://www.bigscrub.or g.au/timbarra.html.
and Appendix B, p. l.
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be severe. We understand that the claim made in the Timbarra case was that water containment
was designed to meet a once−in−400 year level.

But even if we assume that the risk of significant flooding is minimal, there is clearly uncertainty
about the nature and extent of the existing aquifer near the site3. RCA Australia has reported
(DEWR Referral, Appendix D, Section 6.10, p.17) that:

... Ref [7] requires that the groundwaterflow andflowpathsfor all
aquifers on aproposed landfill site be identified with a high degree of
certainty. ... recommended that groundwater levels in the bores be logged
in parallel with rainfall over a sufficiently long period to assess temporal
variations in the groundwater regime.

all of which appears to indicate that long−term data gathering and analysis of the site's aquifer
should be undertaken BEFORE the requirements of Ref [7] can be assured. We infer that failure
to do so runs the risk of there being unsuitable underground conditions upon which to build a
landfill.

In summary, GVEPA argues that water quality in the World Heritage Oxley Wild Rivers
National Park inevitably will be threatened by this new landfill because

• international evidence indicates that no landfill can be assumed not to leak sometime
within its lifespan − leachate will enter the World Heritage Property;

• there is insufficient data available about both the flood threat and especially about
the nature and extent of the aquifer at the site for a landfill to be built with surety
that neither of these factors could jeopardize its integrity.

1.3 Problems with the Geology

Uncertainty about the suitability of the hydro−geotechnical environment of the site appears also to
underpin EA Systems advice to Maunsell. Its report concludes (DEWR Referral, Appendix C,
p. 15) that:

... the outcome of the limited (our emphasis) geo−technical assessment
undertaken of the proposed site does not preclude (our emphasis) the
construction of a landfill facility. The site should be suitable if suitable
construction specifications are adhered to. The soil properties of the
underlying decomposed sandstone material should provide a suitable in−
situ lining material provided it is ripped and wetted to provide adequate
compaction. The orange clay material found across the site ... should
provide a material suitable for capping purposes.

3 A productive DIPNR registered bore is located approximately 50 metres west of the landfill site boundary

The recurrence of the word 'should', rather than 'does', is hardly a fulsome endorsement of the
suitability of the materials available on site from which to construct the landfill, while the
observation that the site is 'not precluded' by the evidence again conveys are very clear message
of caution. To GVEPA. This equivocation sets off alarm bells: what is at stake here is the
well−being of a World Heritage National Park system and we believe that it is Australia's
obligation NOT to take action that might further jeopardize its integrity.

Uncertainty about the suitability of the soils available on the site is also implicit in RCA
Australia's report (DEWR Referral, Appendix D, p.17):

Potential geotechnical constraints to the proposed works that are
identified include:
* Potential dispersive soil and high erosion hazard. This has
implications for compacted clay capping and liner as well as for water
storage embankments.

Taken together, the EA Systems and RCA Australia analyses and conclusions appear to reinforce
the judgements of a NSW Dept of Public Works Peer Review report in 2001. There it was
reported that the likelihood was HIGH that leakage of leachate into the groundwater/river system
would occur (Criterion 15). As would be expected, it rated this as having a CRITICAL impact
upon the environment, It further recommended that a 'sound assessment' of local and regional
geology be undertaken and warned that the consequences of a failed barrier system would have a
CRITICAL impact and would result in EXPENSIVE remediation procedures. In GVEPA 's
view, this DP Wanalysis is remarkably consistent with the conclusions of landfill specialists
such as Lee and Associates, whose work was cited above.

We stress again, that the kind of liner being proposed in the DEWR Referral is not a
plastic−clay composite liner, rather it is a basic clay−only liner that even with the best of
materials can be expected to deteriorate and release leachate 'sooner, rather than later' It
appears that the quality of clays available on the proposed site is NOT 'the best'! Furthermore,
there is no attempt at quantification of the supply of clay soils on the site: is there enough to build
the landfill properly and manage it over the next 50 years? If quantities on−site are insufficient,
where will appropriate additional clay soil come from and might the integrity of landfill be
prejudiced by recourse to inferior clay soil?

Throughout the above mentioned Peer review report, frequent reference was made to the
importance of 'monitoring and management' by the operating authority. We have already drawn
attention to the inadequacy of the DEWR Referral in this regard (see above, p. 5), and here reflect
upon the recent management practices of the Armidale Dumaresq Council in relation to its
current facility.

1.4 Poor ADCManagement & Monitoring Record

We note that the DEWR Referral (p.54) accords the ADC
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a satisfactory record of responsible environmental management

the only data being provided (as opposed to general assertions and appeals to policies as opposed
to practices) being the award of the Telstra Land Care Award for Local Government in 2000.
However, at about the same time, the EPA's Compliance Audit Report was revealing many faults
in the management and monitoring of the existing landfill on Long Swamp Road (NSW EPA,
2000, Executive Summary). It states:

Thefindings of the audit indicate that the enterprise was not complying
with a number of conditions attached to ... the Environment Operations
Act.

Issues of concern identified through further observations include:

− The collection of uncontaminated surface water in the leachate
collection system, increasing the quantity of leachate contaminated water
that requires disposal

− Scouring of the landfill batter „.allowing infiltration of surface water
into the landfill

− The inadequate collection of surface water, contaminated by landfilling
activities, likely to cause pollution of groundwaters

− The degradation of local amenity through inadequate litter controls
and inadequate covering of waste.

More specifically with respect to groundwater contamination, the report declares (NSW EPA,
2000, p.5):

The licensee has implemented a comprehensive water monitoring
program involving quarterly sampling of surface andground waters for a
range of parameters. Thefirst round of sampling in February 2000
indicated that high levels of contaminants were present in the
groundwater in the well located adjacent to the northern boundary. It
was reported that the high levels may have been caused by leachate
contamination.

GVEPA does not share Maunsell's assertion that the ADC has a 'satisfactory record' regarding
the management of its current facility. At best, we can assume that every effort would be made
to minimize the loss of leachate. The question is, is that good enough when the future health and
integrity of a World Heritage National Park system is at stake? GVEPA says NO!
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2. Threat to Flora and Fauna

Before addressing the anticipated impact of the proposal on flora and fauna, we first draw
attention to perceived serious inadequacies in the survey data base upon which conclusions are
drawn about the likely consequences of the proposal in practice.

2.1 Inadequacies in the Survey Data

There are two worrying aspects of the survey work undertaken for this environmental assessment:
its astonishingly brief period of field work and its limited focus. GVEPA does not regard this as
a reflection upon the diligence of the consultants, rather, we presume, of the assumptions
underpinning the development of the Terms of Reference developed by Maunsell for its
consultants.

The EA Systems report acknowledges the limitations of the fauna survey data gathered for this
assessment (DEWR Referral, Appendix B, p.23):

The main limitation of the survey is the 'snapshot' nature of the survey
during which only aproportion of the full species diversity is likely to be
detected.

The data were collected on just 4 days in 2005 (2 in March and 2 in October) on the landfill site
and 1 day on the TSR at the access road, or something less that 1% of the available time. The
nocturnal survey was carried out over a period of just 11 hours.

Exacerbating this deficiency is the chosen times at which the observations were made. March
and October lie at either end of the peak period for observations, the consequence being that
fewer species would be expected than if observations were made during the peak period.

GVEPA readily accepts the Consultant's caveat here and notes that the tabulated data that are
presented bear many entries such as 'not recorded'. How many more species, and in particular,
migratory, vulnerable or endangered species, would be recorded if the full diversity was known?
On the basis of this sample, is it possible to confidently conclude that no community of a
particular bird species exists on the site? For example, is the following claim defensible (DEWR
Referral, Appendix B, p.115)?

No bird species on site listed as migratory or listed marine species under
the EPBC Act were recorded on the study area. The proposed
development, therefore, is not likely to have a significant impact on the
migratory or listed marine species detected on the study area.

What does this minimalist sample mean, then, for the validity of subsequent conclusions about
impacts upon the environment? How defensible are the conclusions drawn? If, for example,
several more of the endangered/vulnerable species had been observed, or if larger numbers had
been encountered, what differences might that have made to the conclusions drawn?
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Apart from the limited nature of the observations made, our confidence in the reporting of
available pre−existing data has been lessened by the consultant's failure to identify a fully
documented report of a sighting of the endangered Regent Honeyeater in 2000 in the
Travelling Stock Reserve just across the Waterfall Way and quite near to the proposed landfill
site (Appendix B, p. 2).

Similarly, the endangered Spotted Tailed Quoll has been recorded in very close proximity to
the proposed site4 which includes extensive areas of suitable habitat fro this species (Appendix B,
p.1).

It is difficult not to conclude that minimizing the opportunities for consultants to gather data
equates to minimising the chances that significant data will be unearthed, thereby maximizing the
chances of approving authorities endorsing aproposal. Information is power: withholding or
suppressing it is apowerful means of influencing a decision!

Beyond the limited survey data that were gathered, and the question marks that hang over it, it is
not clear to GVEPA why the Gara River environment itself was not also studied. We
presume that this reflects Maunsell's assumption that no leachate will ever be lost from the site,
but as we have argued above, GVEPA's conviction is that leachate will enter the groundwater
system sooner or later, and will go on doing so well into the future. Both of GVEPA's
consultants have alluded to the need for further research into the likely ecological consequences
of leachate pollutions of the Gara River (Appendix A, p.3 & Appendix B, p.2)

GVEPA argues that the full, long−term consequences of this landfill being built cannot be
anticipated while ever the FULL range of endangered/vulnerable species present in and
supported by the Gara River, thence Oxley Wild Rivers National Park, is not identified.
Consequently it is not possible to assert with confidence that no significant impacts upon
threatened species of endangered ecological communities are likely.

2.2 Impact on Flora & Fauna

GVEPA's belief is that matters of national ecological significance are clearly threatened by
the proposed landfill development. Whilst the DEWR Referral asserts that 'no significant
impacts on threatened species or endangered ecological communities are considered likely,
GVEPA argues that:

• Maunsell's own consultant appears to report a contrary opinion

4 Local acquaintances living on the adjacent Commissioners Waters creek report increasing losses of poultry to
Quon in recent years.

5 GVEPA's consultant advises that if leachate escapes into the river system then heavy metals are most likely to be
among the toxins released. These 'can cause fish kills as well as impacts on other biota, and a buildup of organic
material. Although additional organic material in the system will not cause fish kills, it will alter the ecosystem,
making it more suitable for exotic species, and changing species compositions.

the critically endangered Box−Gum Woodland is among the finest rernaining
remnants on the New England Tablelands and is a site of high national conservation
value;

wildlife corridor fragmentation, already at critical levels in this locality, will be
exacerbated

• significant impacts can be expected on several vulnerable or endangered species.

2.2. 1 Maunsell's Claims

In assessing the 'Likely impacts on matters of national environmental significance' the
claim is made that (DEWR Referral, p.34):

No significant impacts on threatened species or endangered ecological
communities are considered likely

...

The landfill facility will be constructed and operated in a manner that
avoids significant off− site impacts from ground and surface water
contamination or spread of weeds and pests on the Oxley Wild Rivers
National Park, World Heritage Area.

The language here is important to analyse. This statement doesn't claim that leachate will
not leak from the site, but it does imply that such an outcome can be managed so that the
pollution caused will not be 'significant ofFsite'. This begs the question of what
constitutes a 'significant' impact − how is that defined, how is it measured and against
what yardstick? Put alternatively, how much poison is too much in an ecological
community? And in whose opinion is that the case?

As noted already, GVEPA's consultant has questioned the lack of research and analysis in
relation to the nature of the leachates that might be formed and, in particular, their likely
impacts upon the Gara River ecology (see above, p. 5). Another of GVEPA's consultants
reinforced that criticism) Appendix B, p.2):

Theproject documentation has failed to mention the considerable risk to
riparian and aquatic communities within the Oxley Wild Rivers National
Park from the generation of sediment, hydrocarbon, pesticide, nutrient
andgrosspollutant contamination at the site. Oxley Wild Rivers National
Park contains a host of riparian and aquatic species highly dependent
upon the maintenance of existing water quality; the proposed landfill will
impact adversely upon many of these core natural values of the World
Heritage property.

Also implicit in the Referral's assertion is that there will be no significant threats posed by
the inevitable land clearing required to build both the access road and the landfill itself.
GVEPA believes that Maunsell's own consultant has reported differently.
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2.2.2 Consultant's Cautions

GVEPA notes the consultant's observation on this issue (DEWR Referral, Appendix B,
p.32):

Impacts to biodiversity resulting from the landfill development will span
time scales that are at least inter−generational, if not permanent. The
losses that will occur at the landfill site also contribute to the already
significant level of cumulative loss that has occurred at a regional scale
on the New England Tablelands (DEC 2006).

So, just as the river system is already under great stress from human intervention, so too are
the vegetation communities of the New England. And as the consultant goes on to report,
this landfill proposal will add further and possibly irrevocably, to that degradation.

The proposed action will involve clearing which will result in a reduction
in the area of woodland and grassland habitat that supports nativeflora
and fauna, includingfive threatened species, one ROTAP species and one
endangered ecological community.

Even with the limited survey data to hand, the projected land clearing of the landfill
site and its access road will adversely affect nationally significant species and
vegetation.

2.2.3 The Box−Gum Critically Endangered Ecological Community (CEEC)

GVEPA understands that the Box−Gum CEEC in and bordering the landfill site is one of
just a few such communities remaining in NSW. As the DEWR Referral notes (Appendix
B, pp.26):

Between 60 and 90% of grassy woodlands on the Northern Tablelands
have been cleared since European settlement (Keith, 2004). The overall
habitat value of the box−gum woodland community of the study area is
considered to be high.

GVEPA's own consultant has cited a more recent assessment provided in 2006 to the
Minister, DEH, that indicates a 'decline of 95% or more of its original extent' (Appendix
tda, p.2) and recognizes this woodland as being more than 'endangered', it is critically
endangered.

The DEWR Referral (Appendix B, p. 38) notes that

The diversity of habitats on and around the study area is relatively high
due to the presence of a mosaic of woodlands, grasslands, sedgelands,
farm dams and the Gara River. The box−gum woodland beside Waterfall

GVEPA submission re DEWR Referral No. 2007/3646 Page l3 of 33

Way has high habitat value with high biodiversity, many mature trees,
and low numbers of exoticflora and fauna.

Despite being a critically endangered ecological community, it is intended to build an
access route through 200m of this woodland which will require partial clearing. Given the
extent of clearing of native vegetation from the New England since European settlement,
surely the time has come to call a halt, while some vestiges of former habitats remain! This
is especially arguable given the CEEC status of this woodland. On this issue, GVEPA's
consultant states (Appendix A, p.2):

Whilst it is acknowledged that the proposal has attempted to minimize
impacts on identified Box gum woodland community by locating the
access track in an apparently degraded remnant it should be noted that
given the limited range and distribution of this community, under the
EPBC Act, Policy statement 1.1 (SignificantImpact Guidelines, May
2006) any impact is likely to be significant (GVEPA 's emphasis).

GVEPA notes that a lot of space in the Referral is devoted to justifying the loss of
invaluable natural environment by notions of 'Compensatory Habitat Offsets' (Maunsell,
Appendix B, p.75) and various rehabilitation strategies. We are persuaded by the DEC
(2006) statement above, that such measures are NOT an acceptable substitute for further
loss of vegetation on the New England, especially where known vulnerable and endangered
species and communities are concerned. As the DEC (2006) argument implies, habitat
offsets will need many years to acquire the comparable degree of maturity necessary to
develop the equivalent ecological biodiversity of the cleared vegetation. In the meantime,
threatened and endangered fauna suffer further reduction of habitat that can only increase
their vulnerability.

But the most powerful refutation of this Compensatory Habitat Offset strategy lies in
the fact that it is not applicable to critically endangered ecological communities
(Appendix A, p.2):

For critically endangered ecological communities, the use of a
biodiversity offset strategy is not recognized by the Department of the
Environment and Water Resources as a mitigatory measure.

GVEPA concludes that

• clearing any part of the Box−Gum CEEC must be understood to represent a
significant impact upon that ecological community, as well as the fauna it
supports and has the potential to support;

• the proposed Compensatory Habitat Offset is both inapplicable and
unacceptable

which clearly implies that this site must not be developed as a landfill.
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2.2.4 Extent of the Box−Gum Woodland questioned

We note too that the Referral seeks to define the Box−Gum Woodland as being restricted to
that relatively healthy component on the adjacent TSR, preferring to describe the landfill
site as a Stringybark Woodland. While this would be convenient to the proponents of the
landfill proposal, GVEPA is not convinced about that distinction, deferring instead to the
NSW NPWS definition of a Box−Gum Woodland that is more encompassing (NPWS, nd,
pp4,5).

Remnant Box−Gum Woodland can occur in a range of conditions, from
almost pristine to highly modified. The importance of aparticular Box−
Gum Woodland remnant to the maintenance and recovery of this EEC in
a local region needs to be considered in the context of the extent and
condition of Box−Gum Woodland in the local region.

Intact Box−Gum Woodland remnants in which native greases and wild
flowers characterise the ground layer are extremely rare and highly
significant in all regions. Remnants of this quality should be managed
appropriately to ensure they remain in such good condition.

Where the Box−Gum Woodland remnant is in less than pristine condition
it is still considered part of the EEC as long as the site has at least part of
its natural soil and seedbank intact, so that under appropriate
management it would respond to assisted natural regeneration. Therefore
the Box−Gum Woodland EEC can include the following conditions,
•Trees present as a canopy with a non−native ground−layer,
•Characteristic tree species absent as a result of past clearing or
thinning and only other tree species andgroundlayer present and
•_Overstorey absent as a result ofpast clearing or thinning and only a
ground−layer present.

Depending on the local extent and condition of Box−Gum Woodland,
isolated box or gum trees scattered across apaddock may also form part
of the EEC.

GVEPA argues that by this definition of a Box−Gum Woodland, the proposed landfill
site, as well as the TSR community could easily both be so classified.

2.2.5 Fragmentation

The proposal acknowledges that it will exacerbate the fragmentation that the existing
woodlands exhibit (DEWR Referral, Appendix B, p.34):

Clearing of parts of the box−gum woodlands in the TSR and parts of the
stringbark woodland will contribute to fragmentation of woodland habitat
with associated edge effects and reduced connectivity.

Elsewhere the significance of such connectivity is noted (DEWR Referral, Appendix B, pp.
11,12):

These isolated remnants of woodland provide potential habitat to
enhance connectivity of wildlife populations and help some species to
overcome the consequences of habitatfragmentation (Wilson &
Lindenmeyer 1995). Species that require continuous forested areas are
likely to disappear from areas that are severely fragmented. Thus every
patch of woodland in this area potentially plays and important role in
facilitating dissemination ofpropagules and genetic material of native
fauna andflora that helps to maintain viable populations within the local

area.

The proposed landfill site is part of an established Citizens Wildlife Corridor, a
community−based initiative to restore native vegetation in strategically located corridors so
that native fauna, especially birds, have continuous food and shelter to facilitate their
natural movements back and forth across the landscape. It forms a vital link between the
Oxley Wild Rivers National Park and the smaller outliers such as the Yina and Imbota
Nature Reserves.

GVEPA 's perspective is that this Box−Gum CEEC Woodland, including the Stringybark
Woodland, is so important as part of the wildlife corridor within this local region, that it
should not be interfered with, and certainly not diminished by clearing.

2.2. 6 Other Threatened Species

GVEPA acknowledges the detailed collation and analysis of data provided by the EA
Systems (DEWR Referral, Appendix B)6 and draws attention to the following conclusions
from that analysis.

Five listed threatened species were observed on the study area: Narrow−
leaved black peppermint

... Speckled Warbler .... Diamond Firetail
....Eastern bent−wing bat and Koala ... One threatened species,

Hooded robin ... haspreviously been recorded adjacent to the site and
any extant or new populations of this species would be likely to utilize the
woodland habitats on the study area.

(DE WR Referral, Appendix B, p. 77).

It was then observed that both the landfill operational site and the access road through the
TSR did not constitute 'core koala habitat' (DEWR Referral, Appendix B, p.63), GVEPA
would argue that the TSR most certainly qualifies as 'potential koala habitat' because it is

But note our concerns about the adequacy of the field study's observation sample (see above, p. 10)
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part of the same Box−Gum CEEC remnant in which the koala was observed (the
observation was a few hundred metres east of the proposed road access).

The EA Systems consultant further concludes that:

... the loss of habitat due to the proposed development will have a
sigm'ficant impact on local populations of two threatened woodland birds
(Diamondfiretailfinch and Speckled warbler) which are known to occur
on the site, and other potentially occurring threatened species including
Hooded robin, Barking Owl, Black−chinned honeyeater and Squirrel
glider.

(DE WR Referral, Appendix B, p. 77)

In addition, GVEPA draws attention to the following vulnerable or endangered species
known within the locality of the proposed landfill. A synopsis of the threat posed by the
development to each of these species is provided in Appendix C. Theses species are:

1. Regent honeyeater − endangered − key threats include loss and further
fragmentation of habitat, and reduction in large flowering eucalypts:

2 Swiftparrot − endangered − similar to those documented for the Regent
Honeyeater with the additional 'major' threat posed by the proposal to
erect a 2m high chainlink fence around the perimeter of the operational
landfill site. This bird is a known low−flying species vulnerable to such
obstacles in its 'flyways';

3 Spotted Tailed Quoll − endangered − it is anticipated that the clearing of a
substantial area of native vegetation on the site will result in the removal
of tree hollows and fallen timber, both being recognized key habitat
features for this species. A considerable impact on this species is
anticipated.

4. Narrow Leaved Black Peppermint − vulnerable − most occurrences of this species
are small populations on private land and are therefore highly susceptible
to loss through clearing by landholders. 'Development of land adjacent
to the existing individuals of this species in the vicinity of the proposed
landfill has the potential to adversely impact upon the viability of the
species by limiting opportunities for recruitment and enhancement of
critically low population numbers'

5. Three species frogs − the Yellow spotted tree frog (endangered), Peppered frog
(vulnerable) and Booroolongfrog (vulnerable) have been documented
historically in the Gara & Commissioners Waters Rivers, though are now
thought to be extinct in those environments. However, should any of
these species still occur in the locality, then the mobilization of
sediments, coupled with declines in water quality as a result of the
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construction and operation of the proposed landfill would have a major
impact on their chances of regeneration.

All these data lead GVEPA to the inevitable conclusion that the construction and
commissioning of the proposed landfill has the potential to impact substantially on the
World Heritage values of the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park.

A Different Site is Needed

We have noted above our assumption that the existing ADC landfill almost certainly already
impacts upon the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park through 1eachate loss from the existing
landfill (see above, p.8). We must assume that this effect will be on−going for several decades to
come. Just as leaked leachate will inevitably threaten its World Heritage values, clearing of
vegetation for the new landfill will also violate core environmental values and guidelines,
affecting as it does listed vulnerable and endangered species, and critically endangered ecological
communities of national significance.

Drawing on 1998 data, the Referral acknowledges that the Gara River system has been gravely
stressed for many years, most obviously because of low flow rates (DEWR Referral, p24). More
recent data reinforces that this is an on−going condition (see Table 1 below) whilst also pointing
to what is at stake: threatened frog species, a high ecological diversity and its importance to the
Oxley Wild Rivers National Park system. Instead of perpetuating this insidious
contamination, this 'once in a lifetime' opportunity to reduce stress upon the Gara River
system must be taken by refusing approval for the proposed landfill to be constructed any
where in the catchment area.

Source: Macleay River Catchment Area − Unregulated Water Sources (MARCH 2006)
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GVEPA is aware that the ADC argues that it has no more time to find a better site. By the time
Maunsell Australia was engaged to finalise the site selection process, the range of sites had been
determined by the ADC and all were within its existing Council boundaries. GVEPA argues that
the time pressure under which the ADC now finds itself is a consequence of its own
procrastination over the preceding decade or two. It is unacceptable to GVEPA for
ADC/Maunsell to argue that because the ADC has mismanaged its planning process, it
should be permitted to built a landfill on a site that clearly violates Nationally Significant
Environmental values. If a new landfill must be built, then what is needed is a site that does not
risk pollution of the World Heritage Gondwana Rainforests of Australia.

GVEPA's view is that since the proposed landfill is to be a regional facility, then the search for a
suitable site should reasonably be extended to all Councils that are expected be users of the
facility. GVEPA understands that several years ago the Tamworth Council made an overture to
Armidale Council inquiring about its interest in working cooperatively on a regional landfill
facility. That kind of regional−level thinking is sorely needed because in our view, rubbish is as
big a national issue as is water, and it should be dealt with on a regional basis, at the least, if not
State − too important to be left to local government Councils, whose vision of priorities is likely
to be narrow, and concern for consequences equally selFinterested.

The ADC's vision is narrow and economically driven − it appears to want a 'business venture' in
waste management, and its values are such that the environment is very much a second−rate
concern. This is demonstrated quite clearly in the DEWR Referral (p.7) where arguments for
proceeding with the chosen site are listed immediately beneath a Table that reveals the priorities
of the various factors taken into account when site selection was finalised. The 'environment'
received almost half the weighting of 'level of service' and the 'opportunity' to secure a regional
facility that provides employment

Conclusion

The bottom line in GVEPA's opposition to the proposed landfill development on this site is that
'matters of national environmental significance' are threatened by it. The adverse effects of its
construction and commissioning will be on−going, conservatively for decades to come, because it
is well known that all landfills will, sooner or later, leak leachate into the adjacent groundwater.
It is a major deficiency of the proposal that it fails totally to make any assessment of both the
nature of the leachates that will be generated and their likely impact upon riparian and aquatic
ecologies of the Gara River system. In turn, this implies that the effects of the development upon
the greater World Heritage Gondwana Rainforests of Australia remain largely unstated.

Beyond the threat of poUution to the waterways that are fed by the Gara River, GVEPA believes
that the proposal fails to acknowledge the extremely high national conservation value of the
remnant Box−Gum Woodland that will be partially cleared for an access road, despite it being
part of the estimated remaining 5% of this kind of critically endangered ecological community.
Such clearing, when coupled with the clearing of the stringybark woodland of the landfill site
proper, together conspire to significantly threaten the habitats of several species of listed
threatened, vulnerable or endangered species.

GVEPA believes that the evidence overwhelmingly supports its assertion that 'matters of
national environmental significance' will be adversely affected if this development ever
proceeds. Accordingly, GVEPA appeals to the Australian Government to rule out the
development because it does pose a significant risk to the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park
system, thereby placing the government in breach of its international duty of trust to ensure
that its World Heritage property is protected. As the Assistant Minister, DEWR said, when
announcing the renaming of the CERRA property the Gondwana Rainforests of Australia:

Few places on earth contain so many plants and animals whose ancestors
can be traced through the fossil record and today remain relatively
unchanged.

GVEPA is convinced that this very special, internationally recognized environment must
not be prejudiced by the commissioning of a landfill anywhere in its catchment: to do so
will be a willful act causing inevitable and long−term pollution, the impact of which is
unknown (and no attempt has been made to identify it), except that it will be adverse. To
even contemplate risking the World Heritage values inherent in the Gondwana Rainforests of
Australia by permitting a development that is so mundane as aputrescible waste facility, is
unconscionable.
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Appendices and Attachments

Appendix A

tda Environmental Consulting, Advice to G VEPA

White Box− Yellow Box− Blakey "s Red Gum grassy woodlands and derived native
grass lands (Box gum woodland)

This community is listed as a critically endangered ecological community, having undergonea
decline of 95% or more of its original extent1. Whilst it is acknowledged that the proposai has
attempted to minimise impacts on identified Box gum woodland community by locating the
access track in an apparently degraded remnant it should be noted that given the limited range
and distribution of this community, under the EPBC Act Policy Statement 1.1 (Significant Impact
Guidelines, May 2006) any impact is likely to be significant.

Further the proposed mitigation measures do not seem to acknowledge the impacts on this
specific community. The proponent has attempted to offset the impacts through a biodiversity
offset strategy, which does not include any measures to manage the Box gum woodland. The
proposed offset pertains to a vegetation community that is not classed as Box gum woodland.
For critically endangered ecologically communities, the use of a biodiversity offset strategy is not
recognised by the Department of the Environment and Water Resources as a mitigation
measure.

The nature of the development also precludes any long−term regeneration of the Box gum
woodland community given the revegetation constraint proposed by the landfill capping.
It would be considered appropriate for the proponent to more specifically consider the impacts
on the Box gum woodland and propose management measures, which directly respond to the
predicted impacts on this community, including measures outlined in the relevant EPBC Act
Policy Statements.

Impacts on Gara River & nearby Oxley Wild Rivers World Heritage National Park

The proposal in its current form proposes a containment and management strategy, which aims
to reduce the likelihood of offsite contamination from the operation of the landfill. However,
there is no mechanism put forward to deal with any inadequacies with the containment strategy
(during the operation of the proposal) and the likely impact that any inadequacies would have
on the water quality of the Gara River and therefore broader impacts on the World Heritage
National Park nearby.

i Commonwealth Department of Environment and Heritage (2006) Advice to the Minister for the
Environment and Heritage from the Threatened Species Scientific Committee on Amendments to the
List of Ecological Communities under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.
tda_07416_Advice_EDO_ Armidale Duma resq Landfill3

It is suggested that a more thorough assessment would detail:
O The reliability of the containment system with respect to similar landfills;
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[] The proposed monitoring of the efficacy of this containment system;
[] The potential impacts should the containment system fail (types of pollutants, quantities
and ecological implications);&
O The management approach that would be applied should it be determined that the
containment system is inadequate.

Without such information it is difficult to confidently conclude that the proposal will not have
any significant impact on the values of adjoining World Heritage Areas, either directly or
indirectly. This is particular relevant in light of the already degraded nature of the Gara River as
a receiving water of the proposal, and a tributary of the greater Oxley Wild Rivers drainage
system.

Landfill & Greenhouse

The National Landfill Division of the Waste Management Association of Australia notes ina
recent submission to the Productivity Commission's Waste and Resource Efficiency Enquiry that
"Best practice in Australia is becoming widely accepted as including... cell capping with clay,
geomembrane, revegetation and gas collection and energy recovery...". The proposal
acknowledges the likely generation of methane but not to a level that requires flaring, in the
context of climate change, and the likely implications it poses for Matters of National
Environmental Significance generally, prior to considering a need for flaring the proposal should
consider the containment and appropriate use of methane gas as an energy source and asa
greenhouse gas mitigation measure.

Revising the capping strategy, and the associated potential to use the stored methane gas as an
energy source, may have implications for the revegetation potential of the site during
decommissioning, in addition to removing the need to emit powerful greenhouse gases. These
aspects should be investigated in more detail, and if proven unfeasible, discounted prior to
assessing the proposal in its current form.

We understand that this information will be used as part of the Gara Valley Environment
Preservation Associations submission to Department of the Environment and Water Resources.
In general, we feel there is a lack of cognisance of the significance of the environmental issues
associated with this proposal, both in terms of direct impacts on Matters of National
Environmental Significance, and downstream impacts on the values which serve to characterize

tda_07416_Advice_EDO_ Armidale Dumaresq Landfill4

adjacent Matters of National Environmental Significance. We are confident that this information
will assist the client to better understand the key issues and wish to identify ourselves as
providing the advice.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any further information.

Yours faithfully,
Guy Williams
Director

tda Envi ronmental Consulting
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Appendix B

A REVIEW OF EPBC MATTERS RELEVANT TO THE SITE OF THE PROPOSED
REGIONAL LANDFILL − GARA RIVER

The site contains an extensive area of good site condition White Box−Yellow Box−Blakely's Red
Gum Grassy Woodland and Derived Native Grassland, a community listed as Critically
Endangered under the EPBC Act. Very few areas of good site conditions\ Grassy Box woodland
remain, this site is amongst the finest on the New England Tablelands, representing a site of
national conservation value.

Prepared by M S. Graham

Buckombil Conservation Services

on behalf of Gara Valley Environmental Protection Association

12 September 2007

INTRODUCTION

A proposal for a Regional Landfill has been submitted on behalf of Armidale−Dumaresq Council
to the Commonwealth and State Governments. This document provides an overview of Matters
of National Environmental Significance as they apply to the site and reviews documentation
relating to flora, fauna and biodiversity values of the site contained within documents submitted
to the Commonwealth Government. A previous report (January 2007) detailing the ecological
significance of the site is appended.

LISTED SPECIES

EPBC MATTERS

WORLD HERITAGE VALUES

The site of the proposed landfill is within very close proximity to the World Heritage listed Oxley
Wild Rivers National Park (part of the Central Eastern Rainforest Reserves of Australia World
Heritage property). Despite repeated mention within project documentation that the site will not
have any undue adverse impacts upon the World Heritage property, it is apparent that
considerable potential exists for major deleterious downstream impacts upon World Heritage
values within Oxley Wild River National Park. Recent experiences on the Timbarra Plateau
(1999−2001), a site of very similar climatic and landscape context to the proposed landfill site,
have shown that it is impossible to engineer a facility adequate to withhold runoff from peak
summer rainfall events. In the case of the Timbarra gold mine, this resulted in considerable
downstream leachate and sediment contamination of the headwaters of the Clarence River.

The project documentation has failed to mention the considerable risk to riparian and aquatic
communities within the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park from the generation of sediment,
hydrocarbon, pesticide, nutrient and gross pollutant contamination at the site. Oxley Wild Rivers
National Park contains a host of riparian and aquatic species highly dependent upon the
maintenance of existing water quality; the proposed landfill will impact adversely upon many of
these core natural values of the World Heritage property.

FAILURE TO REPORT REGENT HONEYEATER RECORD AT THE SITE

Two listed fauna species, Spotted Tailed Quoll and Regent Honeyeater, have been recorded in
very close proximity to the subject property, and the property contains extensive areas of habitat
suitable for both species. Furthermore, one listed flora species (the Narrow Leaved Black
Peppermint) has been recorded on the subject land.

LISTED COMMUNITIES

The reports prepared on behalf of Armidale−Dumaresq Council have failed to report the existence
of a record of the Regent Honeyeater made in October 2000 within approximately lkm (Figures
1 and 2) of the proposed landfill, this is despite the record being contained within the NSW
Wildlife Atlas, a readily available data source. This record is of immense significance given the
ongoing decline of this species and the paucity of records in the northeastern parts of its range.
The site of the proposed landfill contains extensive areas of habitat suitable for the foraging needs
of this nationally endangered species, notably woodlands supporting Yellow Box (a favoured
nectar bearing feed specie) and a suite of other woodland species providing other foraging
resources including manna, lerp and insects.
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Figure 1: Database record of Regent Honeyeater − Gara River (Source: NSW Wildlife A tlas)

Figure 2: Location of Regent Honeyeater record in relation to proposed landfill site.
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Appendix C

conservation services

ECOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE SITE OF THE PROPOSED ARMIDALE
REGIONAL PUTRESCIBLE WASTE FACILITY

A review of Matters of National Environmental Significance of the Site − January 2007.

INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared at the request of the Gara Valley Environrnent Preservation
Association Inc (GVEPA). The aim is to review the ecological significance of the locality of the
proposed landfill site and report upon matters of National Environmental Significance that apply
to the site.

LANDSCAPE CONTEXT

The site of the proposed landfill is located approximately 12km east of Armidale near the eastern
edge of the New England Tablelands immediately to the north of the Macleay River Gorges. The
Macleay Gorges are reserved within the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park section of the Central
Eastern Rainforests Reserves of Australia (CERRA) World Heritage Property.

The site of the proposed landfill forms part of a fragmented corridor of native vegetation along
the Gara River and Commissioners Waters valleys linking the large areas of native vegetation
contained within the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park to smaller outliers of native vegetation
within both Yina and Imbota Nature Reserves. To the west of this corridor there is a large
expanse of land in the vicinity of Armidale with little or no remnant vegetation.
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SPECIES LISTED ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AND BIODIVERSITY
CONSERVATION ACT (1999)

Regent Honeyeater (Xanthomyzaphrygia) − ENDANGERED

The Regent Honeyeater has been documented both east and west of the site of the proposed
landfill, to the west at Imbota Nature Reserve (formerly Eastwood State Forest) and to the east in
2000 at the Gara River Travelling Stock Reserve. The proposed landfill site is located
immediately between these two recorded localities for this species.

The Regent Honeyeater primarily forages upon nectar from a limited number of Eucalypts
(NPWS, 1999) including the Yellow Box (Eucalyptus melliodora) and Mugga Ironbark (E.
sideroxylon) on the Northern Tablelands of NSW. The Regent Honeyeater is also known to
forage upon lerp, manna and other high carbohydrate content exudates from Eucalypts and
wattles. The occurrence of a considerable number of mature Yellow Box at the proposed landfill
site indicates the high habitat quality for the Regent Honeyeater of the site; whilst the location of
the site between two sites of known occurrence of the species further highlights the value of the
vegetation on the site of the proposed landfill to the Regent Honeyeater.

IMPACTS

Key threats to the Regent Honeyeater identified by the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service
(1999) include:

• loss and fragmentation of habitat, and
• reduction in large flowering eucalypts.

The clearance of a substantial area of Eucalypt forest and woodland to construct the proposed
landfill, including the removal of tree species known to be of high value to the Regent
Honeyeater (eg. Yellow Box) would create a major itnpact upon the species at this locality.

The removal of high quality habitat for the Regent Honeyeater in an area known to support the
species has high potential to cause local extinction of a species that is already in substantial
decline. Furthermore the loss of landscape connectivity and increased fragmentation of high
quality habitat for the species is likely to adversely impact upon its ecological function and
viability.

Swift Parrot (Lathamus discolor) − ENDANGERED

The Swift Parrot has been documented at Imbota Nature Reserve, approximately 3km to the west
of the proposed landfill site.
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The Swift Parrot breeds in Tasmania during the summer and migrates in a nomadic fashion from
Tasmania to the mainland of Australia as far north as Brisbane during Autumn and Winter. The
Swift Parrot forages upon a similar range of nectar bearing species as the Regent Honeyeater
including Yellow Box. The species frequently forages upon lerp and other high carbohydrate
content exudates.

IMPACTS

Key threats to the Swift Parrot are similar to those documented for the Regent Honeyeater above.
However, a further threat of relevance to the locality of the proposed landfill is the threat of
window and fence collision. Due to the rapid and often low flight of the Swift Parrot a
considerable risk of window and fence strike risk exists. Given the proposal to construct wire
chainlink fencing around the entire landfill facility it is considered that a major risk of strike by
the Swift Parrot has been created. Of particular concern is the proposal to fence higher elevation
sections of the site with fences of over 2m height as these areas are potential "flyways" for the
Swift Parrot.

Spotted Tailed Quoll (Dasyurus maculatus maculatus Southeastern Mainland Population) −
ENDANGERED

The northeast of NSW is known to support the largest remaining and nationally significant
populations of the Spotted Tailed Quoll (DEH, undated) and the gorges of the Macleay River are
known to be of major significance to the species (Dave Scottspers. comm.). Several records of
the Spotted Tailed Quoll have been made within the last five years in close proximity to the site
of the proposed landfill, most associated with disturbance to domestic chicken coops.

The vegetation occurring upon the site for the proposed regional landfill contains a range of
habitat features of significance to the Spotted Tailed Quoll including hollow bearing trees, fallen
timber and the availability of prey species such as native birds and possums. Furthermore the
native vegetation on the proposed landfill site is of value to the Spotted Tailed Quoll as a
"stepping stone" of habitat between major populations in the Macleay Gorges and smaller
populations to the north and east. The maintenance of habitat connectivity in this locality is
essential for maintaining genetic flow between these populations.

IMPACTS

With the removal of a substantial area of native vegetation for the construction of the proposed
landfill a considerable impact on the Spotted Tailed Quoll population in the locality is
anticipated. Due to the lack of native vegetation in the locality and the documented occurrence of
the Spotted Tailed Quoll within the landscape any further removal of vegetation is likely to
heavily impact the species and has the potential to cause extinction on both the site of the
proposed landfill as well as in the locality through the removal of high quality habitat features,
essential dispersal corridors and habitat connectivity.
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The clearance of native vegetation on the site of the proposed landfill will result in the rernoval of
tree hollows and fallen timber, both recognised as key habitat features for the Spotted Tailed
Quoll (NPWS,2001). These habitat features do not exist in land surrounding the proposed landfill
site, due to extensive and ongoing clearance of native vegetation.

Narrow Leaved Black Peppermint (Eucalyptus nicholli) − VULNERABLE

The Narrow Leaved Black Peppermint occurs on undulating terrain dominated by woodland
vegetation on the New England Tableland. This poorly conserved and nationally Vulnerable
species has been documented on the site of the proposed landfill. Other populations are known to
the immediate east and west of the proposed landfill facility.

IMPACTS

The primary threat to this species is the clearance and fragmentation of native vegetation (NPWS,
2001). The majority of occurrences of this species are small populations on private lands under a
high degree of threat of clearance of native vegetation. Development of land adjacent to the
existing individuals of this species in the vicinity of the proposed landfill has the potential to
adversely impact upon the viability of the species by limiting opportunities for recruitment and
enhancement of critically low population numbers.

OTHER SPECIES

Three species of frog listed on the EPBC Act have been documented historically in the locality of
the proposed landfill. The Endangered Yellow Spotted Tree Frog (Litoria castanea) and the
Vulnerable Peppered Frog (L. piperata) and Booroolong Frog (L. booroolongensis) have all been
recorded in the catchment of the Gara River and Commissioners Waters. It is thought that each
species is now extinct in the locality with the last record of each of these species made over 20
years ago. The Yellow Spotted Tree Frog is thought to be extinct across its entire range, the
Peppered Frog is known to occur in limited areas to the east of Glen Innes and Tenterfield and
the Booroolong Frog is thought extinct on the New England Tablelands.

Should any of these species still occur in the locality of the proposed landfill, major impacts
resulting from the construction of the proposed landfill are anticipated. Specifically the
mobilisation of sediments and declines in water quality as a result of construction and
commissioning of the proposed landfill

WORLD HERITAGE PROPERTIES

The Oxley Wild Rivers section of the CERRA World Heritage property is located within three
kilometres of the proposed landfill. Mobilisation of sediments, habitat clearance and
fragmentation and declines in water quality as a result of construction and commissioning of the
proposed landfill will all impact adversely upon the World Heritage values of this reserve.

CONCLUSION

The existence of known populations of Regent Honeyeater and Swift Parrot in the locality of the
proposed landfill is of major significance. The proposal to remove a substantial area of high value
habitat (mature nectar bearing trees such as Yellow Box) for these species to construct a landfill
is of major concern and is likely to create a major impact upon these endangered and declining
species.

The removal of high value habitat features for the Spotted Tailed Quoll such as hollows, fallen
timber and habitat for prey species will heavily impact upon the viability in the locality and has
high potential to cause local extinction. Removal of individuals of the Narrow Leaved Black
Peppermint and development of land adjacent to individuals has the potential to severely impact
upon this poorly conserved species.

Construction and commissioning of a landfill in the catchment of the Oxley Wild Rivers section
of the CERRA World Heritage Property has the potential to substantially impact upon the world
heritage values of this reserve.
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Buckombil Conservation Services

"Spring Waters"

1162 Wardell Road

Meerschaum Vale NSW 2477

GVEPA submission re DEWR ReferralNo. 2007/3646 Page 31 of 33 GVEPA submission re DEWR ReferralNo. 2007/3646 Page 32 of 33



References

Buckombfl Conservation Services, 2007, A RE VIEW OFEPBCMA TTERSRELEVANT TO
THE SITE OF THE PROPOSED REGIONAL LANDFILL − GARA RWER

Buckombil Conservation Services, 2007, ECOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE SITE OF
THE PROPOSED ARMIDALE REGIONAL PUTRESCIBLE WASTE FA CIIJTY:A review
of Matters of National Environmental Significance of the Site − January 2007.

GVEPA, nd, Briefing Document, unpublished

Lee, G. Fred and Anne Jones−Lee, 2004, Overview of Subtitle D Landfill Design, Operation,
Closure andPostclosure Care Relative to Providing Public Health and Environmental
Protection for as Long as the Wastes in the Landfill will be a Threat

Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd, 2007, Armidale LandfillDEWR Referral.

Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd, 2004, Regional Landfill Siting Study

NSW Department of Public Works & Services, 2001, Armidale Dumaresq Council Landfill
Facility Peer Review

NSW EPA, 2000, Compliance Audit Report

GVEPA submission re DEWR Referral No. 2007/3646 Page 33 of 33

Armidale Regional Landfill
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l Response
Community concerns have been noted regarding potential for pollution of the Gara
River through laachate migration from the landfill and these issues are addressed
in Sections 8.3 and 8.4 of the EA. Potential impacts on the GRAWHA were
assessed under the EPBC Act 1999 and a referrai lodged with DSEWPC (formerly
DEWHA). DSEWPC determined that the proposal constitutes e controlled action
under the EPBC Act The nature of the assessment process under the EPBC Act
is such that determinations are made without having regard to mitigation
measures that would be implemented. However, the mitigation measures
proposed in the EA will reduce the likelihood of significant impacts on the
environment including the World Heritage Area.

Stringent environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff, provide
leachate containment and emergency storage would be implemented and would
reduce the likelihood of impacts to surface and groundwater. A Hydrogeological
(Leachate) Assessment (Appendlx I of the EA) assessed the potential risk of
leachate infiltration through the landfill liner and subsequent worse case impacts if

a leak were to occur. The assessment results indicated that it would take
approximately 300 years for a leachate leak to reach the site boundary and
approximately 700 to 800 years to reach the Gara River, by which time it would be
diluted by groundwater and would not result in significant impacts on the Gara
River, OWRNP or GRAWHA.

Comprehensive management systems and strategies would be implemented to

manage the rate and volume of leachate generated from the landfill mass, as well
as the manner in which the leachate would be stored, treated and ultimately
disposed. These management systems / strategies are described in the LEMP
(Appendix B of the EA).

The proposal has considered the cumulative effects of elements of the proposal
and with any future developments in the vicinity of the site. Should the landfill be
approved, any future development in the area will be required to assess the
cumulative effect of the proposed development with that of the proposed landfill
on the receiving environment.

There would be no discharge of contaminated water or leachate from the landfill to
;the downstream environment and therefore it is unlikely that the proposed landfill
Iwill have cumulative impacts on water quality of the Gara River. For the purposes
Iof managing water during operation, surface water has been categorised as clean

stormwater, dirty stormwater and leachate.

"Clean" stormwater would be conveyed via the site's clean water diversion drains
to the unnamed creek to the north of the Project Site. Clean stormwater would not
be in contact with any areas where waste, organic material or compost has been
handled or stored. Clean stormwater would not require treatment, however
appropriate erosion controls would be provided along diversion routes and at the
discharge (e.g. energy dissipator).

"Dirty" stormwater is water which falls on any disturbed and operational areas of
the landfill, but which has not come into contact with any waste materials. Dirty
stormwater may contain suspended sediments and as such would be diverted to
the proposed sedimentation basin to the north east of the landfill footprint, in
which sediments would settle out. Appropriately treated, clarified surface water
from the sedimentation basin is intended to be reused on−site for dust suppression
purposes and for irrigation of on site vegetation, where and when required.

"Leachate" is water that has been in contact with waste including all water flowing
from the proposed leachate collection system; all rainfall that would inflltrate
through the landfill, both within the "active" filling areas and any finally capped

I
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areas; any contaminated waters disposed by injection into the landfill; and
moisture contained within either the waste or any cover materials. The leachate
pond would contain, store and treat all collected leachata.

The proposed landfiil facility would be graded to ensure that clean stormwater is
diverted appropriately and managed on site. Dirty water and leachate runoff from
the landfill would be directed to the sedimentation basin and the Ieachate pond,
respectively. The leachate pond would contain, store and treat all collected
leachate. In the unlikely or "emergency" case where the leachste pond overflows,
all overflow waters would drain to the permanent sedimentation basin for
emergency storage and appropriate treatment. A dry basin has also been included
in the landfill design, which would provide emergency containment during large
(greater than 1 in 100 year) rainfal[ events should any overflow occur from either
the sedimentation basin or leachate pond.

The Water and Leachate Management Plan (refer to Appendix B of the EA)
detaiis all aspects of the design and operation of the proposed water management
system for the site including the laachata pond, sedimentation basin and dry
basin. The water management system would contain all dirty and teachate water
on the site. The Surface and Groundwater Monitoring Program and Management
Plan (appended to the LEMP) details procedures for the management of surface
water and groundwater including water quality monitoring and reporting.

The landfill and pond design are based on recommended DECCW Landfil
Guidelines Benchmark Techniques. The pond designs provide sufficient capacity
so that no leachate or dirty water would be released to the environment„The
combinatiDn of composite landfill liner with a leachate collection system ensures
maximum prevention of leachate leakage from the landfill into the surrounding
environment.

The LEMP outlines procedures for the effioient operation and management of the
landfill to ensure landfill structures are used appropriately and the risk of laachate
leakage from the landfill site is minimised.

A groundwater and surface water monitoring program and management plan was
developed in consultation with the former DEWHA for inclusion within the EA as
per the DGRs. This was included as an appendix to the LEMP. −the groundwater
monitoring program is designed specifically to monitor the quality of groundwater
at locations around the landfili. AdditiDnal monitoring in groundwater weils
installed by RCA in 2007 is proposed. The additional well locations include:

• BH10: southern end of eastem boundary of landfill cells (screened in
Argililts; totai depth 47.0m, groundwater detected at 41.0m);

• BH11: northern end of westem boundary of landfill cells (screened in
Sandstone; total depth 36.0m, groundwater detected at 31.0m); and

• BH12: northern end of eastem boundary of landfill cells (screened in
Argilitte; Sandstone to 30m, total depth 40.0m, groundwater detected at
35.0m).

In the unexpected event of a leak occurring, it is noted that groundwater can be
appropriately remediated however the method would be dependent on the source,
extent and type of the contaminant (i.e. groundwater extraction, amelioration in
situ, removal of contaminated subsoils). With the management measures
proposed it is unlikety that remediation of the groundwater wilt be required.

The EA addressed potential impacts should leachate leak from the landfill liner,
should stringent environmental management measures not be in place. It then
addressed the residual impact once management and monitoring measures were
included in the design and operatiDn of the landfill.

The mitigation measures provided in the EA are considered suff'icient to contain all
dirty water runoff and leachate within the appropriate storage pond, It is not
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deal with outbreaks that may be detected on site during operation wilt be
prepared.

The above mitigation measures are considered sufficient to deter vermin, pests
and predatory species from the site.

Over 50 attemative sites were considered for the proposed landfill facility as part
of the site selection process, including sites within several of the surrounding
LGA's. Site evaluation included consideration of environmentai impacts, proximity
to sensitive receivers and their likely magnitude at each site. The Regional Landfill
Siting Study Fina/ Report (Maunsell, 2004) was appended to the E_A (refer
Appendix C of the EA) and concluded that the current site (Site 7) was the most
suitable of the sites considered with respect to the identified criteria.

Inherent with most siting studies is that selection criteria will be met in varying
degrees by different sites. The weighting developed was a means by which this
varying degree of compliance with the criteria could be expressed to allow
comparison between the potential sites. The criteria and weightings applied in the
Maunsell (2004) study were agreed in consultation with the Armidale Dumaresq
Landfill Community Consultation Committee (ADLCCC).

Site 7 was found to be suitable for a potential landfill. Based on the selection
criteria and in comparison to the other sites evaluated, it was found to be the most
suitable site of the sites considered, based on the work performed at that time.

The studies undertaken as part of the environmental assessment have confirmed
that the site is suitable for the proposed landfill and that engineering design and
appropriate management measures can be implemented so that the proposal will
not have signific~ant residual impacts on the environment.
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Response

In 2004, Council sought tenders from suitably qualified consultants to provide
project management and consultancy services to manage the design, planning,
environmental assessment, land acquisition and construction project management
for the new regional landfill. AECOM was engaged by Council through this
competitive tender process.

AECOM has extensive experience in the design, planning and management of
large and smal landfills, and therefore has a well developed understanding of the
impacts of landfill construction and operation on the environment. More
importantly, AECOM has an in−depth, practical and applicable understanding of
management and mitigation measures required to minimise the impacts of landfill
developments on the environment.

Throughout the commission to date, AECOM has provided relevant technical and
environmental information to Council as required as part of the original
requirements of the agreed contract, In addition, AECOM has also undertaken
additional work as variations to the agreed contract, as requested by Council The
additional work has been undertaken to provide a more robust design and
assessment for the proposed landfill project,

Information provided to the public by AECOM has and will continue to be reviewed
and agreed by the Council project team prior to distribution. The project is owned
by Council and AECOM was engaged as a technical advisor and Project Manager
to Council.

Information and correspondence provided to the public by EA Systems (now
EnviroAq) has and will continue to be reviewed and agreed by the Council project
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l team prior to distribution.

DSEWPC (which was DEWR at the time of the referral) is required under the
EPBC Act to allow a public comment period of 10 business days (with no
extensions). Newsletter 4 was issued by Council in August 2007 and provided
details of the Commonwealth public comment period as well as the contact details
for the public to provide comment to DEWR.

A suite of mitigation measures and environmental controls to manage dirty
stormwater runoff, provide leachate containment and emergency storage would
be implemented and would reduce the likelihood of impacts of the project on
surface and groundwater. This resuited in a conclusion that 'no significant impact'
would be anticipated, which was the conclusion presented in the EPBC Act
Referral submitted to the Commonwealth. DSEWPC determined that the proposal
constitutes a controlled action under the EPBC Act. Note that the paraphrasing of
the EPBC decision in the Newletters or subsequently in the EA did not affect the
assessment of likely impacts on the GRAWHA or the outcome of the assessment.

The nature of the assessment process under the EPBC Act is such that
determinations are made without having regard to mitigation measures that would
be implemented. However, the mitigation measures proposed will reduce the
likelihood of significant impacts on the environment including the Worid Heritage
Area.

As described in Section 6.1 of the EA, the proposed development requires
approval under the EPBC Act. Assessment requirements of the Commonwealth
have been incorporated into the formal requirements of the NSW State
Govemment and while the State process is the primary mechanism for
assessment, the project will ultimately be reviewed for approval at both State and
Commonwealth levels on this basis.

As described in Section 5.5 of the EA, Council will seek an operating liænce to
landfill putrescible material to accommodate the essential intermittent need for
disposal of material for which stabilisation or composting is not a practical option.
Emanating from this commitment is the need to augment Council's current
processing facilities to deal with putrescible waste by way of composting of
organic waster or stabilisation of residual waste containing putrescible material
before landfilling − commonly referred to as AWT.

Council is currently trialling and evaluating AWT at the Long Swamp Road Waste
Transfer Facility before full scale adoption and implementation. Once the
appropriate additional off−site sorting and/or treatment technologies are able to be
employed, Council is propos'rig to operate the proposed landfill as a non−
putrescible facility until final CIosure.

Council staff and consultants had previously identified in relation to Site 7 that the
facility was intended to operate esserdially as a Solid Waste Class 2 Dr Non−
putrescible landfill but would be Ucencing the facility as a Solid Waste Class 1 or
putrescible landfill. This is in order to cover the odd occasion when disposal of
difficult putrescibie material would be required where such material is nDt suited to
the composting Dr Stabilising process that would be adopted for the proposed
AWT facilities at the Long Swamp Road site.

It is recognised that an AWT facility is not a substitute for landfill. It is envisaged
that the AWT would further contribute to Council's waste diversion from landfill
and therefore minimise any future waste levy charges.

An email update provided by the Council project team to the Local Member,
copied to Councilidrs and GVEPA, provided a response to the istter from GVEPA

!dated 3 March 2008. Newsletter 5 was subsequently prepared to provide further
information to the public about the referral determination that the project isa
Controlled Action. The newsletter was issued in Ap ril 2008 and placed on the



Online Submission fro~object) Page 1 of 1

Armidale Regional Landfill
Environmental Assessment − Submissions Report

S002b_7 | C1

SO02b_8 | E3

Council website.

Section 7 of the EA describes the consultation that has been undertaken during
the env'ronmentar assessment process to date. Consultation with the community
was planned and targeted to include landowners nearest the proposal, as well as
residents along the transport route, specialist interest groups and the wider
community. A range of media have been used during community consultation,
including newsletters, website updates, media releases, public displays and direct
contact with neighbouring landowners. Key issues raised by the public have been
considered during the preparation of the EA and specialist studies to support the
EA.

Under Section 75H (3) of EP&A Act, the Director General of the DoP is required to
exhibit the EA for a period of 'at least 30 days'. Given the size of the EA and
previous comments from the public suggesting the exhibition period be extended
to allow sufficient time for the public to comprehend the information contained
within it, the EA was placed on exhibition for a period of 60 days. It is noted that
during the period that the EA was on Public Exhibition, the DoP wabsite
experienced technical difficulties with the electronic collection of submissions. In
light of this issue, DoP accepted submissions for a further 30 days beyond the
already 60 day exhibition period.

During the exhibition period the public was able to submit written comments on
the proposal. The comments raised during the exhibition period have been
considered by the Proponent and its Consultant and responses were prepared
and compiled in this Submissions ReporL

Consideration of the principles of lntergenerational Equity, is outlined in Section
11.2 of the EA.

The proposed landfill facility is part of Council's long term waste management
strategy and has been planned to provide a service for the disposal of communily
waste for a period of 50 years or more. The landfill has been designed in
accordance with the NSW EPAs Environmental Guidelines: Solid Waste Landfills
and the detailed design will be aimed at achieving the most environmentally
beneficial outcome for the effective treatment and disposal of waste so that the
landfill operates effectively into the future and does not give rise to any long term
environmental effects.

I am against the landfill proposal for two reasons, particularly.

1. I believe that the risk of future groundwater contamination In the Gara Gorge World Heritage Area is too great.

No current evidence reassures me that contamination will never occur nor that any negative Impacts can be Iso03_11

remediated appropriately.
2.No matter how they try it will be impossible to disguise the purpose of the site from the road and I believe that

this ts an appalling first Impression for the town and district to create for visitors when we are more and more
reliant on tourism. @
This is another example of Council deliberately over−riding the wishes of residents on local planning issues.

Name~

Address:

IP Address:M
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Armidale Landfill Project
Application Number: 06_0220

The following is a submission which opposes the construction of a Regional Landfill in a World
Heritage Catchment immediately upstream from the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park.

l am very worried that the proposed landfill will be detrimental and damaging to our nearby

wilderness area through uncontrolled litter, leachate and weed contamination,

My family and friends regularly enjoy camping on the Macleay River near Georges Creek on the

Kempsey Road and swimming in the 'Blue Hole' picnic area in the Gara River. If pollution gets into
the Gara and Macleay Rivers the contarnination wil! affect the unique ecosystem and 'World
Heritage Values' that have been noted for the area.

Ecosystems and species reliant on the water quality such as frogs, fish and invertebrates should not
bejeopardised by a landfill which cannot be guaranteed to be secure.

We are obligated to protect our world Heritage Areas and we are very fortunate to have this area on
Armidale's doorstep.

The 'Blue Hole' is only about 3 km downstream from the proposed dump and I for one will be
hesitant in swimming again with a dump upstream. Who knows what chernicals, anima!s, nappies
and sanitary products will find their way in and out of the dump?

The further East of Armidale we go the higher the rainfall and the more undulating the countryside,

ltjust doesn't make sense to choose a location where the dangers are increased because of these
factors. |

l call on the Department of Planning to reject the proposed site in favour of an option that will not
impact on our Nationai Parks and World Heritage Areas.

Regards,
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The relative importance of each primary criteria was weighted using a scale
ranging from 'relevant' to 'essentiaf. The ranking process was determined to
account for potential environmental issues and constraints as well as giving
weightings to those criteria considered to be of greater significance for design
purposes. The Regional Landfill Siting Study Final Report (Maunsell, 2004) was
appended to the EA (refer Appendix C of the EA). This concluded that the current
site was the most suitable of the sites considered with respect to the assessment
criteria determined as part of the site selection process.

I have two major concerns about this proposal. The first is that the inevitable run−off will impact on the Oxley Wild

Rivers National Park. Several reports have already indicated that the proposal is environmentally unacceptable. The

second is that the proposal is likely to have a negative impact on the visual approaches to Armidale. 9

I believe that with the proposed restructure of the LGA, alternative sites would be available which are not within the
catchment of an Australian World Heritage area. S

Nam41

Address:

/

IP Address: −~
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Re: Proposed Armidaie Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220

Dear Ms Greenway,

l am writing to lodge my strong objection to the current proposal to build a regional landfill off the Waterfall
Way and close to the Gara River.

My objection to this proposal is based on my concerns about the damage that will be done to a World S

Heritage National Park− the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park. My family and loften enjoy being in that Park
and believe that the proposal to buiid a landfill upstream will adversely affectthe Park, It is not a matter
of 'if' there is toxic run off from a landfill such as this, it is 'when'. Despite elaborate containment structures,
contamination of downstream water will occur −perhaps in two years, perhaps in ten. Once it has occurred,
however, it can not be undone. M

l believe that the local Council should take heed of the reports it has received about this proposal, including

that of the Australian Government's Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Committee (EPBC) in
2007, and abandon the building of the landfill in its current location. l believe that there must be

alternative locations available to Council which could be developed with much less environmental impact.
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lssue Number | Topic
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S005a_2 | V2

S005a_3 | P3

S005b_1 | H1

S005b_2 | W4

S005b_3 | P3

Response

Management measures are designed to prevent dirty and contaminated water
runoff during construction and operation of the proposed landfill facility. Mitigation

measures include a geosynthetic liner system, water management system and
leachate barrier and collection system. Leachata would be collected and
transferred via pipes to the Leachate Pond which would be lined in accordance
with the DECCW Benchmark Techniques. Should excessive rainfall endanger
overflew of the Leachate Pond, a water management system exists to transfer
water between the Sedirnentation Basin or the S−IP (during an emergency) as
shown on Figure 8 of the EA. In the unexpected event that this system fails,
diluted concentrations reaching the downstream Gara River would not pollute the
existing environment at the OWRNP or have a significant impact on the World
Heritage Area.

It is noted that views towards the Project Site from Receivers 4 and 5 (and
indicatively of the Waterfall Way) are considered to be reasonably significant,
however these views would be partially masked by existing vegetation and further
obscured once vegetation in the offset area matures.

Visual representations of the various viewpoints were shown in Figures 30 to 35
of the EA.

As part of the site selection process, several altemative sites were considered for
the proposed landfill facility including sites within several of the surrounding
LGA's. Over 50 sites have been evaluated through the site selection process
since the mid−1990s.

The impact on the GRAWHA has been assessed under the EPBC Act anda
referral lodged with DSEWPC (formerly DEWHA). DSEWPC determined that the
proposal constitutes a controlled action under the EPBC Act. The nature of the
assessment process under the EPBC Act is such that determinations are made
without regard to mitigation measures that would be implemented. However, the
measures proposed in the EA will ensure that there will be no significant impacts
on the environment including the World Heritage Area.

Environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff along with ioachate
containment and emergency storage as part of the proposal and would reduce the
likelihood of impacts to surface and groundwater. In the unexpected event that
leachate enters the groundwater, diluted concentrations reaching downstream
would not pollute the existing environment at the OWRNP or have a significant
impact on the World Heritage Area.

The Water and Leachate Management Plan details all aspects of the design and
operation of the Leachate Pond, Sedimentation Basin and Dry Basin. The Surface
and Groundwater Monitoring Program and Management Plan (appended to the
LEMP) details procedural responses to exceedances of monitored trigger levels.

As part of the site selection process, several altemative sites were considered for
the proposed landfill facility including sites within several of the surrounding
LGA's. The site selection evaluated over 50 sites since the mid 1990s. The site
selection process included consideration of environmentai 'rnpacts and their likely
magnitude at each site. The Regiona/ Landfil/ Siting Study Fina/ Report (Maunseil,
2004) was appended to the EA (refer Appendix C of the EA) and concluded that
the current site was the most suitable of the sites considered with respect to the
identified criteria.

file://D:\Pub Subs16−06−10\Puolic submission u05 Aimidaie regional landfill.nun o/iu/2010 ...



The propsal for the dump site fails to address the inability to contain surface water at the proposed site and the
potential environmental and human impact down stream. There is a potential of the proposed dump jeopardizing

several major Department of Environmental & Climate Change NSW Recovery Plans for key populations of 9
threatened species such as theBrush−tailed Rock Wallaby, spouter Qual and the highly endangered Hastings River
mouse under the Threatened Species Convention Act, 1995. In the Oxley Wild Rivers region there are 350 native
species recorded including 55 native mammals of which almost half (25 mammals) are classified a either rare,
threatened or endangered.

Oxley Wild Rivers National Park is a major refuge for the brush−tailed rock−wallaby (Petrogale pencillata), with the
largest confirmed population anywhere, estimated at 10,000 animals. One major colony is located on the boarder
of the Blue Hole and at the mouth of the Gara Gorge system. The BBC did a Life documentary on this colony back
in 2007 ( http_;]]www.bbc,co~uktexpeditionslaustralia) this is yet to air in Australia however, the ABC has bought
the rights.

Should there ever be a known environmental impact from the proposed dump, the country down stream is so[SoX_

remote and unaccessible that a potential problem could never be contained or dealt with and this fact means that it
would have implications forever.

The fact that a councillor and his business partner (a local agent) proposed to sell the land to council at
approximately 8 times the market value should be grounds enough to have this proposal thoroughly publicly
audited.

Name:~
OrganisationM

Address:

IP Ad dress
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Response

The mitigation measures described in the EA would be sufficient to contain all
d'rty water runoff and ieachate within the appropriate storage dams. It is not
anticipated that teachate contamination of downstream surface water wouki occur.

Stringent environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff, teachate
cordainment and emergency storage would be implemented and would reduce the
potential for significant impacts to surface water down stream.

The Water and Leachate Management Plan details all aspects of the design and
operation of the Leachate Pond, Sedimentation Basin and Dry Basin. The Surface
and Groundwater Monitoring Program and Management Plan (appended to the
LEMP) details procedural responses to exceedances of monitoring trigger levels.

Potential impacts to threatened species in the area were addressed in the Flora
and Fauna Assessment (Appendix E of the EA). Assessments of Significance
were undertaken for a number of threatened species that were either recDrded In
the study area or were considered to have habitat in the study area. Known and
potential habitat will be removed or modified as part of the proposed project. The
impacts of this will be minimised through implementation of the mitigation
measures outlined in Section 4 of the Flora and Fauna Assessment (AppendLxE
of the EA). This includes claaring in stages and rehabilitation and provision of
compensatory habitat

The potential for indirect 'rnpacts to threatened species that inhabit the Oxley Wild
Rivers National Park and its surrounds have been addressed in the
Hydrogeological (Leachate) Assessment (Appendix I of the EA) and the Flora
and Fauna Assessment (Appendix E of the EA).

Direct impacts to native species that occur in the study area and indirect impacts
to species that occur offsite will also be managed through implementation ofa
suite of management plans. Further details of the contents of these plans are
provided in Section 4 of the Flora and Fauna Assessment (Appendix E of the
EA). These plans will be developed during detailed design of the landfill and prior
to construction. The plans would be prepared in consultation with relevant
govemment agencies (e.g. DECCW and DSEWPC) and in accordance with best
practice guidelines.

Should it be determined that the landfill is the cause of groundwater degradation,
Council wouki evaluate measures to remediate groundwater as part ofa
groundwater contingency plan which would be prepared in consultation with
DECCW.

Price negotiations for the purchase of the land for the proposed landfill have not
yet commenced. Land acquisition will be undertaken only once Major Project
approval has been granted by the Minister for Planning.
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Felicity,
Since the application by Armidale City Council for the Waste Facility, the I−fiilgrove mine has closed
down which islocatedbasically in the same location proposed by theArmida!e City council.

Should this option not be considered as an alternative.

The old mine would have substantial infrastructure to allow for a waste facilities with all appropriate retention
and holding dams, roads and sheds etc..

Nam~
This would also then allow for the old mining site to be environmentally managed at the same time, resulting
in an environmental solution for both parties. I would suggest the owners of the mine would financially be
interested as well.

In the public interest, economically and more importantly environmentally, should this not be considered.

if the process has moved beyond being able to consider alternatives, then bureaucracy has won again.

Knowing the area very well, having camped in that vacinity as a kid, I can not believe that the government would
support this application. If the requirements are for a dump then why is it not plated in a more appropriate area,

on the western side of the range would be logical. Or discuss with the local Hillgrove mine who has destroyed an
area that would be suitable. The location smells of corruption within the local council. Totally discusting. S

Organisation: Private

Address:

IP Addres
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My main concern is that little consideration has been given to the proximity of the landfill site to the Oxley Wild
Rivers NP − one of the Gonwanan Rainforests of Australia World Heritage areas. Landfills are notorious for their |

Inability to contain contaminents on site. As a result surface and ground water quaiity would be compromised. This

in turn would affect biodiversity down stream, particualy the micro flora (such as algae) and invetebrate fauna near
the base of thefoodchain and hence have the potential to damage the entire freshwater ecosystem. Q

The landfill would appear to be visible from the Grafton Road, a major entre point to the city of Armidale and th@

New England Tablelands. The site would add considerably to the traffieflows on an already heavily used route
(Armidale residents' main route to the coast). É

If the proposal were to succeed can Armidale −Dumaresq Council guarentee that it will monitor the site for decaces −
and even centuries after it was full and closed? Is there a clear life span for the proposed site? Could councll be
trusted not to exceed this life span, pushing the site beyond its capacity? %

I believe the proposed landfill is inappropriate in this day and age. Council should consider other alternatives to
disposing of waste to landfill and should explore other avenues that are more environmentally sustainable.

Narne~

Organisation: Citizen rate payer

Address:
Mimosa

IP Address
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Submission S008
rates (refer to Section 2A), traffic movements to the proposed landfill facility will
remain stable or may decrease over tr'ne and thus potential impacts on traffic
generation are considered acceptable.

S008_5

S008_6

S008_7

P6

P4

P3

Council would be required to monitor the site until iaachate generation ceases and
comply with other post−closure conditions as specified by the EPL and/or approval
conditions. Council is committed to monitoring and rehabilitating the site and the
proposed offset area post−closure for a time yet to be specified in any approvals.
A Closure Management Plan and Rehabilitation Plan would be prepared and
implemented as part of the LEMP.

The proposed landfill facility is expected to operate for approximately 50 years
based on estimated waste disposal to the landfilL The life of the landfill may
exceed its 50 year lifespan, if disposal rates are less than those used in the
estimate. Once the landfill has reached capacity (1,056,000ms) it will be capped
and closed in accordance with DECCW requirements.

Council has considered the implementaticn of various alternative waste treatment
(AWT) technologies. AWT refers to technologies such as Mechanical Biological
Technologies (MBT), thermal treatment or a combination of both MBT and thermal
treatment. Council has demonstrated its commitment via its active pursuit of AWT
processes over a number of years. Council is currently trialling and evaluating
AWT at the Long Swamp Road Waste Transfer Facility before full scale adoption
and implementation. Further facilities and processes to recover materials for re−
use will be added 'n future as markets and recovery costs dictate.



My name i~live in Armidale. I was born here and I have raised my family here. I live atM

l am writing to strongly object to Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220. The reasons for my
objection are below. I am not a person who would normally object to anything but I feel very strongly about this
potential disaster.

LANDFILL SITE ISSUES SUMMARY

Flawed Site Selection Process

No scientific study has been undertaken to determine the optimum site− soo9_1~

/

Only te n sites that were for sa!e in the mid 1990's were c onsidered. Almost exclusively only~
sites within the Armidale Dumaresq Council ar ea were considered.

Site selection parameters are arbitrary~ subiective and aLuestionable.

The real estate agent engaged to identify initial sites has no relevant qualifications. |

The selected site is owned by a sitting Councillor and a local real estate
_

agent enqaqed to
undertake the site selection− r−

Owner of the site gained a position on the Landfill Committee to
eselected Site'.

The Selected Site is Unsuitable

• Contrary to Council's claims, the Australian Government is concerned that the World
Heritaqe area will suffer significant long term environmental damage as a result.

•The site is 3.9km upstream from the World Heritage listed Gondwana Rainforest

• Even with an artificial liner It is widely agreed that ALL landfills eventually will leak so that
dangerous toxins and pollutants will drain into the waterways and groundwater will be
polluted. [

• Site only 500m from the Gara River in an area that 'shows previous evidence of flooding'.
Licensed water bore 50 metres from proposed dump site. g

• Threatened species and a critically endangered, known koala habitat will be further
diminished. 1000's of mature trees and habitat to be cleared and destroyed for the site.

• There has been no clearance from Traditional Owners. Traditional Owners have not been
properly consulted. There have been suggestions that the discovery of artefacts at the site
should not be made public, g

• The site is hig hly visible from, and within lkm of The Waterfall Way, an established tourist
route with sicJnificant social and scenic amenitv. g

• The location will prejudice businesses that are growing on New England's emerging
reputation as a premier cool climate wine and food appellation, particularly those that
may choose to locate on such a well known tourist route. Ísi

•No detailed engineering plans or site operating plans have been prepared. E

• Because there are no detailed plans capital, operating and closure costs have not been

reliably/accurately quantified.

•The site is environmentally unsuitable, which means that the costs will be higher than a more
suitable site selected on scientific grounds,

* There has been no analysis of the cost to emerging wine and food businesses.

•The clean up costs are left to future generations. What will they bet

**********************************************************************

This message is intended for the addressee named and may contain
privileged information or confidential information or both. If you
are not the intended recipient please delete it and notify the sender.
**********************************************************************
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S009_9

soo9 1o

so09 11

V1

Visual montages of the various viewpoints were considered as part of the EA All
existing trees and known tree heights were included in the visual montages in
addition to the final profile of the proposed landfill mass (refer Figures 30 to 35 of
the EA). It should be noted that these montages did not take into account future
screening from the proposed biodiversity offset area.

It is noted that views towards the Project Site from Receivers 4 and 5 (and
indicatively of the Waterfall Way) are considered to be reasonably significant,
however these views would be partially masked by existing vegetation and further
obscured by vegetation once the offset area is matured.

SE1

SE3

The existing landfill on Long Swamp Road has been in operation since the 1960s
and has not impeded development in the surrounding area. This demonstrates, in
addition to several other industrial uses in Armidale that mixed land uses can
coexist without prejudicing other businesses.

The proposed landfill facility would not sterilise the surrounding area for other land
uses nor would it restrict the development of other agricultural industries or
businesses in the vicinity. Further, the proposed management measures are
designed to ensure all contaminants are contained on site.

P4

Detailed engineering and site operation plans would be prepared during the
detailed design stage. As part of the approvals process, the relevant agencies will
prescribe approval conditions the proposed landfill facility will be required to meet.
These conditions would be incorporated into the detailed design plans and
presented to the relevant agencies such as DECCW prior to construction.

SE4

The proposed landfill has been designed in accordance with the recommended
DECCW Landfill Guidelines Benchmark Techniques. The costs for implementing
the safeguards and controis at the site have been incorporated into the cost
estimates for the project and significant additional remediation costs are not lkely
to be incurred as the management measures to be incorporated into the site, such
as a surface water management system, iaachate containment and storage
system, wil reduce the likelihood of off−site environmental and social issues. The
proposal is unlikely to have significant impacts on businesses in the region.

Consideration of the principles of Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD),
including Intergenerational Equity, is outlined in Section 11.2 of the EA

The proposed landfill facility is part of Council's long term waste management
strategy and has been planned to provide a service for the disposal of community
waste for a period of 50 years or more. The landfill has been designed in
accordance with the NSW EPAs Environmental Guidelines: Solid Waste

Landfills and the detailed design will be aimed at achieving the most
environmentally beneficial outcome for the effective treatment and disposal of
waste so that the landfill operates effectively into the future and does not give rise
to any long term environmental effects.

21 July 2010
Ref: 341206_1

NS W Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: Submission opposing the location of the new Armidale Tip.

I am shocked that Council has elected to build the new tip East of Armidale when the
Waterfall Way and surrounding wilderness area is being heavily promoted to capitalise on the
tourist dollar.

Beinga regular commuter on the Waterfall Way to Coffs Harbour, I am dismayed that
anyone would consider placing a tip on this scenic stretch of road. I am yet to see a visually
pleasing tip or quarry.

It has recently been pointed out to me the location of the proposed tip whilst travelling on the
Waterfall Way. I had no idea that Armidale even needed anew tip and am quite concerned at
the location just up from the Gara River and opposite an environmental reserve.

I have been told that a Councillor asked for Council to buy his land for the tip! If this is the
case it is a disgraceful situation and I now understand why an administrator is being
appointed to run the new Council.

I have had the displeasure of visiting Armidale's current tip site and it is a mess. Plastic bags
blowing around and stuck in neighbouring properties trees, dump smells and flys. Ruining
another area especially one ina location where we are trying to promote tourism seems
incongruous.

The ratepayers of Armidale always seem to be picking up the bill for Council environmental
failures and I fear this will happen again if the Waterfall Way proposal is approved for the
new tip.

Y ours

Lisbility limited by a scheme
approved under Professional
Standards Legislation

~0vm I~Exetu=~¢.€

ARMIDALE OFFICE GL−− − −− −− −−S OFFICE
Telephone:~ Telephc M
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Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220.

I would like to voice my opposition to the planned landfill site, next to the Gara river and upstreamfrom the Oxley
Wild Rivers National Park. (world heritage area) |

Quite simply it is an idiotic plan which threatens a most beautiful area.
@

I cannot believe I even have to voice this opinion given that any right thinking individual would immediately see
what a ridiculous idea this is.

Do NOT let this project go ahead!

Sincerely,

Name~

Address:

IP Address:~

Submission for Job: #81 Armidale Landfill Project
https://majorprojects.onhiive.com/index.pl?action=viewjob&id=81

Site: #74 Armidale−Dumaresq Waste Facility
https://majorprojects.onhiive.com/index.pl?action=view_site&id=74

Armidale Regional Landfill
Environrnental Assessment − Submissions Report

AECOM

Submission S011
lssue Number | Topic

$011_1 | H1

$011_2 | V2

Response

Community concems have been noted regarding the site location in the
catchment of the Gara River upstream of the OWRNP. Section 8.12 of the EA
addresses National Environmental Heritage (OWRNP) which supports the
GRAWHA. The impact on the GRAWHA has been assessed under the EPBC Act
and a referral lodged with DSEWPC (formerly DEWHA). DSEWPC determined
that the proposal constitutes a controlled action under the EPBC Act. The nature
of the assessment process under the EPBC Act is such that determinations are
made without having regard to mitigation measures that would be implemented.
However, the measures proposed in the EA will reduce the likelihood of si:gnificant
impacts on the environment including the World Heritage Area.

Stringent environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff, leachate
containment and emergency storage would be implemented and would reduce the
likelihood of impacts to surface and groundwater. In the unexpected event that
leachata enters the groundwater, diluted concentratlons reaching downstream
would not pollute the existing environment at the OWRNP or have a significant
impact on the World Heritage Area.

Visual montages of the various viewpoints were considered as part of the EA. All
existing trees and known tree heights were included in the montages in addition to
the final profile of the proposed landfill mass (refer Figures 30 to 35 of the EA), it
should be noted that these montages did not take into account future screening
from the proposed biodiversity offset area. Moving vehicles would have
intermittent views of the prDposed landfill from the Waterfall Way. Views would be
partially masked by existing vegetation and topography and would be further
obscured by vegetation contained within the offset area, once matured.

Felicity Greenway

E: Felicity.Greenway@planning.nsw.gov.au

Powered by_Intemetrix Affinity
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Re: Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220

Objection to poposed Landfill: I am a resident of Armidale, New England Tableland
and would like to let you know that I strongly object to the proposed landfill site on
the Waterfall Way near Armidale.

Firstly, I oppose the proposed location on the Waterfall Way for environmental
reasons, i.e. the danger through 1eakage into the Gara River. The AECOM
Environ1nent Assessment(Voi,1−4) indicates that Ieachate infiltration cannot be
excluded and thus will − over time − pollute the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park,
which is part of the World Heritage Gondwana Rainforests of Australia. Australia is
a signatory to the UNESCO World Heritage Convention, and as such has a
regulatory obligation to protect the environment of its World Heritage properties.

Secondly, I oppose the location of the site because it is only accessible by the
Waterfall Way, one of the truly beautiful roads linking the Tableland with the Coast.
There are many tourist brochures and websites which claim that The Waterfall Way
is one of the most scenic tourist drives in Australia. I am quoting from just three
relevant websites:

Tourism NSW, on their website, enthuses:

The 191kilometre Waterfall Way is one of the world's most scenic drives.
The road winds upwards from the Pacific Highway near Coffs Harbour to
Armidale on the New England Tablelands. This breathtaking journey is the
perfect way to experience the diversity of the changing landscape of the Great
Dividing Range from the pristine coastal beaches climbing through lush
tropical rainforest to the wide open plains of New England.
http:/ /www.visitnsw.com/ town/D orrig o/W aterfall Way/info.aspx (accessed
19/7/2010)

The Australian Traveler Website is equally pointing out the unrivaled beauty of the
Waterfall Way:

The Waterfall Way, No.3 of the Great Drives of Australia. A classic touring
drive from Coffs Harbour on the mid−north NSW coast through the lush
rainforest of the Great Divide to the New England Tablelands to finish in
Armidale, this is one trip where the road itself is the destination. And not only
do you get amazing wilderness, deep gorges and bucolic countryside, you
also get the road to yourself
_ht tp: / /www.australiantraveUer.com/component/content/article/3356
(accessed 19/7/2010)

The NRMA, in their Open Road Magazine

NSW's Waterfall Way, in the Northern Tablelands, captures the diversity of
our landscape, from lush tropical rainforest to subalpine heath and
wetlands. And, of course, plenty of waterfalls. Using NRMA's Travel Planner,
Rachel Eldred discovers a water wonderland. [...]
http://www.openroad.com.au/waterfall way.asp (accessed 19/7/2010)

My second point of objection is therefore that?theplanned landfill site wouldcause
enormous traffic by garbage trucks from Armidale, Guyra, Urallaand Walcha. The
Waterfall Way could no longer be described as "one of the world's most scenic
drives" or "N o.3 of the Grea t Drives of Au stral ia" but would rather become a
country road clogged with garbag e trucks. This would ama ge the reputation of this
wonderful scenic drive and would have a detrime tal impact on tourists driving to

r idale and its surroundin s. It goes without saying tha t t e sight of a land fill of
the proposed magnitude would be detrimental to the beauty of the adjacent
wilderness.

Yours faithfully,
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Major Development Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Email: Felicity.Greenway @planning.nsw.gov.au

Project Name and Application Number:

Proposed Arm!dale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06 0220

Dear Felicity,

l wish to strongly register my objection to the Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, which
would be 10 kms east of Arm!dale off the Waterfall Way and would be in plain view to all travelling on
the Waterfal$ Way, gateway to the Coast and renowned National Parks.

The main reason I strongly object to the Proposal is that the initial site selection process for the proposed

landfill was not approached independently and with regards to the best interests of the environment,
flora and fauna and suitability of land type. Basically from the initial stages of the site selection criteria
the fundamentals have been flawed. Because of this initial lack of independence of site selection the
Council is and has been trying to make an unsuitable site fit all the guidelines required to fulfil the
requirements of a Class 1 Dump.

If the Council had been serious about looking for "the best" suitable landfill site they would have also
looked at sites on the Western Falls where there is potentially less impact to World Heritage National
Parks. I am also disappointed that the Waterfall Way site is being sold by a councillor who was sitting on
the Council when the original decision to select the site was made and that Council had not disclosed how
much will be paid for the site. l also understand that the other site vendor was the Real Estate agent who

was asked to identify sites initially.

Apart from the lack of site selection process, I can't believe that the Council could recommend the site as
suitable for the Proposed Landfill site; it is so close to the Gara River which flows into the Gondwana
Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area. The leachates that are produced in landfills are toxic and

even though there are "wonderful new, heavy duty" liners in place to prevent leakage from landfills,

sooner or later toxins do escape into the groundwater and river systems. Surely it would be
environmental suicide to endorse alandfill site that would impact on World Heritage values and basic
water qualities that we so fortunately take for granted?

There are also many other negative economic and social issues that result from the impacts of a landfill of
this Classitype at Waterfall Way, It is very disappointing that the Council is not looking to the future and
thinking of using Alternative Waste Technologies to minim!secosts and the environmental and social
impact.

Yours sincerely,

26 July 2010
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landfill site is minimised.
Stringent environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff, leachate
containment and emergency storage would be implemented and would reduce the
likelihood of impacts to surface and groundwater. In the unexpected event that
iaachate enters the groundwater, diluted concentrations reaching downstream
would not pollute the existing environment at the OWRNP or have a significant
impact on the World Heritage Area.

An analysis of the socio−economic impact of the proposed landfill facility was
undertaken and described in Section 8.9 of the EA. Management measures have
bean provided throughout the EA relating to visual (including amenity issues),
transport and traffio, air quality, noise, surface water, groundwater, flora, fauna,
heritage issues and iand use issues where they may have socio−economic
impacts.

Council has considered the implementation of various AWT technologies. AWT
refers to technologies such as MBT, thermal treatment or a combination of both
MBT and thermal treatment. Council has demonstrated its commitment via its
active pursuit of AWT processes over a number of years. Council is currently
trialling and evaluating AWT at the Long Swamp Road Waste Transfer Facility
before full scale adoption and implementation. Further facilities and processes to
recover materials for re−use will be added in future as markets and recovery costs
dictate. It is recognised that an AWT facility is not a substitute for landfilL It is
envisaged that the AWT would further contribute to Council's waste diversion from
landfill and therefore minimise any future waste levy charges.
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Project: Proposed ADC Regional Landfill No: 06_0220

In agreeance with the GVEPA I strongly oppose the ADC's proposed regional landfil off the Waterfall Way and in
close proxility to town. @
My primary objection to the proposed site is the negative environmentai impact to the immediate surroundlng

areas, but more importantly the Gara River and the World Her itage listed Gondwana Rainforests of Australia.The
EPBC in 2007 stated concerns that the proposed landfil "will, or is likely to have a significant impact upon World

Heritage Values". Yet Council fails to recognise the disasterous environmental outcomes that could occur If they

proceed.I thought that a World I−teritage listing protected our wonderful natural resources, why is it different in

this case? É
Amongst many other objections, the position of the dump ensures visibility from one of the most popular tourist
drives to and from Armidale. The Waterfall Way (as the name suggests)consists of many eco tourism sites, as well

as joining Armidale to the Coffs Coast. To desroy this magnificent area, rich with Australian National Parks seems
unthinkable and very obviously the worst of ideas to most, except the ADC. Q
Surely there is a more suitable, less obvious and environmentally sound option for this proposed landfilL
Please keep my name confidential.

Name~

Address:

Armidale NSW

Submission for Job: #81 Armidale Landfill Project
https://majorprojeCts.onhiive.com/index.pl?action=view_job&id=81

Site: #74 Armidale−Dumaresq Waste Facility

https://majorprojects.onhiive.com/index.pl?action=view_site&id=74

Felicity Greenway

E: Felicity.Greenway@planning.nsw.gov.au

Powered by Internetrix Affinity
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Response

Community concems have been noted regarding the site location in the
catchment of the Gara River upstream of the Oxley Wiki Rivers National Park.
Section 8.12 of the EA addresses National Environmental Heritage (OWRNP)
which supports the GRAWHA. The impact on the GRAWHA has been assessed
under the EPBC Act 1999 and a referral lodged with DSEWPC (formerly
DEWHA). DSEWPC determined that the proposal constitutes a controlled action
under the EPBC Act. The nature of the assessment process under the EPBC Act
is such that determinations are made without having regard to mitigation
measures that would be implemented. However, the measures proposed in the
EA will reduce the likelihood of significant impacts on the environment including
the World Heritage Area.

Stringent environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff, leachate
containment and emergency storage would be implemented and would reduce the
likelihood of impacts to surface and groundwater. In the unexpected event that
leachate enters the groundwater, diluted concentrations reaching downstream
would not pollute the existing environment at the OWRNP or have a significant
impact on the World Heritage Area.

Visual montages of the various viewpoints were considered as part of the EA. All
existing trees and known tree heights were included in the visual montages in
addition to thefinal proille of the proposed landfill mass (refer Figures 30 to 35 of
the EA). It should be noted that these visualisations did not take into account
future screening from the proposed biodiversity offset area.

It is noted that views towards the Project Sits from Receivers 4 and 5 (and
indicatively Waterfall Way) are considered to be reasonably significant, however
these views would be partiaily masked by existing vegetation and further obscured
by vegetation of the offset area once matured.

It is noted that the Waterfall Way is a national tourist drive and this is
acknowledged in the EA. It is also noted that the Waterfall Way is an existing
haulage route for several existing facilities in the region. The traffic modelling in
the EA has considered a worst−case scenario where up to 6 traffic movements
would be generated per day (one way). It is expected that traffic movements
would remain stable or would decline over time as recycling rates increase and
impacts to the tourist value of the Waterfall Way are not expected to be significanL

As part of the site selection process, several altemative sites were considered for
the proposed landfill facility including sites within several of the surrounding
LGA's. Over 50 sites were evaluated in the site selection process. The site
selection process included consideration of environmentai impacts and their likely
magnitude at each site. The Regional Landfill Siting Study Final Report (Maunsell,
2004) was appended to the EA (refer Appendix C of the EA) and concluded that
the current site was the most suitable of the sites considered with respect to the
identified criteria.

C:/.../Public Submission 014 Online S... 1/1



Armidale RegiOnal Landfill
Environrnental Assessment − Submissions Report

AECOM

Major Projects Assessment
NSW State Government

Re: Armidale Landfill Project

Dear Sir/Madam:

I have recently moved to Armidale after spending 30 years working in Asia. The main
attraction for me and my family was the natural beauty of this area and the New England
region in total.

Since returning to Armidale I have become very involved with the local Chamber of
Commerce. We have been working very closely with the UNE on developing a tourism
strategy that would benefit both the UNE and local business. The theme of the tourism
push was to be Eco Tourism.

The council, as has become the norm here in Armidale, have heen very remiss in the
distribution of information to the community on the planned new development of the
landfill area. Local groups who have opposed this from the start have had no support
from local media in attempting to get their message across. The decision to locate the
landfill on this side of Armidale nearby one of Australia's most unique and beautiful
gorge system beggars belief. Surely the potential for leaching would be reason enough to
move this site to alocation away from any water system?

I would encourage the Major Projects Assessment team to look closely at the way this
proposal has been presented to the local community.

Thank you for your support.

Sincerely,

Submission S015
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Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220

Dear Sir/Madam,

I wish to have my submission recorded as an objection to Armidale Dumaresq Council's Landfill
Proposal.
I have based my submission on the findings of the EPBC decision which ruled the 'proposed
action will, or is likely to, have a significant impact on the World Heritage values of World
Heritage properties and the National Heritage values of National Heritage places.'

Our property borders the Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area which I
believe should be preserved for future generations.

I have found that Counell have failed to significantly change their proposal or address the
shortcomings that were previously highlighted in the below Federal Government ruling.

I have made additional comments in red

STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR DECISION ON CONTROLLED ACTION UNDER THE
ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AND BIODIVERSITY ACT 1999

I, TANIA RISHNIW, Assistant Secretary, Department of the Environment and Water Resources
and delegate of the Minister for the purposes of the Environment Protection andBiodiversity
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act), provide the following statement of reasons for my decision
of 1 October 2007, under section 75 of the EPBC Act, that the proposed action by Armidale
Dumaresq Council to develop a Regional Landfill at Waterfall Way, Armidate, New South Wales
(EPBC 200713646), is a controlled action under the EPBC Act and that the controlling
provisions are sections 12 and 15A (World Heritage properties) and sections 15B and 15C
(National Heritage places).

Background:

4. The proposed action was referred under section 68 of the EPBC Act by the Armidale
Dumaresq Council. The referral was received by the Department of the Environment and Water
Resources on 22 August 2007. The referral indicated that, in the view of the Armidale Dumaresq
Council, the proposed action is not a controlled action.

Council were wrong.

5. The proposed action is to develop a regional landfill near Waterfall Way, Armidale, NSW.
The landfill will be located on two properties − Property 1: Lot 2 DP 253346, Lot 1 DP 820271
and Property 2: Lot 1 DP 253346 Parish of Gara, County ofSandon. The landfill will have a life of
50 years and construction will include development of an access road, leachate pond,
sedimentation pond, amenities and installation of services.

No Changes to this proposal in EA

6. The leachate barrier system will consist of a 900 mm thick layer of recompacted clay,
with a leachate drainage layer, leachate sumps and drains and a leachate pond with a
compacted clay bund designed to meet 1 : 100 year flood standards.

See 18 Liner failure

7. The site is approximately 86 hectares of predominantly cleared pastoral land
1kilometre south of the Waterfall Way and 12 kilometres east of Armidale. The proposed land
fill will take in excess of 650,000 tonnes of putrescibles waste.

No changes in waste proposal

8. The site is 1kilometre from the Gara River which flows 4 kilometres
southwards to the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park, which is a part of the
Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area.

No changes in location

9. The New South Wales Department of Planning was informed of the referral
in a letter dated 22 August 2007, pursuant to section 74(2) of the EPBC Act,
and invited to provide comment. At the time of the decision no response had
been received from the NSW Department of Planning.

10. In accordance with subsection 74(3) of the EPBC Act, the referral, together with an
invitation for public submissions, was published on the Department's web site on 22 August
2007 for 10 business days public comment. A total of seven public submissions were received
by the Department in response to the invitation. The submissions raised concerns about
potential significant impacts on World Heritage values, National Heritage values and listed
threatened species by contaminated leachate leaking from the landfill or floods overtopping
bund walls and the leachate pond.

Evidence or other material on which my findings were based

12. The evidence or other material upon which my findings were based are listed as below:

A brief from the Department, dated 1 October 2007, including the following attachments:

− A copy of the referral (EPBC 200713646) for the proposed action and associated figures,
including the following documents:

− Archaeological Surveys & Reports Pty Ltd, 2006: The Archaeological Investigation For
Sites Of Indigenous Cultural Significance On The Site Of The Proposed New England
Regional Landfill Waterfall Way, East Of Armidale, Northern Tablelands, NSW;

− EA Systems, 2006: Flora and Fauna Assessment Proposed New Armidale Landfill
Facility;

− EA Systems, September 2006: Hydro−Geotechnical Assessment;

− RCA Australia, 2006 Geotechnical and Hydrological Investigation Proposed Armidale
Landfill;

− Armidale Dumaresq Council Environmental Compliance Policy;
And

Consent to Lodge Armidale Landfill DEWR Referral, 25 July 2007.
Supporting advice provided by the Heritage Division of the Department of Environment
and Water Resources.
Supporting advice provided by the Approvals and Wildlife Division of the Department of
Environment and Water Resources.


