
Drafi EA Submission re; Project Application Number 06_0220
,r

O

o~

Table of Contents

Table of Contents„„„.„..„„...„..„.... ............ ... .„.....„„.„„„„.„..„..„„..„......„........„.1

re: Armidale Regional Landfill − Environmental Assessment Project Application Number 06_02202

Water Quality is of Paramount Importance.......................... ... „.............„.........„3

A Cumulative Effect......„........„..................... ...... ............„.........„4

Leachate Insecurity− Acknowledged but NOT Managed............................. ............„............5

Risk Management Problematic re: Leachate .........„..........„„......... ........ „„„.....„...........„6
(i) Surface Water Contamination ...„....„.......„..„........ ... .....„.......„...„..„„7
(ii) Groundwater Contamination„..„.............„.......... ..... ........................„.9

(iii) Geology not helpful................................ .... ...„.„.... ..... ...„...........„.........11

(iv) Residual Environmental Risk re Leachate Cannot be Managed ......„..............„.„......„13

Landfill Design is Outdated....„.„„„„„„....„.„................. ....... ......„......„....„....14

Threats to Biodiversity ......„.......„...................... .......................... 15

Critical Aquatic Ecosystem Downstream ....................„.„...... „„..„„„„...„„„„.15

LandfillSite ....„............„....... „ ............„...........16

(i) Limitations of the Survey....„....„.........„................................ .............„...........17

(ii) Box−Gum Woodland....„.......................... .............„...........18

(iii) Threatened Species .....„........................... .................„.......19

(iv) Habitat Offset „..„.......„.......„.„.........„.. .......... ...............„.........20

(v) Increased Threat by Vermin and Pests......................„...... .............„...........21

Residual Environmental Risk re: Biodiversity ...„.„...„„„..„...„........ „„„........„...........22
Obligations under the World Heritage Convention ..............„.„....„... ..„„.„..„„„„.„..„22

The Way Ahead „„„„.„„.„„.„..„„„„. „„.„„„..................24

References „.„„..„„„„„„..„.„ .„..........„...........26

'z~
Page1of26 11/1/2<



Draft EA Submission re; Project Application Number 06_0220

re: Armidale Regional Landfill − Environmental Assessment
Project Application Number 06_0220

The Gara Valley Environment Preservation Association (G VEPA) seeks
intervention by the NSWand Australian Governments 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 Rain forests of A ustralia
World Heritage Area (GRA WHA).

In seeking this intervention, GVEPA believes that this Environmental Assessment (EA) is no more
convincing than was the 2007 Referral, that the proposed landfill will not, sooner or later, further
pollute the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park. In terms of the key concerns that we identified in our
submission on that occasion, this EA:

• confirms our assertions that leachate security is highly problematic in any landfill;

• fails to offer a leachate−€ontainment technology that hasn't already been discredited by
studies reported in the international literature;

• implies an inevitable violation of the Australian Government's obligations under the
World Heritage Convention to ensure 'the identification, protection, conservation,
presentation and transmission to future generations of the cultural and natural heritage ,1

• continues to dismiss the fact that a Critically Endangered Ecological Community
(CEEC) will be disturbed and further degraded by the proposal;

• continues with its unacceptably myopic focus upon a landfill site within its immediate
local government boundary, when what is needed is a facility located where it can
serve the longer−term future needs of several Local Government Authorities AND does
not threaten the integrity of the Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage
Area.

Given that additional alternative landfill sites exist in the soon−to−be−created New England
Regional Council, and the Proponent's admission that the current site is not necessarily the
best site available, GVEPA argues that it is absolutely unnecessary to run the risk of causing
significant damage to the Gondwana Rainforests of Australla World Heritage Area and
consequently that this proposal should be rejected.

We elaborate on these issues below

i Article 4 − see http://www.worldheritagedump.com.au/Briefing/World%20Heritage%20Values%20080625.pdf
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Water Quality is of Paramount Importance

It is important to be clear, from the outset, about why we argue that water quality is of paramount
importance.

First, the NS W DLWC Groundwater Quality Protection Policy states2 unequivocally that:

All groundwater systems should be managed so that the most
sensitive identified beneficial use (or environmental value) is
maintained

...
Potential dischargers need to either establish that their

activity does not contaminate the groundwater system, or show
that their proposal will not affect the beneficial use selected. This
is consistent with the 'polluter pays 'principle, which requires the
costs of pollution prevention, or cleaning up pollution, to be met
by the polluter.

It must be clearly understood by all members of society that no−
one has the right to contaminate groundwater in such a way as to
create a significant risk to public health, critical ecosystems or
other valued users of water (NWQMS, 1995).

In this case, the 'identified beneficial use' is a 'critical ecosystem' in the form of the aquatic
environment within the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park, part of the Gondwana Rainforests of
Australia World Heritage Area.

Second, the EPBC has made it abundantly clear that concern over water quality is the fundamental
reason for its declaration, in 2007, that this proposal would be a 'controlled action'. This is
revealed in correspondence between the EPBC and the Proponent3, in which the latter indicated its
difficulty in identifying specific information about what makes the Gondwana Rainforests of
Australia World Heritage Area worthy of inscription on the World Heritage register. The
Proponent wrote:

...
Ihaven 'tfound a great deal of supporting literature or data

that would assist in specifying in detail the ecological areas of
the GRA WHA. Do you know of any sources (outside those
available thatgenerically discuss all GRA WHA sites) that would
assist in more accurately defining the GRA WHA downstream of
the proposed landfill site, ...

to which the EPBC's Assessment Officer responded as follows:

The department considers that the sources you have identified
accurately reflect those currently available in relation to specific
information on the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park. The
department considers that this information would then be
interpreted against the World Heritage listing information found
at

2 NSWDLWC, 1998, p.18

3 EA, AppendixB / Appendix B / Appendix A, DEWHA Correspondence, pp. 1−3.
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http://www. environment.gov.au/heritage/places/world/gondwana
/values.html.

The World Heritage values listed on that web page include habitats associated with:

• frogs in the families Myobatrahidae and Hylidae;

• reptiles such as chelid turtles, leaf−tailedgecko and angle−
headed dragon;

• ... and

• invertebrate fauna with origins in Gondwana, including fresh−
water crays, land snails, velvet worms, mygalomorph spiders,

flightless carabid beetles, bird−wing butterfly and glow−worms.
and the EPBC response further stated that:

The department does consider that the values most at risk are
those which will be most affected by water quality (our
emphasis), and also where weeds are likely to reduce values.
Weeds are most likely to cause degradation of values in riverine
environments, however, they could also be an issue in other
environments.

In short, the EPBC's reason for declaring the proposed landfill a 'controlled action' lies in its
judgement that the proposal poses a very real threat to the quality of water entering the Oxley
Wild Rivers National Park from the Gara River.
This exchange between the EPBC and the Proponent also reveals, unequivocally, that while the
Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area is recognised as being a priceless natural
environment, it has not yet been subject to detailed scientific study, so that assessment of
impacts from leachate pollution cannot be made with any confidence.

A Cumulative Effect

At a time when the wider society is showing signs of increasing awareness of the need for
additional efforts aimed at environmental preservation', it is unacceptable that we have a Council
failing to take the (once−in−a−lifetime) opportunity to begin to relieve stress on the Gara River
system.
The Gara River system is acknowledged unequivocally as being in a highly stressed condition,
partly because of, inter alia, fertilizer run−off from a sgricultural activities, mining activities and the
Armidale community's sewage and garbage facilities", both of which ultimately discharge into it.
While those existing facilities will remain for years to come, and continue to discharge their effluent
into the river, by building its new landfill in a location that does not drain eastwards into the World
Heritage properties, the Council has a rare opportunity to divert future leachate discharges
generated by future solid waste deposits, away from this ecologically sensitive area.

a See for example, The Great Eastern Ranges initiative, another arguing that these ranges provide drinking water for
93% of the eastern seaboard population, so that the 'maintenance of the health of these catchments is essential for the
future health and wellbeing' of that population. See http://www.greateasternranges.°rg.au/nature/catchments−and−
water/catchments−and−water

s EA,p. 143

From this perspective, the building of this proposed landfill effectively constitutes a cumulative
effect because it is ensuring the on−going, and increasing, pollution burden upon the river system (as
population and waste also increase). We note the Proponent's implied claim that since there are no
other major developments listed for future implementation, then there will be no cumulative effect6.
Of course, this assumes that over the life of the landfill (projected to be 50 yrs) no unforeseen
developments will take place. It also fails to recognise that it is, in itself, effectively a cumulative
effect by virtue of its perpetuation, and subsequent increase, of an existing source of pollution.
GVEPA argues that in the interests of improving, rather than further degrading, the water quality
within the Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area, this proposed landf'll must
not be built in this location. Underpinning GVEPA's assertions on this point is its conviction that
there is currently no technology available that can guarantee the containment of leachate on−site for
the long period of time that the landfill will be potentially polluting. As noted above, once
groundwater is contaminated, it is virtually impossible to cleanup and rehabilitate. We must
conclude that there is a high probability that this landfill will, sooner or later, release leachate into
the Gara R and so the Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area waterways, with
unanticipatable consequences.

Leachate Insecurity: Acknowledged but NOT Managed

In reporting the conclusions to be drawn from its literature review on Landfill Liner Defects, the EA
(p. 158) states:

There is potential, albeit limited, for defects to occur during the
construction of the landfill liner, resulting in potential leaks to
the groundwater. During operation, a well−designed and
installed liner may be expected to experience some degradation
or aging with time that would eventually lead to localisedfailure.

It goes on to summarise the 'main findings' in the following terms:

• Composite liner systems must be used appropriately and
in accordance with site specific design and in strict
adherence to construction specifications

...
The available laboratory andfield evidence, combined
with modelling, indicates that primary Leachate
Collection and Conveyance Systems in municipal solid
waste landfills have afinite service life, which could
range from less than 70 years to more than a century
depending on the design, waste characteristics, material
and exposure conditions and mode of operation. ...

• Leachate quality and quantities would be dictated by the
type of waste received, the design of the landfill and how
the landfill is constructed and operated.

...
all of which are consistent with GVEPA's previous assertions that sooner or later, landfill liners
inevitably will fail| This is a significant, and welcome, concession on the part of the Proponent

6 EA, pp. 264,265
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over the position it argued in the Preliminary Environmental Assessment of 2007, in which the
problem of leachate insecurity was not even countenanced! (GVEPA, 2007:5).

Recognised negative impacts of leachate loss are listed in the EA (p. 144,145):

Leachate would be generated by the landfill and, if released to
the environment, could impact on water quality through:

o Input of nutrients at elevated levels.

o Rapidgrowth of weeds, supportedby the high nutrient
levels.

o Death of aquatic organisms within the creeksuch asfish
and macro−invertebrates.

o Lower dissolved oxygen levels in the creek.

o Odour emissions from the river, mainly duringperiods of
lowflow.

o Otherpollutants of concern that maypotentially be
contained in surface water runoff from the Project Site
include weedpropagules (i.e. seeds or other plant
matter), bacteria, other organic matter, oil and grease
from operational plant and machinery, heavy metals and
other toxins.

Having finally admitted that landfills are prone to leakage (and the cause of sundry other
environmental affronts), not surprisingly, the proponent goes on to assure all and sundry that this is
really not at all problematic:

However, the landfill would be designed to ensure that no
operational water (i.e. leachate or dirty stormwater) is released
to the environment, therefore it is unlikely that the proposed
landfill would impact on water quality of the unnamed
intermittent creek or Gara River.

And by implication, if the unlikely event of leakage did occur, then (EA, p.227)

... identified potential impactsfrom the proposed landfill can be
appropriately managed through the implementation of specific
mitigation measures and commitments outlined in this
assessment.

GVEPA does not share the Proponent's conviction that the risks associated with escaped
leachate are either minimal, or that they can be 'adequately managed'.

Risk Management Problematic re: Leachate
The Proponent's 'Risk Profile' (EA, 9.274) identifies 18 'Issues' (which are forms/dimensions of
risk), of which just 6 are categorised as 'Low', 9 are 'Low/Medium', 2 are 'Medium' and 1 is
'High/Medium'. In short, the Proponent acknowledges that there is a broad base of risk
associated with this proposal.

Draft EA Submission re; Project Application Number 06_0220

Each of these summary judgements of risk reflect a combination of two separate dimensions of each
risk issue, its significance and its manageability. Each of these, in turn, is fundamentally a matter
of personal judgement: they are NOT 'truths' to be accepted without question. Neither is the
mapping of those judgements onto numerical scales. The main point of difference that GVEPA
would emphasise here7 is the optimistic judgement that the management of aU of these issues is
'Standard' or at worst, 'Straightforward'. Against the agreed understanding that landfill liner
systems must be assumed to leak sooner or later, it is essential that we examine closely the
implications of such failure for the management of leachate, then assess the adequacy of the
Proponent's management measures.

It is GVEPA's judgement that leachate loss into the Gara River and then Gondwana Rainforests of
Australia World Heritage Area must be anticipated via both surface water (primarily flooding
caused by infrequent extreme weather events) and groundwater (caused by liner failure).

(i) Surface Water Contamination
The proponent's assumption is that leachate will be contained within the landfill so that
management is a simple matter of dealing with what canbe seen and collected as per the
pipes/pondages depicted in Fig 8, Section 5.2.6 (EA, p.59). This is elaborated (EA, p. 146):

In order to appropriately manage leachate water, the proposal
would include the construction of apermanent leachatepond
where all leachate would be collected, stored and treated. This
would also include all waters that are potentially contaminated
due to their contact with waste or with any areas of land that
have been contaminated with waste.
The volume of all leachate water produced would be regulated
and would be required to undergo regular monitoring in
accordance with the siteEPL under the POEO Act. In the
unlikely or "emergency " case that the leachatepond overflows,
all overflow waters would be transferred to the permanent
sedimentation basin for emergency storage and appropriate
treatment.

The claim that 'all leachate would be collected, stored and treated' in the on−site pondage system
outlined above" is crucial to note, as is the assumption that no leachate will be lost beneath the
landfill. Mitigation measures are said to be 'stringent', with pondages and back−up collection
systems all built to meet 1 to 100 yr rainfall events9.

However, the EA (p. 144) goes on to admit that

7 GVEPA contests the judgement that the issue of 'Biodiversity' is appropriately rated at 4 on the Significance scale and
that National Environmental Heritage' is appropriately rated at 3. It can be argued that each should be higher, at 5 and
4 (even 5) respectively.
* EA, p. 158

Though we note that the leachate pond 'pond has been sized to capture the 1 in 25 year, 24hr storm event from direct
rainfall' −see EA, p.147
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Nofloodstudies have been conducted in this area, instead,
calculations using Manning's equation were used to estimate the
1O0 year Average Recurrence Interval (ARI)flow and the 100
yearflood level in these creeks. The results of these calculations
indicate that the proposed landfill site is well outside the extent of
the 1OO yearfloodplain.
The design for the landfill and stormwater ponds (dry basin)
incorporates adequate freeboard to contain 100 year ARIflows
on site.

So the design specifications of the siting and size of leachate containment pondages are based on
theoretical calculations of averageflows andflood levels, rather than actual data gathered from the
site.
GVEPA argues there are good reasons for questioning the adequacy of theoretical modelling and
the specifications derived from them. The site is known to be prone to flooding, as Council's
previous consultant had already advisedi°−

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

GVEPA 's PowerPoint presentation includes a recent photograph of the main gully taken near where
the landfill watercourse joins it11. Even after just 58 mm of normal rain, the volume of run−off was
impressive. When extreme rainfall does bit the area, then we must expect that local flooding will be
severe. Increasingly, extreme weather events have been encountered in recent years, and by
definition, these are not average occurrences, so that design specifications based on average
events can be expected to be inadequate.
An outstanding example of such an event on the Tablelands was the Timbarra Gold Mine12 disaster,
which stands as an inescapable testimony to the fact that both industry consultants and the
Government approval process alike cannot always 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.

One factor in the Timbarra case was unusually high rainfall. We understand that the design
specifications for water containment were designed to meet a once−in−400 year level. But still it
failed, with disastrous consequences. One of GVEPA's consultants, who is familiar with the
Timbarra case, draws the comparison with the current proposal".−

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

i0 Maunsell, March 2004, RegionalLandfill Siting Study: FinalReport, p. 67

11 See http;//www.worldheritagedump.com.au/v4flashfast/GVEPAPPSO8v4compressfast/pps.html

12 See for example, http://en. wikipedia.org/wiki/Timbarra Gold Mine, http://www.bigscrub.org.au/timbarra.html

ia Graham, M S, 2007, A Review of EPBCMatters Relevant to the Site of the Proposed Regional Landfill − Gara
River. p.1

similar climatic and landscape context to the proposed landfill
site, have shown that it is impossible to engineer afacility
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.

This could also be a factor in the Gara landfill proposal. Climate change is being widely blamed for
an increasing frequency of extreme weather events and sooner or later we might expect the Gara
region to experience extreme rainfall. The risk then is that leachate pollution will escape directly
and quickly into the Gara River.

A further element of disquiet about the adequacy of the mitigation measures designed to control
surface water within the landfill relates to the intention to transport 'excess leachate', such as might
accumulate in the proposed site's holding ponds in an "emergency" event, to the ADC's licensed
Sewage Treatment Plant (EA, p. 147 & Appendix B, p.53).
Presumably it would be dumped there and eventually find its way out onto the fodder−growing
paddocks as irrigation water. During heavy rain, run−off water from these paddocks flows down−
catchment through small dams and finally joins the Commissioners Waters, which in turn end up in
the Gara River. In short, the leachate would not be contained, just released via a more circuitous
route! Rumour has it that already these paddocks are showing increased levels of heavy metals in
the soil, presumably due to the sewage system effluent. This strategy for leachate management is
not at all satisfactory.
In summary, the Water andLeachateManagement Plan for the containment of leachate within
the landfill site is problematic because it does not appear to be designed with extreme weather
events in mind. The Timbarra Mine disaster occurred even though its design parameters
were more stringent than those proposed for this landfill development. Further, the proposal
to transfer excess leachate to the Armidale Sewage Treatment Plant is quite unacceptable
because that effectively transfers effluent out onto nearby paddocks with rain runoff directly
into the Gara River.
In terms of the Risk Assessment matrix, GVEPA's contention is that the Significance of flood
water carrying leachate into the Gara River is HIGH: the receiving environment has been
determined as SENSITIVE by both the EPBC and its World Heritage designation, and as
demonstrated above (see p. 3), that environment is not well understood so that potential IMPACTS
ALSO ARE NOT WELL UNDERSTOOD. With respect to Manageability of Effects, given the
theoretical nature of the risk of flooding, coupled with the increasing occurrence of extreme weather
events, the rating of this dimension is at best Straightforward, and more likely SUBSTANTIAL.

Taken together, there is, at least, a HIGH/MEDIUM risk of surface water pollution damaging
the World Heritage environment downstream.

(ii) Groundwater Contamination
GVEPA has long argued that landfill liners must be assumed to fail, sooner or later. We welcome
the proponent's concurrence with this same conclusion (see above, p. 5).
In the event of the liner being breached, because of such influences as, inter alia, natural
deterioration over time, contact with leachate, holes/tears created at time of construction, or because
of punctures resulting from differential pressures created by the waste load (EA, p. 158), leakage
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through the base of the landfill must be presumed and anticipated. This possibility is acknowledged
in the EA (Appendix I, p. 9):

In conjunction with the barrier system the leachate level within
the landfill is designed to be maintained not to exceed 300 mm
above the base of the liner by a leachate collection system.
Therefore, 'leakage 'from the base of the landfill is considered to
be negligible inpractice. However, it is necessary to assess the
potential impact of leakage on the basis that there is potential,
albeit limited, for defects in construction of the HDPE liner.
Leakagesfrom the liner would then enter the environment,
migrate downwards through the vadose zone, until the saturated

zone is reached and then migrate laterally toward the Gara
River.

Research in the US reveals that when leachate enters the vadose zone, commonly and initially viaa
small hole in the HDPE liner, its migration away from the landfill is usually in the form of a narrow
plume that might be as little as 600mm wide. Even if there are several of these, it is more by good
luck than good management that a down−gradient monitoring bore system will pick it up.
Furthermore, monitoring down−slope from the landfill using detection bores is ultimately not useful
because once the leachate is out, then there is little that can be done to retrieve it.
When a hole in the liner does occur, the migration of leachate can be surprisingly quick. The EA
(p.159) suggests that in the case of its proposal, and by its calculations, this time could be as short

as 17 years!

Given these assumptions and the conclusions of the literature
review, the estimated time for leakage to escape the landfill
(approximately 17years) is highly conservative.

GVEPA's literature review has revealed calculated times that are similarly short (Lee and Jones−
Lee, 2009, p.5):

... simple calculations show that it would take about 25 years for
leachate that passes through a hole in the plastic sheeting liner
under lfl of leachate head, to penetrate a 2−ft compacted clay
liner.

so perhaps the EA's estimate is not as conservative as the proponent might want to think.

And over a projected active life of 50 years", followed by a lifetime of further chemical reactions
within the landfill after it is finally capped, this rightly−conservative estimate is alarming in its
implications. The community might be lucky and get a landfill that holds up well, but the
probability is lowis and certainly an unacceptable risk in the face of the obligations imposed
by the World Heritage status of the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park.

" In an update (June, 2010) of their 'Flawed technology' paper, Ize and Jones−Lee review Canadian, Swiss and US
data that leachate generation continues long after capping, perhaps even for thousands of years, depending upon the
nature of the waste deposited in them.

is Lee & Lee−Jones (June, 2010, p.9) notes a study in the US in the mid−1990s, that of 544 sites assessed in California,
72% were leaking, another 14% were indeterminate, with just 14% not leaking.

Draft EA Submission re; Project Application Number 06_0220

The Water andLeachate Management Plan sets out a variety of monitoring strategies/techniques,
frequency of testing, reporting and reviewing, but there is absolute silence about what would be
done, beyond more monitoring, in the event of groundwater pollution to remediate that situation.
The following statement of likely remedial actions to be taken, appears to indicate that further
monitoring would be the extent of the action (EA, Appendix B, p.57):

[] Internal review and amendment of the leachate monitoring
program.

[] External review and recommendations for amendment of the
leachate monitoring program (by monitoring specialist).

[] Additional monitoring points included into the leachate
monitoring program.
[] Review and amendment of the analytes tested for.

[] Increase in thefrequency of monitoring undertaken on site.

GVEPA is NOT surprised by this apparent lack of a plan for mitigating action should
leachate escape through the bottom of the landfill. As the NSW Groundwater Protection Policy
has asserted, once 'groundwater becomespolluted it is difficult or impossible to clean up
completely'. GVEPA's research has not encountered any literature that offers hope in this regard.

It is apparent that managing leachate containment is highly problematic. Once the landfill is built,
there is little that can be done to manage liner deterioration, and detection of leakage is little more
than a case of 'shutting the gate after the horse has bolted'. As far as GVEPA can ascertain,
there is NO management measure proposed in this EA, or discussed anywhere in the wider
literature, that can remedy leachate loss through the liner.

On these grounds, its conclusion is that the residual environmental risk associated with
groundwater pollution is at least HIGH in the Residual Risk Matrix. GVEPA argues further,
however, that since there is no proven mitigation measure available to manage this probable
eventuality, the environmental risk here is OFF THE SCALE.

The tenor of GVEPA's analysis is consistent with that of its independent consultantis.

In regard to Table 74 (Section 10.2 Residual Risk Analysis) −
disagree with the risk category for groundwater (3 for
significance of effects (may be correct); however, strongly
disagree with their assessment of the ability to manage the risk
if impactedgroundwater is migrating of'site (3 − straight
forward) (our emphasis).

(iii) Geology not helpful

It appears as though the geology of the site is less than ideal for a landfill because the underlying
rock is both highly weathered and fractured, rendering it permeable to groundwater. This is implied

16 EDO Expert Reviewer, 2010, p.6
NOTE: The Environmental Defender's Office engaged an Independent Expert Hydro Geologist from its scientific
register of experts to review components of the Environmental Assessment The expert has particular expertise in
contaminant hydrogeology and experience in landfill impacts on water quality.
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in the EA's brief description of the geology and soils at the site (EA, p. 157), and is corroborated by
drill−core data. Commissioned drill−core analysis shows considerable fracturing and weathering of
rock in the vicinity of the landfill, to a depth of at least 26m. The report of these data includes the
geologist's judgement that 'potential for considerable groundwater transmission' might exist (EA,
Appendix N, 'Implications', no pagination):

Fracturing and weathering effects observed in the drill core
would have implications on the transmission of groundwater and

potential leachatefrom a landfill. The fact that weathering effects
in the deeper part of the drill core are concentrated along

fractures indicates that oxidisinggroundwater penetrates at least
to the depth of the bottom of the hole (26 m). Zones of strong
fracturing and clay development in the weathered zone might
have the potential for considerable groundwater transmission.

This interpretation of the drill core data doesn't seem to tally with EA assertions about slow
migration of leachate into the Gara River that are presented in the Hydrogeological (Leachate)
Assessment (Appendix I, p.21)

These estimates are largely based on assumed and um'form
conditions and are considered likely to represent conservative
estimates.
Potential leakage from the landfill was estimated as
approximately 100 L/day.
The time taken for leachate to escapefrompotential defects in
the liner and traverse the clay layer was calculated as
approximately 17 years.
Travel time from there to the saturated zone was calculated as 13
days. Upon mixing with the underlying groundwater, leachate is
calculated to be significantly diluted (80 times) over a depth of
approximately 1 m in the groundwater.

Leachate contaminants would then take approximately 1000
years to reach the Gara River.

The interesting part is the claim that although it could take as little as 13 days for leachate to
traverse the vadose zone, and despite the evidence of highly fractured sub−soil rock that shows clear
evidence of groundwater movement, it would be a further 1000 years before leachate would travel
that last 1 km to the Gara River!
GVEPA 's consultant, an EDO Expert Reviewer17, also disputes this time−frame:

The reviewer disagrees with the statement ... that a long time
frame may be required for groundwater migration in the bedrock

We note too the Proponent's admission that 'a groundwater model is a simplified approximation of
a heterogeneous and highly complex physical system'. a point also made by the EDO Expert
Reviewer:

t7 EDO Expert Reviewer, 2010, p.6

Further, the reviewer disagrees
...

(with respect to)... the
potential migration velocity in thefractured rock Whilst the
overall bulkpermeability of the mck may be low, the
groundwater velocity in the fractured media would be dependent
upon the cube of thefracture aperture and the hydraulic gradient
(which might be significant considering the local topography and

proximity to recharge areas). Thegroundwater velocity and rate
of contaminant transport might be significantly faster than
suggested. However, this would be difficult to prove since
fractured rock is a complex hydrogeological environment (our
emphasis).

Further, we note the Proponent's acknowledgement of this complexity and that uncertainty
surrounds the validity of such calculations because of that complexity−

Notwithstanding the simplifying assumptions made in the
assessment, a groundwater model is a simplified approximation
ofa heterogeneous and highly complerphysical system. As such,
whilst models may be used to assess and predict aquifer
behaviour and responses to a range of stresses, a degree of
uncertainty is inherent in all models.

From GVEPA 's perspective, reliance upon such uncertain 'scientific' modelling to inform crucial
decisions about the behaviour of complex hydrogeological system, carries with it considerable risk.
Such risk is amplified when resultant actions have the potential to violate Australia's
international obligations to preserve its World Heritage environment
Where there is inadequate scientific information to properly assess the risk, the 'Precautionary
Principle' should be invoked, and we strongly believe that thísprinciple should be applied in this
case.

(iv) Residual Environmental Risk re Leachate Cannot be Managed
In light of the above conclusions that the Residual Risk Management associated with Surface Water
is HIGH/MEDIUM (not Low/Medium as suggested in the EA) and that associated with
Groundwater is HIGH, or more likely, OFF THE SCALE (certainly not Medium as suggested in
the EA), it must be concluded that the probability of eventual leachate contamination of the World
Heritage aquatic environment is SO HIGH AS TO BE UNACCEPTABLE.
There is a clear lack of sufficient knowledge about BOTH the nature of the aquatic ecology that is
at risk, AND the nature of the leachate that will be generated by the landfill, for the Proponent to
begin to understand just what the impact of leachate loss will be on that environment.
Consequently, GVEPA argues that the Precautionary Principle must be invoked and the
landfill not being permitted to proceed on the chosen site.
We emphasise the point made in relation to the failure of the Timbarra Mine disaster, that decision−
makers in the past have approved projects, presumably in good faith, yet failures have occurred.
Indeed, we live in a time of some spectacular instances of technical and/or management failure that
have lead to environmental degradation (eg Chernobyl − Nuclear, Bhopal − Gas, Alaska [Exxon
Valdez] − Oil, & the Gulf of Mexico − Oil, and who knows how many more smaller scale instances,
which have been 'invisible' to the news media,). GVEPA believes that it is no accident that the
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EA is silent on the question of mitigation measures to manage the case of liner failure, the
eventuality that is most likely in the long−run: there are none available! Against the backdrop
of the US−based research into the high frequency and high probability that any landfill will leak,
sooner or later, we are reinforced in our conclusion that the Precautionary Principle must
prevail to stop this proposal proceeding on this site.

Landfill Design is Outdated
The design outlined in the EA (Section 5.2) appears to be essentially the same as that discredited by
the USEPA in 1991 when it was abandoned in favour of the so−called 'Dry Tomb' design conceptIs
That pre−1991 design had a composite bottom liner to which was added a clay liner upon capping,
which is precisely what the EA is proposing for the Gara River site. However, it was
(begrudgingly) recognised by the USEPA as being ineffective in controlling leachate and following
public court action, it was finally abandoned. What is particularly interesting to GVEPA here is the
explicit accusation that the persistence of landfill designs that were known to provide inadequate
protection to the environment (and nearby residents) may well have been essentially a governmental
strategy to keep costs minimal (Lee & Jones−Lee, 2010, p.5):

The evolution of liner and cover systems for landfills −from no
liner, to a clay/soil liner, to aplastic sheeting liner, to the current
composite liner − was not based on afinding that any of these
liners could potentially prevent groundwater pollution by wastes
for as long as the wastes in the containment system were a threat.
The clay/soil liner was based on using the next least expensive
material to no liner. When it was realized that clay/soil liners had
significant problems, plastic sheeting was the next least
expensive to clay/soil. There was never an evaluation that
showed that clay/soil or plastic sheeting would be expected to
prevent groundwater pollution for as long as the wastes were in
the landfill. The same situation applies to the composite liner
system that is used today. It is only a matter of time until that
liner system fails to prevent leachatefrompassing through it
which can pollute groundwaters, rendering them unusable for
domestic and many other purposes.

The question that GVEPA would now ask, is "WHY" is Australia travelling down that same
pathway? Why are we not learning from the well−researched and documented experience of others,
and at least adopting designs similar to their current 'best−practice'?
But even though a 'Dry Tomb' landfill has a composite top liner, researchers claim that while this is
an improvement, it still will NOT afford adequate long−term protection to the environment. All that
is achieved is that the deleterious effects are delayed. This bas led Lee & Jones−Lee to advocatea
double composite bottom liner be used on any 'Dry Tomb' landfill (Lee & Jones−Lee, 2010, p.33
for diagram). Again, such a strategy is one of delaying leachate loss as long as possible in the
expectation that when leachate loss does occur, its level of toxicity will have been reduced
considerably.

" For an overview of the evolution of landfill design requirements, driven by acknowledgement of failure to protect the
environment, see Lee & Jones−Lee, 2010, p.3

NOTE −might use Lee & Jones−Lee 2010 design diagrams p.4 & p.33 as appendices −p.4 looks like the EA design?
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It seems that at best, even 'dry tomb' landfill designs provide no more than a temporary delay in the
discharge of leachate. GVEPA argues that where World Heritage Values are at risk, this is not
good enough, the more so when it is recognised that alternatives sites exist that do not threaten these
values. Accepting that the Armidale Dumaresq Council (or its replacement Regional Council)
needs to establish a new landfill in the short−term future, GVEPA urges both the NSW and
Commonwealth governments to direct that a new site be chosen that does not drain into the
Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area (See below: p. 24).

Threats to Biodiversity

The threat to biodiversity that is posed by the proposed landfill has two main dimensions to it: one
is its impact on the site chosen in terms of land clearing, removal and degradation of habitat while
the other is the inevitable impact of pollution to groundwater that will be caused by leachate
escaping from the landfill and affecting the aquatic ecosystem in the Oxley Wild Rivers National
Park.

Critical Aquatic Ecosystem Downstream
The identification of water quality as the major driver behind the EPBC's decision in 2007 to
declare the proposed landfill a 'controlled action' has been clarif ed above (see p. 3) and sits in stark
contrast with the assertion made in the EA's Flora and Fauna Assessment (EA, Appendix E, p. iii):

No groundwater dependent ecosystems have been identified in the
study area or in the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park
downstream of the proposed new landfill (DNR 2002). Thus, the
proposed new landfill is not likely to have any impacts on
groundwater dependant ecosystems in the study area or further
downstream in Oxley WildRivers National Park.

This is aremarkable claim because it flies in the face of the EPBC's declaration of reasons for its
World Heritage status. It is perhaps understandable given the revelation noted above that there is
little detailed scientific data available that describes the aquatic ecosystem that is so highly valued
by the World Heritage inscription. Presumably the 2002 Policy upon which the Proponent's
assertion was based, also did not take cognizance of the World Heritage inscription of the
Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area.
Whatever the reason for the EA's claim, GVEPA argues that it is manifestly false and that
consequentially, it is incumbent upon the Proponent to meet the expectation of the NSW
Groundwater Protection Policy19:

... Potential dischargers need to either establish that their
activity does not contaminate thegroundwater system, or show
that their proposal will not affect the beneficial use selected

In this case, that 'beneficial use' is the 'critical ecosystem' of the Gondwana Rainforests of
Australia World Heritage Area. Until the nature of that 'critical' aquatic ecosystem is adequately
established, the Proponent cannot meet this requirement. Equally, as GVEPA's consultant observed

"NSWDLWC, 1998, p.18
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in 20072°, until detailed identification of the likely leachate contaminants is established, no claims
about possible ecological damage can be substantiated.

In short, neither cause, nor effect, can be precisely established by the proponent given the
current state of knowledge about both the aquatic ecosystem in the Gondwana Rainforests of
Australia World Heritage Area and the nature of the leachate likely to be produced by the
landfill. Consequently, it is simply not possible to claim that these undefined risks can be
managed!

In terms of the Residual Risk Matrix, the management of unidentified pollutants upon the sensitive,
'world−valued' yet poorly understood aquatic ecosystem downstream, is anything but
'Straightforward', as the Proponent claims (EA, p. 274). From the environmental perspective, this
must be regarded as COMPLEX at least, leading to an overall assessment of HIGH residual risk
rather than High/Medium as the Proponent claims.

As GVEPA understands it, this is a classic case in which the Precautionary Principle should be
invoked. There simply is not an adequate knowledge base upon which to confidently claim that the
proposed landfill will not cause environmental damage. And when the environment under scrutiny
lies within a designated World Heritage property, the stakes are so much higher: this landfill must
not be allowed to proceed!

Landfill Site

The threat to biodiversity posed by the landfill footprint is primarily its acknowledged, likely
deleterious effect upon particular threatened/vulnerable fauna and flora species as well asa
Critically Endangered Ecological Community (CEEC) in the form of a Box−Gum Woodland. The
New England Tablelands environment has been severely degraded by extensive clearing for grazing
purposes since European settlement21, which makes all remnants of former vegetation extremely
valuable in ecological terms. This is the logic driving the current The Great Eastern Ranges
initiative, its mission being:22

to engage the New South Wales community − including state
government agencies and local government, landowners, industry
representatives, community groups and researchers − in an
efective long−term partnership to conserve, connect, protect and
rehabilitate plant and animal habitats and catchments of the
Great Eastern Ranges of Australia along 1,200 km ofNSW

In the context of that endeavour, the proposal to build a new landfill by one local government
authority in one of these water catchments runs starkly counter to the mood of the times!

Apart from the threat posed by the landfill to water quality, it runs counter to another of the Great
Eastern Ranges Initiative's core values by causing further, acknowledged fragmentation of the
woodlands on the tablelands23.

20 GVEPA, 2007, p.5
21EA, Appendix E, p. 26
22See http://www.greateasterttranges.org.au/vision/mission/mission
23 EA, Appendix A, p. 34

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 which are also clearly spelled out in the EA24.

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

fauna andflora that helps to maintain viable populations
within the local area (our emphasis).

It is this understanding that has led to a dedicated effort by community members to establish a
Citizens Wildlife Corridor that includes the landfill site, the adjacent Box−Gum TSR and many
nearby properties owned landholders who have nominated their land for inclusion. This corridor
connects the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park via the Gara River to the smaller Yina and Imbota
Nature Reserves. Here again, the choice of site for the new landfill is most unfortunate for its
implied indifference to the community's effort and commitment to restoring effective wildlife
habitat.

The unacceptability of the 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, Appendix E, p. 40):

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

The willingness of the Council to propose further degradation of a CEEC, through clearing and
associated marginal disturbance, reflects a mind−set more in tune with colonial days than with the
present.

(i) Limitations of the Survey
The Proponent's commissioned Flora and Fauna Assessment describes very clearly the extent and
nature of the negative environmental impacts that 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 limitation of the survey was its 'snapshot' nature
meaning that only aproportion of the full species diversity was
likely to be detected.

u EA, Appendix A, p.ll
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This is particularly pertinent when reporting on sightings of migratory bird species. It is also
noteworthy that beyond the numbers of threatened species observed on the landfill site during
surveys, there are many more in the immediate area for which the landfill site is judged to be
'suitable habitat'. An estimated 10 flora, 14 fauna and a further 5 migratory/marine species can be
expected to make use of the landfill habitat from time to time.2s

At GVEPA's July, 2010 meeting, members reported sightings on nearby properties of both the
Spotted−Tailed Quoll (also photographed) and Koala.
Further, and as noted already, the failure to acknowledge the EPBC's clear statement that a critical
aquatic ecosystem does indeed exist within the waters of the Gondwana Rainforests of Australia
World Heritage Area that might be affected by leachate spill, there is no evidence in the EA that
any effort has been made to undertake the necessary studies to identify the 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 environment that is of 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.
The proposal for the landfill access easement to the Waterfall Way includes removal of
approximately 2 ha of the CEEC woodland, great emphasis being placed on the fact that this
represents (EA, Appendix E, p. 25):

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

The implication that this is an inconsequentially small impact is predictable and seemingly at odds
with the following admission, made elsewhere within the same report26 (EA, Appendix E, p. 31):

The losses that will occur at the landfill site also contribute to the
already significant level of cumulative habitat loss that has
occurred at a regional scale on the New England Tablelands
(DEC 2006)

Further, the report emphasises that this remnant 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:

25 EA, Appendix E, pp. 44−52, 53−62 & 67.
* 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 extent1. Whilst it is acknowledged that the proposal 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 (our emphasis).

The boundary of what is referred to as the Box−Gum Woodland was challenged 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 and in 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):

• Narrow−Leaved Black Peppermint (Eucalyptus nicholii), listed 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 threatened 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 threatened woodland birds (Diamond
Firetail Finch and Speckled Warbler) and two provisionally
listed birds (Scarlet Robin and variedsittella [sic]) that have
been observed on the proposed landfill footprint area. Allfive of
these species have been recorded on the proposed landfill

footprint area.

Elsewhere, it is acknowledged that even though the Stringybark 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 contains clear evidence of recent Koala usage. This has led to
the recommendation by the Proponent's consultants to recommend the preservation of one Yellow
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Box tree (tree #3)2s, an action that seems to indicate that clearing of this woodland is likely to also
have a 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 EPBC Act cannot be compensated for using
the Habitat Offset strategy. GVEPA's consultant makes the following observation29:

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 The proposed ofsetpertains
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 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 consultant's assertion noted above that clearing of evena
small area of this specially protected woodland is a significant assault upon the quality of the
environment, and consequentially, its capacity to sustain the fauna that depend upon it. And when
that fauna includes six acknowledged 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 proximity to the landfill for that habitat is judged to 'be suitable' (see above, p.
18). This is valuable habitat indeed that is will be lost.
The second aspect of the Habitat 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 fom the
DECCW's Principals [sic] of Biodiversity Offsetting guidelines, which states that 'Offsets should
minimise ecological risks from timelags'31 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. In this case, the 35 species (6 known plus 29 likely) involved
will lose immediately 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

so 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.

" EA, Appendix H, Appendix A, Attachment A, p.9

presence and activity of workers and machinery, it seems likely that this loss will be on−going (EA,
Appendix H, p. 13:.

Several threatened species of birds are likely to be displaced due
to construction of the landf!llpit. However, the impacts will be
minimised through the staged clearing required for construction
of the landfill over its proposed 50 year lifespan. This will allow
the maximum possible amount of habitat to remain while the
Stringybark offset area becomes progressively more established.

It seems obvious that Principle 9 will be violated by this proposal. But it gets worse!

Elsewhere in Appendix H, correspondence in 2006 between the Department of Planning and the
Department of Environment and Conservation, included the following statement (EA, Appendix H,

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−
disturbance '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
biodiversity might recover (our emphasis).

Nevertheless, it is clear from the nature of landfilling 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 restoratinn of
supporting vegetation will be slow. This seems clearly to point to the conclusion 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. This fact, together with the fact that five threatened bird species and the koala
stand to lose further habitat if this landfill is built, GVEPA must again call upon Governments to
withhold approval. Given that alternative sites undoubtedly exist, we argue 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 HIGH/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 inevitably increases the density of
ground foraging vermin, such as foxes and cats. This is a particularly significant issue for the long−
term survival of two of the threatened bird species because they nest on the ground (Speckled
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Warbler) and/or feed on or close to the ground (Speckled Warbler and Diamond Firetail)32. So, not
only will their habitat be significantly reduced, but their 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 identification, protection, conservation, presentation and
transmission to future generations of the cultural and natural
heritage referred to in Articles i 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−catchment 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 somces of stress, og
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
nnarguable 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 landfil1DOES NOT NEED TO PROCEED ON
THIS SITE because there are alternatives.

The Way Ahead

If a 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 not
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 necessarily 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 and EPA 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 of just 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 NSW 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

• if necessary, once the Armidale facility is full, use the current Uralla 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, Inverell, ...);

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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Dust and Odour
The proponent's conclusion that 'off site' odour impacts from the landfill will be at 'acceptable
levels' is not justified by the data submitted.
AIR QUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT− DRAFT
PROPOSED ARMIDALE LANDFILL

Conclusions P12
'IB Odour impacts due to the landfill operations are predicted to be at acceptable levels'
Dust and odour emissions are based on ideal management scenarios such as when assessing dust
impacts the proponent assumes (Air Quality Impact Assessment 5.2 P8)

'These estimates assume that 75% control of dust is achievable due to the watering of haul roads.
Regular watering on unsealed haul routes has been assumed for the purposes of the dust emission
calculations.'

When assessing odour emissions the proponent assumes (Air Quality Impact Assessment 5.1 P7)

'The tipping face has been calculated as being an area of 32 square meters for daily tipping'

The conclusion that has been drawn based on the ideal management practices relies on many
assumptions on landfill operation and management that historically Council have failed to achieve. It
also appears to ignore odour and gasses from other potential sources such as landfill gas leakage,
again it assumes perfect management. The below landfill audit report highlights Council's inability
to meet the stated environmental commitments.
Compliance Audit Report EPA 2000 Armidale City Council Page6

'The EPA is concerned that the environmental goal of preventing the degradation of local amenity is
not being achieved. The licensee should ensure that the environmental outcomes achieved by
covering of waste are addressed through improved landfill management.'

Oneodour unit(OU) of a sample would prompt 3 out of a group of 6 panellists to reliably detect the

presence of an odour when compared to clean air.

Assessment and management
of odour from stationary sources
in NSW
November 2006 Department of Environment and Conservation NSW

'Offensive odour
In practice, 'offensive' odour can only be judged by public reaction to the odour, preferably under
similar social and regional conditions. The nuisance level can be as low as 2 OU'
Figure 22 has been modified below to magnify an inset of the 'off site' odour levels projected by the
proponent. As can be clearly seen, neighbouring properties will be subjected to odour levels of 30−40
OU and 3 houses and the Waterfall Way Gara Reserve picnic area subjected to Odour Units (OU) of

greater than 3.
If the nuisance level of odour can be as low as 2 0U, GVEPA contend that 30−40 OU level predicted
into the neighbouring property will be a 'stench'.
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Figure 22 − Maximum odour levels (ou) due to landfill operations − Staging 40−50
Years

Armidale Landfill DRAFT_rev2 doc

The rest and picnic area opposite the proposed site on the Waterfall Way on which many hundreds
of tourists stop to eat has not been accessed as a 'receiver'. Contradictory to the principle of Table 5

− Odour performance criteria for the assessment of odour. The population density should be
significantly increased from the 'single residence' goal due to the number of persons that actually

stop at this picnic area or travel along the scenic Waterfall Way.

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT − DRAFT
PROPOSED ARMIDALE LANDFILL P6

The 'off site' odour impacts with a magnitude of 40 times the perceivable level near the property
boundary have been interpreted by the proponent as acceptable 'receiver impacts'. One would

assume that 'off site' means off the site area owned by the proponent, not at a house that may be

some distance from where maximum impacts will occur. GVEPA's argument appears supported by

the proponents own definition of 'offensive odour' which states that the odour may be described as

'offensive' when it interferes with the comfort of a person 'outside the premises from which it is
emitted'. This is distinctly different from a residence 400m from the property boundary.
Landfill Environmental Management Plan
Armidale Regional Landfill Facility − Draft Landfill Environmental Management Plan Page xiv

Glossary and Abbreviations

'Offensive Odour
The definitions that pertain to NSW Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 define an
"offensive odour" as an odour:
(a) that, by reason of its strength, nature, duration, character or quality, or the time at which it is
emitted, or any other circumstances:
(i) is harmful to (or is likely to be harmful to) a person who is outside the premises from which it is

emitted, or
(ii) interferes unreasonably with (or is likely to interfere unreasonably with) the comfort or repose of

a person who is outside the premises from which it is emitted, or
(b) that is of a strength, nature, duration, character or quality prescribed by the regulations or that is
emitted at a time, or in other circumstances, prescribed by the regulations'.

Due to current and future development potential on affected properties, a host of issues remain
unassessed in relation to additional impacts of insects and changes to ecosystems due to odour
issues. Assessment at 'receiver' level when significant 'on' property impacts are obvious have not
been addressed. An example of this is the neighbouring 'Cellar Door' Olive and Feijoa sales and
orchard tours which will be significantly affected due to documented landfill odour impacts. Impacts
such as these are not considered 'off site' for purposes of the EA evaluation as only houses are
considered 'receivers'.
Dust impacts on neighbouring activities such as pollination of fruit trees remains unassessed. The
health aspect in terms of neighbouring residents and solar panels used for bore water pumping only
50m from the site has also not been assessed.
The impact from insects and vermin which will be attracted to the udours on neighbouring
horticultural industries has not been assessed.
GVEPA contend that due tD the proximity to Armidale, avaiiability of services such as town water,
power and arterial road access, that the area has significant and probable future subdivision
potential. GVEPA assert that in light of the following statement by DEC NSW that the criteria applied
by the proponent should be at the 'boundary of the facility', Otherwise future landuse potential will
be compromised.
Technical framework: assessment and management of odour from stationary sources in NSW p9
Department of Environment and Conservation NSW
'These criteria should not be exceeded at the nearest sensitive receptor (both existing and any likely
future sensitive receptors). If a receptor is, or is likely to be, located near the boundary of a facility,
then the criteria should be applied at and beyond the boundary of the premises'
Photo showing 300mm WaterMain (potential future development)



'believed' to be from the landfill. The monitoring equipment put in place by Council is not able to
isolate the source of the contamination.
With a World Heritage Area at stake, is this the environmental 'track record' of a Council you would
trust to uphold the World Heritage Values of the area?

Final Compliance Audit Report
Armidale City Council Solid Waste Landfill
Long Swamp Road
December 2000
Executive Summary

A number of small allotments exist opposite the proposed site already. It was only in Council's latest
2008 LEP that Council's Rural 1(b) (Rural Arterial) zoning was revoked. Future decisions by Council
are unknown and with the impending appointment of an administrator for Armidale Dumaresq
Council the assumption is that due to the high level of available services that the area has significant
development potential.
The same 'level of service' that led the proponent to select the site are the same reasons that the
area is primed for future additional small allotments.
The proponent's acknowledgment of this is stated in the Site assessment for the proposed site.
Regional Landfill siting Study p71
Site Assessment for Site 7 'Sherraloy'
'Future Development − Potential area for future development, due to location;'
Due to inadequate buffer zones, GVEPA reiterates that 'off site' dust and odour impacts should be
accessed at the property boundary so not as to inhibit future landuse or development potential. in
light of this and the acknowledged exceedence of DEC criteria into neighbouring properties GVEPA
assert the site is unsuitable for use as a putrescible landfill.

Environmental Record

Armidale Dumaresq Council past environmental record and in particular the management and
operation of its current landfill site raises serious concerns about Council's ability to manage its
proposed landfill site.
Other weil documented Council environmental disasters such as the Armidale Gasworks Site, and
the Martin St Subdivision Contamination demonstrate that Council's poor record with landfill
management is not a 'one off' case.
Council proven track record with its failure to satisfy the most basic of landfill licensing conditions is
extremely disturbing. What is even more frightening is that contaminated wells were found nearby

The findings of the audit indicate that the enterprise was not complying with a number of
conditions attached to the Environment Protection Licence issued under the Protection of the
Environment Operations Act 1997.

Issues of concern include the following:

Inadequate containment of contaminated soil undergoing remediation.
Inadequate maintenance of the bund wall forming part of the containment structure for the
dedicated remediation area.
Inadequate and/or incomplete records relating to contaminated soil received at the premises.
An action program has been developed to ensure that the enterprise addresses these issues.

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 disposat
Scouring of the landfill batter located in the south eastern comer of the premise, 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.

Further the report stated;

'Groundwater Contamination

The licensee has implemented a comprehensive water monitoring program involving quarterly
sampling of surface and ground waters for a range of parameters. The first 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.
Subsequent testing in May 2000 confirmed the presence of contaminants in the groundwater with
the report submitted to the EPA stating that "run−off" water and leachate from the north eastern
section of the landfili that pools in a diversion drain close to LWI (the sampling well) is the likely
cause".
The EPA is concerned that inadequate collection of surface water, contaminated by landfilling
activities, may be causing pollution of waters. (See Appendix C for extract from Protection of the
Environment Operations Act 1997)'



The proponents idealistic assertion in the EA that includes their 'statement of commitments' is not
backed up by their previous dismal compliance record.
Degradation, concern and inadequate are the words the EPA has used to describe Armidale
Dumaresq Council's efforts to satisfy agreed licensing conditions. Australia's obligations to preserve
a World Heritage Site should not be jeopardised by a local Council with a deplorable record of
environmental management.

Financial Mismanagement

In May 2010 a NSWGovernment report into a review of local government service delivery in the
New England Area was handed down. The report titled 'A Proposal for the Creation of a New
England Regional Council' was commissioned by the Minister for Local Government, the Hon Barbara

Perry MP. Gabrielle Kibble AO was engaged as facilitator to undertake a review of local government
services currently provided by Armidale Dumaresq Council, Guyra Shire Council, Uralla Shire Council
and Walcha Council.
Ms Kibble has recommended a forced amalgamation of Armidale Dumaresq, Guyra and Uralla Shires
and recommended that an Administrator be appointed to oversee the implementation of the
amaigamated Council.
The report is a damning indictment of Armidale Dumaresq Council's financial position, distrust
within the Community and leads one to question Council's ability to adequately guarantee any of
its many promised EA 'commitments' Can Council service the project in the long term, remediate if
required and guarantee Australia's World Heritage obligations?
A number of references are aimed specifically at Armidale Dumaresq Council poor financial position
and management, summed up by Ms Kibble stating

5.2.1 Armidale Dumaresq Council (ADC) P18

ADC's outstanding rates and annual charges over the last three financial years
also highlight a poor record of debt control.

The report also questions council's ability to deliver services to ratepayers

5.3 Condusions P21

Armidale Dumaresq's current financial position is of concern. Despite a reasonably stable
revenue base of $0.41 million for 2008/09, the Council still carried $0.24 million in debt as at
30 June 2009 which will need to be serviced in future years. This will have an impact on
ADC's ability to deliver services to the community in the medium term. Additionally, if
Council continues to record operating deficits, the losses will erode its cash position, which
will led to significant pressures on the renewal of assets.

It also appears that Council may be understating its debts and questions Council's ability to replace
assets.

This obviously has enormous potential to jeopardise many of Council's Statement of Commitments
and questions Council's capacity to adequately manage the proposed landfill facility for the 50 years
of operation and closure thereafter.

5.2.1 Armidale Dumaresq Council (ADC) P19

However, there is a concern that, in recognising its Collateralised Debt Obligations

investments as current assets, ADC may be overstating the liquidity and health of its finances

to some degree.

5.2.1 Armidale Durnaresq Council (ADC) P18

ADC has recorded operating deficits after capital grants in three of the last five financial
years with a cumulative loss of $101.34 million. In 2008/09, ADC recorded an operating
deficiency of $12.23 million, including the early payment of the first instalment of the
Federal Government financial assistance grant (FAG) for the 2010 year of $09.56 million.
If ADCcontinues to record operating deficits, the continued losses will erode Council's
cash position meaning the Council will not be able to provide for the replacement of its
assets as they are being used.

Previously in 2009 the financial sustainability review of Armidale Dumaresq Council rated Council
'Financially Unsustainable' The fiscalstar report goes on to say

The stability and predictability of the council's rates, fees & charges are therefore at risk, and
its ratings burden presently does not seem to be shared fairly between the council's present
and future ratepayers.
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remove rubbish from neighbouring properties means there is acceptance that control measures will

be inadequate.
EA page P77
'Ensuring that all wind blown litter that leaves the site is retrieved.'
Photo at current Armidale Dumaresq Landfill site boundary

How will this retrieval be achieved? Will Council have access to neighbouring properties to retrieve
the rubbish?
'Willy Willies' and other unpredictable gusts of wind will result in litter blowing unabated over the

proposed inadequate litter fencing, smaller litter will blow straight through the fence.
The windblown litter will follow the prevailing winds which are generally Easterly, Westerly with
partial Southerly winds.
As the nearby Gara River which feeds immediately into the World Heritage listed Oxley Wild Rivers
National Park and Macleay River system is East of the proposed site, it is clear that litter which finds

its way into this river system will not be retrieved by Landfill staff and will create hazards further
down the catchment.
With the acknowledgement that litter will invariably escape, there appears to be no measures put in
place to stop ingestion by inquisitive animals on neighbouring properties. An inadequate 50m

property buffer zone is not possibly sufficient to guarantee rubbish will not leave the site with even a
minor unpredictable wind event.
Unsightly litter which makes its way to the Waterfall Way will create an undesirable amenity for
tourists and residents who travel along the Waterfall Way ( Tourist Drive no. 17). One only has to
inspect Council's current landfill site to see the inability of Council to control litter. Bags stuck high in

trees 'off site', rubbish stuck in fences are commonplace around the current site.

Compliance Audit Report EPA 2000 Armidale City Council Page 6

'Litter Control

During the audit inspection significant quantities of windblown litter was observed on and around
the premise, It is noted that temporary litter fencing has been installed at various locations however
this was not adequate for controlling litter blown from the deposited waste.
The site representative indicated that the contractor undertaking the landfilling activities Is
responsible for collection of litter.
The EPA is concerned that the environmental goal of preventing the degradation of local amenity is
not being achieved. The licensee should introduce procedures that prevent the unnecessary
proliferation of litter.'

The EPA's 2002 Industry Sector : Rural Waste Landfill Facilities −Compliance Performance Report
December 2002 Page 16 reveals that Armidale Dumaresq Council was not isolated in its inability to
control litter with the Audit report stating that;

'Litter controls
Litter was not being adequately controlled at 25 of the 30 facilities audited:'

Armidale Dumaresq Council was one of the Audited Sites.
Council's previous appalling record in this area and EPA's conclusion that 25 out of the 30 audited
facilities were unable to fully contain windblown within site boundaries increase GVEPA's confidence
that Council's inadequate 50m landfill property buffer zone is insufficient to contain its windblown
pollution.

Noise

GVEPA contend that noise impacts will be real and significant. Site investigation noise (drilling etc)

was reported to Council during the site investigation stage, indicating the high probability that

typical landfill machinery will have considerable impact outside the proposed landfill site.
Poor site selection has resulted in the requirement to use engineered noise controls to attempt to

make up for the shortcomings of the proposed site.

Noise Impact Assessment P19

'As the proposed landfill facility would be reliant on engineered noise control treatment, the ongoing
maintenance of equipment will be critical to ensure the continuing compliance with the noise
criteria'

The reliance upon 'engineered noise control' highlights the unacceptable proximity to neighbouring
residences, property buffer zones and the incompatibility with surrounding land use.
The acknowledgement by the proponent that the facility 'would generally comply' with industrial

noise level criteria is alarming, meaning that it sometimes or often won't. The fact that Industrial

Noise criteria (INP) is used in a quiet rural setting highlights the significant loss of local amenity.

Executive summary − noise impact assessment page vii

'With these and the additional mitigation measures discussed in Section 5.2.2 implemented, it is
expected that the noise levels at the nearest receivers would generally comply with the INP criteria
for the typical operational scenarios that have been analysed.'

Inadequate buffer zones will have significant impacts on neighbouring residences, wildlife and the
local amenity of the quiet rural/residential environment. Construction of a new entrance road some
1.8 km, will have severe detrimental impacts on neighbouring residences and wildlife that have not
been addressed in this EA.

:
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Below is an example of 'off site' noise exceeding recommended levels.

Armkhie Repong Lan@ − Nobe impactAS,r,esmet

renditions Underthemaxxnurivnpact~ind condidons cudinadan the WPhe noisedeveis would be emecten t~

considerad to be significani

Table 13 − All Construction Plant Operating During Daytime under Neutral M~eoroiosical Conditions

Strathaven 310

Sherraioy 38

Ri4erton 28

4 North 1 32

5 North 2 34

o Nuth Wet 28

Below is a modification to the above table. dB(A) levels in brackets (below) have been formulated
from the addition of 6 dB(A) due to unfavourable wind conditions, as per above statement. These
figures may occur up to 30% of the time.

Under the 'typical' plant configuration the noise objective of 40 dB(A) would not be met for 2
neighbouring residences. An increase in the minimum machinery noise as described as 'typical',
would result in 4 residences being subjected to sound levels above the noise objective of 40dB(A).
Of course neighbours access on their properties is not restricted to 'residences' and as such sound
levels greater than 45 dB(A) that are propagated 'off site' will have significant impacts on local
amenity, wildlife and current and future landuse potential.
The background noise at neighbouring residences has been assessed by AECOM as approximately
30db(A). A 10dB increase is approximately a doubling of the perceived noise level.
Armidale Regional Landfill − Noise Impact Assessment p31
Glossary of Acoustic Terminology

'Loudness
A rise of 10 dB in sound level corresponds approximately to a doubling of subjective
loudness. That is, a sound of 85 dB is twice as loud asa sound of 75 dB which is twice as
loud asa sound of 65 dB and so on'

Therefore the increase in noise levei from 30dB to 40dB as indicated in the assessment could double
noise level at neighbouring properties.

It has been indicated that the construction phase would be approximately 8 months initially
(Armidale landfill Project Plan −Construction Phase) and as such noise levels experienced 'off site'
will be at unacceptable levels for periods far longer than community expectations and that
neighbours should be subjected too.
The below diagram shows noise impinging on neighbouring properties is above acceptable levels.
Construction noise in site extremities will be considerably higher than the 'covering operations'
shown. Noise abatement has only been proposed for permanent equipment, thus contractor
machinery which is non−permanent remains unabated.
Site layout has been superimposed on chart to show property boundaries and insufficient 50m
buffer

Noise from operation and construction of new road hugging neighbouring boundary has not been
accessed. There is no data on the access road type. If 'cutting' into the hillside will be employed for
construction of the road there must be reflected sound impacts on neighbours that have not been
assessed. The noise from the entrance road as shown in the above diagram does not indicate this.
Concerns are also raised from residences North of the proposed site entrance that traffic direction
into and out of the site will raise noise levels significantly due to acceleration and deceleration of
heavy vehicles. As these vehicles will be accessing the site perpendicular to current traffic flow with
exhaust noise directed at the residences impacts will be significant.
There appears to be no assessment of this issue as direction of intersection onto the Waterfall Way
(As shown above) appears contradictory to the proponents statements that the road entrance will
be perpendicular to the Waterfall Way
There also appears to be conflicting statements from the proponent regarding the hours of
operation which will have significant impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties with regards
to site noise.
The first statement says that the hours of operation and construction in the landfill will be adhered
to at all times, yet immediately below the proponent says that if work needs to be undertaken
outside these hours it cani, It is therefore clear that the hours of construction and operation will not
be adhered to 'at all times'.



LEMP Noise Control P 94
31−e foRowing noise cotots are to be imple−nented ai the landfil site_

• The coast ucteand opera−renail hours as o,utbred en Te Landse ucence wd: be ateecio at ah ni es.N

t a: co struenortopratiorsj worts; need to De corducte<1 outside of Lhe nonna hours rendents mit be5
informed~

Vol 4 p163

'The proposed landfill will typically operate from 6am to 5:30pm Monday to Friday, and 8am
to 6:30pm on weekends and public holidays. Construction hours will be from 7am to 5pm
Monday to Friday and gam to Spm on Saturdays'

Conversely

2.2 Proposed Operations

Waste would be processed at the existrig laneil and trarsfer slation on Lor,g Swarp Road and would be
transported inween the Ir ansfer staten and thesde by truct. No dreetoubioaccessto the caoposea ste woulo
be provided

1o 5: 3OpmModay toFricay and 8Mam~6:3Damon :Sahrday;Sunday arid e~JbleMolidaym

materials in th−lanofis cels and the b:ading ots~0utio anccomnaenov of cover exatenal For the purpose ofthe
report the garations occumng on the sde are a.= surimariseo bc4ow

Three waste vehicles per day arive from the Long Swamp Rd trarsfer st.lt~ny:a Wateñall Way anothe
proposed s4e access road

EA LEMP P45

Coistruction Hours

The normal 3onstrucb0n nours ~ ,the.andial: will be from Tam to 5pm Monday to Fricay aner frcrn Bam to 'p,m on

inese normal hours web poor permission from DECCN and Council

The 'hours of operation' are unclear due to multiple conflictmg statements. Both a 6am and 7am
start time (landfilling activities) have been declared by the proponent.
Machinery movements at 6 am coupled with the stillness of the early morning air will have
unacceptable 'off site' noise impacts.

Reweighting Analysis

An analysis of the flaws and subjective judgements with the 're−weighting' and ranking system
employed by AECOM is demonstrated below.
When Maunsell's draft report 'Regional landfill Siting Study was released there was a si~gnificant
error that was pointed out to Maunsell, notably that Site 4 was wrongly accessed as NOT being ina
target geological area when in fact it was. It then had a criterion rating of 3.

After the error had been corrected the criterion rating in the final report was changed to 4.
As part of the selection process AECOM deemed that being in a 'target geological area', was a
primary criteria for site selection.
It seems inexplicable that a major change in primary criteria such as this was only worth an increase

in score from 3to 4 I

A simple example of the flawed process is illustrated below.
As is illustrated AECOM have documented almost identical assessments for Criterion 9−
'Operationai Costs' for the two sites used in this example, sites 4 and 7.
The score difference of 3 between these two sites cannot possibly be Justified on the basis of
AECOM's data. Multiply the difference by a weighting factor of 6for this criterion and significant

errors are apparent and exaggerated.

Site Assessment for Site 4 'Annerleey' P346 vol 2

Criteren 9~−Operations' Costs ~~Compaction Pr−esence of suitable cover matenals on site; subset to further investigation;
Compaction costs vnH be lower than those sites where intermedarte daily cover is

not re,adily available;

Transfer Opera~ons Haulage costs amongst the bwestof the sites evaluated due to lower destances to

areas serviced (takng into account avera,ge' haulage levels) and good quakty road

access;

ODeration and Cover and constrUction material5 appear to be availatie m lhe sPart to inedeen
Maintenance term, but detaded investigation is required;

Topsoils wouki need to be colected and stored for future use in rehabilitation:

triterionnankling sCriterion Rækiny
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The design for the landfill and stormwater ponds (dry basin) incorporates adequate freeboard to
contain 100 year ARI flows on site.

The nearby Timbarra mine disaster highlights the inadequacies in management controls to respond
to our rapidly changing and erratic climate. The tailings dams in this occasion were designed for a 1
in 400 year rain event and within two months of opening had failed to contain a rainfall event,
contaminating the environment. The mine was then closed.
The Timbarra mine is only 2 hours drive from the proposed landfill site.

By definition the landfill has been designed with less than a one in two chance of 'over−topping' and
contaminating the environment. With a proposed life of 50 years and a post−monitoring period to be
added and only the incorporation of freeboard to contain a '100 year ARl' event. GVEPA stresses
that the proposed management of floodwaters have been insufficiently addressed.



Figure 3 Catchment in Flood SouthWest of Site•Site boundary on picture RHS
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Landfilling over a Waterway
Department of Water and Energy
General Assessment Requirements for Major Project Proposals
Under Part 3A of Environmental Planning& Assessment Act 1979 Page 5 (Vol2 P23)
The Department of Water and Energy (DWE) provides the following advice for consideration:
Although Part 3A Major Projects are exempt from requiring a controlled activity approval (s91of
WMA), the assessment is required to take into account the objectives and provisions of relevant
legislation and guidelines.
Note: Recommended Core Riparian Zones (as applicable):

_
Minimum of 1Om for any intermittently flowing 1storder watercourse;

2 − ~oo−

It is clear from the above 1:25,000 map that the recommended core riparian zone objective for
landfiil exclusion has not been met.
A 1" order waterway is designated as a 'blue' watercourse on the 1:25000 map. The joining of two
1" order Waterways result in a 2~ order Waterway which is also apparent on the North Eastern site
boundary.
Council intend to landfill the valley over 1" order watercourse. This is clearly not recommended.

Soils

Although the Environmental Assessment accepts the potential for slope destabilisation,



EA Potential Soil Impacts Page 137
'Soil Stability
There is some potential for the existing slopes to become destabilised during vegetation clearance
and construction. Slopes of up to 15% occur on the site. Due to the dispersive nature of the existing
soils on the site, there is the potential for slope instability. Appropriate controls will therefore need

to be in place to retain soils on site.'

GVEPA believes the proponent is grossly understating the engineering hazards due to the dispersive

nature of the soils, high erodability and other limitations highlighted below under the headings
Argyle, Middle Earth and Commissioners Waters. The fragile soils that have been detected on the

proposed site and the significant planned changes to water drainage lines, diversion drains and bulk

movement of soils reveal the potential for high levels of pollution to enter the Gara River.
EA Soil Landscapes P127

'Soil Landscapes

A soil survey of the area undertaken by the (former) DNR (now DWE) indicates that the Project Site

occurs predominantly within the two soil landscape groups 'Argyle' and 'Middle Earth'. A small

section of the site, located along the drainage gullies, is classified as 'commissioners Waters'. A
description of these soil landscapes is presented in the Table 23.'

Council has used selective data extracted from the DNRsoil profile survey to populate Table 23 on
page 127 of the Environmental Assessment.

For each of the soil types a heading called 'Qualities and Limitations' highlights the inadequacies of
the three mentioned soil types in the DNR survey and has been omitted from the EA. These are
presented below.

ArnLe
'Qualities and Limitations− Hardsetting (localised −lower slopes), poor seedbed conditions
(localised), Shallow (localised −upper slopes), strongly acid soils, high organic matter (localised −
topsoils), high erodability, sodicity (localised), rock outcrop (localised), steep slopes (localised), sheet

erosion risk, gully erosion risk, water repellence (localised)acidification hazard (very low pH buffering
capacity.'

Middle Earth

'Qualities and Limitations− Hardsetting soils of low fertility, severe gully erosion (localised − lower

slopes / depressions), high organic matter (localised), rock outcrop (localised), sheet erosion risk,
shallow soils (localised), low wet bearing strength, sodicity / dispersibility (localised, high shrink−
swell potential (localised), acid soils (localised)'

Commissioners Waters

'Qualities and Limitations− High water erosion hazard, loose, incoherent soils (localised), high
organic matter (localised), permanently high water tables, gully erosion risk, engineering hazard,

sodicity (localised) high erodibility (localised).'

There appears to be a significant 'unknown' component in relation to site soils and geology in the
Environmental Assessment. Due to only 'concept' drawings based on 'typical' landfill construction

site specific factors are unknown. The proponent assures us that this will be addressed once
construction and the 'detailed design phase' commences. GVEPA contests that at that stage it is far

to late.
EA Leachate Barrier System 5.2.2 P 57

'If there are insufficient volumes of appropriate clay material available from site excavation works to

construct the required recompacted clay liner (to be determined during the detailed design

phase)...'

An example of the unknown underlying geology is given below
EA potential Fault Line Page 140

'A hydrogeological investigation undertaken in 2007 (Appendix F) reported the abandonment of two
bores during drilling near the southern boundary of the Project Site. It was reported that confining
pressure was lost due to a subsurface void or possibly a fault in the rock structure

It is clear that the information provided in the EA with the unknown subsurface geology, unknown

quantities of construction material but known soil profile which lists, permanently high water tables,
guily erosion risk, high erodability and dispersive soils that there is a high likelihood of pollution and
sedimentation making its way from the proposed landfill site into the Oxley Wild Rivers National
Park.

Site Selection

The basis for selection of sites which received consideration in the project was flawed and in no way
was ever going to deliver the 'best site in the region'.
Only properties that were for sale within close proximity to Armidale were considered. Local Real
Estate agents were invited to identify sites for Council, with the final selected site being owned by

one of the Agents and a sitting ADC Councillor at the time.

COUNCIL WORKSHOP

STRATEGY FOR OBTAINING A SITE FOR A NEW REGIONAL LANDFILL

DISCUSSION PAPER
February 2002
P20

I | || '|i I I



Councit TForkshop − Strategy for Obtaining a Site for a New Regional Landfiil−
Discussion Paper − February 2002

9. THE WAY FORWARD

Until the General Manager's recommendations of 27 August 2001 the approach to obtaininga
site for a new landfill had been to locate properties with satisfactory potential to developa
landfill and which could be negotiated to purchase

Tlus has lumted Council's investigations to properties that owners are willing to negotiatea
sale. Many owners are not willing to sell land to Council for a landfdl site for fear of
criticism by family and.'oT neighbours Some have even intimated that they would fear
reprisal from neighbours.

However with the option to resume a site. a totally new altemative is available to Council.

Firstly; the total area can be revisited and the absolutely best location selected Then any
responsibihty is completely removed from the property owner if Council compulsorily
resmnes the site leaving the owner no alternative and for which he can be apportioned no
blame

Also by resuming a selected property or portion thereof at a Just Terms Price. a site with
sufficient buffer zone can be selected to ensure there is little if any impediment to neighbours
or the pubhe. that is completely out ofpubhe view and which provides the abihty to operatea
supplementary commercial activity on the land sur−rounding the landfill facility. This could
provide an opportunity for alternate income to offset some of the operational expenses of the
landfill

The proponent is unsure of how many sites were investigated. 40, 50 and over 150 sites have been
stated by the proponent. It is concerning that Council's documentation and the information
provided by Council is inconsistent, leading GVEPA to believe that the process documentation is not
of a suitable quality to withstand inquiry.
Council contends that EA (p xxiii) 'since the early 1990's council has investigated over 40 potential
landfill sites in an exhaustive search.
Environmental Assessment − Armidale Regional Landfill 4.2.1 landfill Siting Studies p43

'A site selection process was undertaken since the mid 1990's which identified a totai of over 50
sites for investigation.'

More recently council are on record saying they looked at 'over 150 sites' in a recent NBN Television
media release. There is no evidence or data presented by the proponent that confirms the 90
missing sites.
GVEPA's FOI request pertaining to initial site identification revealed under 20 sites had been
investigated.
Regardless of Council's record keeping inadequacies all considered sites except site 1and 9 were
identified in only an 18 month period between 1996 and 1998. GVEPA believes that this does not
equate to an exhaustive search and in fact reveals Council's urgency to rush the site process.
GVEPA believes the proponent has overstated the robustness of the selection process.
The inconsistent and haphazard nature of the site visits or 'non−visits' has jeopardised the integrity
of the process. Even when there were only 9 'shortlisted sites' AECOM were unable to undertakea
site survey of one of these sites (Pinaroo site 6) as there was no access.
Regional Landfill Siting Study P64

'Access onto the property was not possible with this site, therefore it was not possible to visually
confirm geology and terrain conditions.'

This is highlighted in the fact that the 'desktop study' that was used to ascertain flora and fauna on
site 6 was from a previous 'desktop Study' in 1998. Regional Landfill Siting Study P61

'Observation (Mackney 1998) suggests the site is extensively disturbed through dearing and
grazing;'

The quality and integrity of the Regional Landfill Siting Study RLSS assessment must be questioned.
The exhaustive and comprehensive assessment of sites (as described by Council) which resulted in
site 7 becoming the selected site has not been to the standard that would be expected from the
Community.
The scope of work and methodology to select the site is described below
Regional Landfill Siting Study P3 ( Vol 2 P375)

2. Field Investigatior

A fiele inspecticn of eac.hof the sites was ca−ried out i, ortier to determine any Kood see issues that were not
evident from the desktop study Ths included discussbns andior icirit vists with Ccunce Officers and. ~here

possible, brief ciscussers were held with the land owners themselves. neght:ourire lanchovmers. rrmbers of
the ADLCCC, aid local DIPNR offeeis As a result of iles review, information that assisted with evaluation

aganst the siteselection sub−critena was no'mo and recorded on the site
_ a,valuatior note sheets.

The 'site evaluation note sheet' for site 4 'Annerleey', as completed by AECOM experts is used as an
example of the clumsy and inept 'field note' assessment. These 'field notes' appeared in the Draft
Regional Landfill Siting Study 2003 but have been omitted from the final report.
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N~~ONAL PARK

The Waterfall Way stretches from Armidale in the West to Coffs Harbour in the East, linking the New
England and Coffs Coast regions. The proposed landfill site is visible from the Waterfall Way for at
least a kilometre. Many thousands of tourists and holiday makers use this main regional corridor

route each year and all must pass this proposed landfill site.
The Waterfall Way, Tourist Drive No.17 has been voted by the NRMA as "One of the Ten Best Drives
in NSW" and by Australian Traveller magazine as the third best drive in Australia (after the Great
Ocean Road and the Great Tropical Drive).

Only a short distance aiong the Waterfall Way lie the Bakers Creek, Wollomombi and Ebor
Waterfalls. The Wollomombi falls being the second highest waterfall in Australia.
Directly opposite the proposed landfill site on the Waterfall Way is the Gara Reserve rest and picnic

area. The Gara Reserve is described as an area of 'key habitat'by the NSW NPWS and is regularly
frequented by bird watching groups, nature lovers and tourists enjoying a rest.
3km downstream from the proposed landfill site is the 'Blue Hole', Gara Gorge swimming and
recreation area. Undoubtedly pollution contaminations in the form of litter or leachate chemicals
have the potential to permanently affect this recreation area. Swimming in, or ingesting water from

a contaminated landfill source would halt the use of this area for public recreation and create a
public health risk.
Armidale Dumaresq Council's own documents highlight the importance of the World Heritage Areas
East of Armidale and the significance tourism plays in positioning Armidaie as a destination hub.

Armidale Facts and Figures 2008 Armidale Dumaresq Council
'the growth of activities centred on the food and wine industry as well as the World Heritage Listed
Gorge Country have all enhanced Armidale's position as a destination and as a hub for business and
leisure travel within the New England North West region of NSW.'

Waterfall Way Branding http://www.waterfallwaytourism.com
'The Waterfall Way Brand and this Toolkit are about marketing single and packaged experiences for
locals and visitors. These nature−based and ecotourism products could include a variety of purely
physical activities (walking, cycling, food and wine tasting) while incorporating family, indigenous
and spiritual appreciations.

The Waterfall Way Brand has the potential to contribute significantly to the development of the
regions it serves. It engages communities, facilitates partnerships, and contributes with tools that
will foster the sustainable management of human, cultural and natural resources.

Local communities and stakeholders chose the name Waterfall Way to form the core of the exciting

new brand for the New England to Coffs Coast region to be seen as one total eco− and nature−based
tourism destination.

Waterfall Way is already widely known as one of the top tourist drives in Australia so, when it came
to deciding on a name for the new brand, the overwhelming community response was to use the
Waterfall Way name because it's about the region; it's about tourism; and it's already well known.'

Council's statements appear to be in total contrast to their actions. Council's former Mayor released
the following statement on Council's website in 2004.

'The protection of our environment, together with its unique flora and fauna, for our children and
their children, is one of the greatest challenges facing our community.'

And further

'There is no way that Armidale Dumaresq Council will support or allow any landfill site to be
constructed, should it be any risk to the World Heritage areas, or damage the environment.'

GVEPA considers that if protection of the environment is one of the greatest challenges facing our
community then the placement of a Regional Landfill adjacent to the Gara River, immediately above
a World Heritage Area is an unacceptable threat to the environment.
GVEPA considers that the significant loss of amenity from odours, dust, litter, noise and changes to
the ecosystem due to predatory and vermin impacts will have a significant impact on the area. The
visual impact of a scarred landscape is in strict contrast to the surrounding environmental beauty.
Tourists that travel upon the Waterfall Way or who choose to view the Wild Rivers area by
helicopter are certain to have a lasting memory of the 'gateway to the Worid Heritage Area'

Recently there has been a very strong branding campaign called 'Waterfall Way Branding'
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Council would be required to monitor the site until leachate 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.

Existing flow rates (which include release from Malpas Dam) were considered in
the specialist study modelling the potential for pollutiDn of the downstream
environment (Appendix I of the EA). The study assessed the potential risk of
leachate infiltration through the landfill liner and subsequent worse case impacts
if a leak were to occur.

The specialist study indicated that the travel distance of approximately one (1)
km from the site to the Gara River would be substantially longer once the actual
flow path through the fractured rock is taken into accounL Considering the IDW
permeability (4.8 x 10"g m/s) of the rock observed in bore hole No. BH4 and the
expected capacity of the clays and silts to naturally attenuate any fugitive
contaminants, any significant impacts to potential receptors would be extremely
unlikely.

The 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.

Council and its consultants had previously identified in relation to Site 7 that the
facility was intended to be operated essentially as a Solid Waste Class 2 or non−
putrescible landfill but would be licenced as a Solid Waste Class 1 or putrescible
landfill. This is in order to allow for odd occasions when disposal of difficult
putrescible material would be required where such material is not suited to the
composting or stabiUsing process that would be adopted for the proposed AWT
facilities at the Long Swamp Road site.

The proposed new landfill facility will accept General solid waste (putrescible) in
accordance with the EPL which includes household waste, manure, disposable
nappies, food waste and litter bin waste collected by local councils. No toxic or
chemical wastes would be disposed of at the proposed landfill facility. Waste
would be sorted at the existing Waste Management Centre prior to
transportation to the proposed landfill.

Leachata generated within the landfill would be managed in accordance with
DECCW requirements. Mitigation measures include a geosynthetic liner system,
water management system and laachate barrier and collection system.
Leachate would be collected and transferred via pipes to the Leachate Pond
which would be lined in accordance with the DECCW Benchmark Techniques.

Stringent environmental controls (such as dirty stormwater runoff controls,
leachate containment and emergency storage) and 'rnpiamentation of the
Surface and Groundwater Monitoring Program and Management Plan
(appended to the LEMP) would reduce the likelihood of impacts to surface and
groundwater. Diluted concentrations reaching downstream would not pollute the
existing environment at the OWRNP or have a significant impact on the World
Heritage Ares.

P4

The landfill and pond design, including the landfill liner, have been designed in
accordance with the recommended DECCW Landfill Guidelines Benchmark
Techniques. The combination of a composite landfill liner with a iaachate
collection system ensures maximum prevention of leachate leakage from the
landfill into the surrounding environment.
A review of available literature on the efficiency of different landfill linings was
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S041a_ 28

S041a_29

S041a_30

S041a_ 31

S041a_32

S041a_33

SE4

E3

P6

SE4

P3

P6

S041a_34 | SE4

trialling and evaluating AWT at the Long Swamp Read 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.

A review of the costs of AWT technologies would be undertaken should the trial
be successful and more accurate costing information is available based on its
trial and adoption at the existing facility.

The estimated cost for the construction of the landfill is $0.14 million for the first
two cells (which includes water and leachate collection and management
systems, access road, amenities) and $0.10 million for the remaining three cells,a
total of $0.24 million over the life of the landfill. The annual operational cost is
likely to be in the order of $0.01 million per year.

Council recently incurred $10.13M in losses, predominantly caused by the
requirement to write down its CDO investments reduced in the Global Financial
Crisis as required by Australian Accounting Standards. Council recordeda
$2.7M surplus for 2009/10 after capital grants, has healthy surpiuses projected
for the next 4 years and is currently working on a 10 year financial plan.

Council has the ability to raise funds by loans and any loan will be serviced by
the waste management charge that is set by Council. Council has identified their
long term financial situation and is establishing a process with the community to
ensure viability and sustainability. New statutory integrated planning and
reporting will provide ratepayers with long−term financial plans that will ensure
the long term capacity of Council to meet its obligations to the community and
authorities, including its commitments to environmental management of the
proposed landfill in the leng−term.

The design and management of the proposed landfill facility would meet or
exceed the current landfilling guidelines and DECCW requirements. The
proposed landfill facility would be operated in accordance with the conditions set
out in the EPL, regulated by DECCW.

Council will be required to operate within the l'rnits and conditions imposed by
the site's EPL and approval requirements. Should Council elect to usea
Contractor to manage the proposed landfill on its behalf, the Contractor would
work under a contract which states strict performance indicators to ensure
correct operation of the landfill. The Contractor would also be required to
operate the landfill in accordance with the EPL and any approval conditions.

Council will be required to operate within the limits and conditions imposed by
the site's EPL and approval requirements. Should Council elect to usea
Contractor to manage the proposed landfill on its behalf, the Contractor would
work under a contract which states strict performance indicators to ensure
correct operation of the landfill. The Contractor would also be required to
operate the landfill in accordance with the EPL and any approval conditions.

Comment noted. The issue raised regarding the management of the existing
landfill is not the subject of the env'ronmental assessment, Issues regarding the
management and environmental impacts of the existing landfill facility should be
raised with Council in a separate forum.

Council has the ability to raise funds by loans and any loan will be serviced by
the waste management charge that is set by Council. Council has continually
advised ratepayers that the proposed new landfill will be paid for by ratepayers
by means of a landfill levy that was established in 2006 tofund the new landfill.
This levy will be increased and decreased over the period of the staged loans
that are required as landfill cells are developed and closed.

Council has demonstrated its commitment via its active pursuit of AWT
processes over a number of years. Council is currently trialling and evaluating
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waste (15,000 tpa at current waste generation rates, i.e„assuming no
improvements to waste reduction / recycling rates) and also accounts for the
required volume of cover material (approximately 20% of the total void volume)
and assumes a compaction rate of 0.85 t/ma. −There will be 5 cells of similar size
and volume, with the total final volume of the landfill being 1.056.000m3.

The future waste profile presented in Section 2.4.3 of the EA incorporated
consideration of the population in the region. Population data for member LGAs
(Armidale−Dumaresq, Uralla, Guyra) shows a trend of a relatively stable
population (Table 8). Analysis of further ABS data shows that the population for
the member LGAs has seen an overall increase of only 0.38% between June
2001 and June 2009. The trend in waste volumes shows a pronounced
downward trend since 2007, even with the minor increase in population. The
downward trend in waste volumes to landfill is expected to continue witha
greater emphasis on resource recovery and recycling/ reuse.

Submission S041b
lssue Number

S041b_1

S041b_2

S041b_3

S041b_4

Topic | Response
SE4 | Refer to the response for S041a_26 and So41a_29.

P6
W4

Refer to response for S041a_1 and SO41a_5

No groundwater dependent ecosystems have been identified in the study area or
in the OWRNP (refer to Flora and Fauna Assessment included as Appendix E of
the EA). Furthermore, the proposed works are not likely to significantly impact on
groundwater dependent ecosystems in the study area or further downstream in
the OWRNP.

W2
W3

Flooding and stormwater containment at the site are addressed in Section 8.3 of
the EA. The proposed landfill is loc,ated within the upper reaches of the catchment
and the diversion drains that collect both the "clean" and "dirty" stormwater runoff
will be designed to convey the peak flows from the 1 in 100 year Average
Recurrence Interval (ARI) storm event from the catchment, in accordance with
Australian Rainfall and Runoff guidelines. The proposed Dry Basin incorporates
adequate freeboard storage to contain the 24 hour duration, 1 in 100 year ARI
surface runoff volume (which equates to 153 mm rainfall or approximately 19 ML
of storage) from the entire disturbed catchment area of the site, without further
containment or storage actions needing to be implemented. This design event has
been chosen to minimise the risk of contamination of downstream waters.

The Water and Leachate Management Plan details all aspects of the design and
operation of the proposed water management system for the site including the
Leachate Pond, Sedimentation Basin and Dry Basin. The water management
system would contain all dirty and leachate water on the site. The Surface and
Groundwater Monitoring Program and Management Pian (appended to the LEMP)
details procedures for the management of surface water and groundwater
including water quality monitoring and reporting.

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 agreed
with the government agencies such as DECCW and other relevant authorities
prior to construction.

AECOM

SO41b_5 P3 Alternatives considered were outlined in Section 2.0 and Section 3.0 of the EA.
In addition, further clarifications on the alternatives considered are included in
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AECOM

S041b_ 11

W2

FF4

(Appendix E of the EA). No GDE's were identified and thus no potential impacts
are expected.

Refer also to SO41a_12.

The potential impacts from weeds are addressed in Section 8.8 of the EA.

Weed management has been identified in the Flora and Fauna Assessment and
included in the EA. The preparation and implementation of a WMP and
management measures therein would minimise the spread of weeds within the
proposed landfill site and to adjacent areas of native vegetation and neighbouring
properties. Mitigation measures include actions to control existing weed
infestations on the site prior to construction, use of a wheel wash facility for all
vehicles entering or leaving the site to prevent transport of weeds as well as
targeted monitoring and control of invasive species that are harmful to threatened
species and EEC or other potential habitat for fauna species.

Submission S041c
Issue Number Topic Response
S041c The attached political disclosure has been noted.

Submission S041d

Submission S041e

Ewe 1 ()f?

3 August 2010

Felicity Greenway
Major Development Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39 Sydney NSW 2001

Dear Felicity,

RE: PROPOSED ARMIDALE DUMARESQ LANDFILL 06_0220

We are writing to express our concern about the proposed Durnaresq Landfill site, for the
following reasons:

The site is intended to be situated approximately 3.5 upstream from the Oxley Wild
Rivers National Park, which is part of the Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World
Heritage Area. The site is only 1km from the Gara River and upstream of the Blue
Hole swimming hole which you know is enjoyed by many locals and tourists alike. We
have enjoyed many holidays in this part of NSW and a valuable part of this enjoyment
is an appreciation of the pristine environment. We are dismayed that the Dumaresq

_____Shire Couneil should consider the proposed landfill site in such close proxirnity to a |so423_1|
valuable tourist and environmental area.

2, Council have proposed the site as a Class i landfill. This allows for a more toxic blend
of leachates due to the wider range of waste materials that may be deposited. In
turn this requires more stringent management to prevent spread of leachate material

______into the environment. This is particularly disquieting given potential Council |80423_2]
amalgamation with Uralla and Guyra, and the potential higher demand on the landfill.
Council should be required to demonstrate effective management, yet the rnitigation
proposals to contain leachate use ineffective technologies for long−terrn waste disposal

_ __(eg clay and plastic liners which break down over time). In addition, the community so42a_3|
had expected a Class 2 landfill; and this change of plans by council indicates lack of '' ''
accountability. so42a 4|

3, The proposed site is situated at 12 km from the largest population centre in the
region. This means that the trucks carrying the waste must travel at least 10 times
further than they currently do. This imposes extra strain on road infrastructure and
on the trucks, and increases carbon footprint by the increased fuel usage. Simple
maths tells you that this is not best practise for waste management. We expect
Council to think smarter than this.

We urge council re−consider plans to construct a Class 1 landfill at this site. Further, we urge
Council to undertake a best practise approach towards waste management that aims to address
fundamental principles of waste management and develop best practice management waste
facilities. The technologies to build these facilities are available: the challenge for council is to
meet these aims and by so doing, best serve the Armidale community.

Best regards,

file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 042 objection to proposed tip site in Du.„ 8/10/2010



"I#

O

,.−@

5"

a 8

W
im

UJ

2.e lilii

N'! ~!~.

~iii
ii8I
"O −' RR

5|− R atei

O.i~eilq
−i−−

iles

~−Ei

îll fil!−− ~o

~8.=

tillilii",
,0

sil tail: si

~.~ −.{ •2−3 2"lisis it

....Hila−'−
se

eres[i ~_~
!! !Wii I•

il d~oli

il

'i=8"

8 E.−−−

iIi

:~.ai

2−ä!~

.li~

!!! =g
6 5

ill

.~oo

a ;;.

&

~' 2:

R~m −
−Sm_−~

g.~

8am a
|¡ 3 z9

~.i

o ~. =. =.

=," −−~"m

liis
.i

airsi
tes'=

~ ~ o−−−.

s~.

~.~.~~flit

io: 2

E c
~U
=t −−

©
−I
4GO

N)

i

s~

I

8



Armidale Regional Landfill
Environmental Assessment − Submissions Report

S042a_4 | E3

S042a_5
T2
AQ4

conditions. Council is committed to monitoring and rehabilitating the site and the
proposed offset post−closure for a time yet to be specified in any approvais.

Council staff and consultants had previously identified in relation to Site 7 that the
facility was intended to operate essentially as a Solid Waste Class 2 or Non−
putrescibla landfill but would be licencing the facUity as a Solid Waste Class 1 or
Putrescible landfill. This is in order to cover the odd occasion when disposal of
difficult putrescible material would be required where such material is not suited to
the composting or stabilising process that would be adopted for the proposed
AWT facilitias at the Long Swamp Road site.

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 stabilisatiDn or Composting iS not a practiCal option.
However, once the appropriate additional off−site sorting and/or treatment
technologies are able to be employed, Council is proposing to operate the
proposed landfill as a non−putrescible facility until final closure.

Traffic modelling has bean undertaken as part of the EA and has determined that
Waterfall Way would continue operating at Level of Service A, assuming an
increase in traffic movements from the proposed landfill facility of 6 movements
per day (one way), of which only 4 would be heavy vehicles Given that the
volume of waste to be directed to landfill is expected to decrease over time due to
increasing recycling rates (refer to Section 2.4), traffic movements to the
proposed landfill facility will remain stable or may decrease over time and thus
potential impacts on traffic generation are considered acceptable.

As noted above, traffic volumes are likely to decrease over time and therefore
GHG emissions from fuel consumption will also decrease. The estimated GHG
released would not trigger facility thresholds identified by the National
Greenhouse and Energy Reporting (NGER) requirements.

(i..

20 August 2010

Felicity Greenway
Major Development Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39 Sydney NSW 2001

(. Dear Ms Greenway,

RE: PROPOSED ARMIDALE DUMARESQ LANDFILL 06_0220

Further to rny letter of 3rd August last, I write to object to the above proposal on the following
additional grounds:

1. The process by which the preferred site has been selected is flawed (and most probably
biased)

Eleven sites were evaluated in the site selection process from which the Councils currently
proposed site was selected (Maunsell Australia, March 2004, Regional Landfill Siting Study).
Seven of the sites evaluated were identified "between 1996 and 1998, following consultation with
local real estate agents as to availability of land' (Regional Landfill Siting Study Final Report March
2004 page 1). Two sites were added in 2002 following "a Landfill Siting Study by the NSW
Department of Public Works". Two additional sites, one "known as Site 10 that was then being
offered for sale and also another "site" that combined Sites 3 and 4" were added in 2004 {Maunse|l
Australia, March 2004).

Thus, 9 of the 11 sites evaluated in the selection of this site were identified by Real Estate Agents,
7 of which became candidates based on their (supposed) availability for purchase 13 years ago.

There are clearly serious questions about the propriety of placing such a heavy emphasis in
selecting candidate sites for a fundamental piece of community infrastructure (and a major
investment of Council funds) on the advice of a very narrow sector of the community who (as
people who make a living from the proceeds of brokering land) have a clear commercial interest in
the outcome. Further, it is has to, be asked why such a transient factor as current availability to
market, is considered a sound basis for deciding on an investment with a 50 year projected time
horizon. −

_
g

Council makes a pretence of the process being objective and rational through application of a set
of negotiated criteria and weightings in the comparative evaluation of the 11 short−listed sites.
However, it is self−evident that the process by which sites have been identified for consideration in
that comparative evaluation is patently flawed. For the community to have any confidence in this



f

process and the outcome, Council must conduct a transparent comprehensive 'triple−bottom−line"
evaluation of all land within the catchment area, not just those few parcels identified by a select
group of vested interests. &

2. Inconsistencies in Information Provided by Council.

in its documentation, Council provides conflicting information about key aspects of the operation of
the site. It is impossible to have confidence in Councils processes or its ability to make good
decisions on matters such as this when such uncertainties remain. Specifically, Council needs to
clarify:

a. Projected lifespan for the site:

This is variously stated as 50 years (e.g. page 3 of the PEA) or 100 years (e.g. Table 22
Overview of Relevant Criteria and Sub−criteria for Site Selection Process, which states
"Capacity To Accept Defined Waste A 50 year capacity site is being sought, however.
possible expansion to a 100 year capacity will be ideal'). Can Council please come clean −f

is the site to be operated for 50 years or are they really planning to make a later application
to further extend it? 30426_2

b. Proposed technologies:

In the Armidale EA_For Exhibition April 2010 (p70) document Council refers to consideration
currently being given to "baling of waste at the WTS' but is then silent on this matter.
Council also refers variously to the possibility of using technologies to part−treat waste
before delivery to the site e.g. Armidale EA_For Exhibition April 2010 page 41 states "trials
of equipment and processes that would enable Council to operate its proposed landfill as a
"non−putrescible" landfill' but then goes on to say "concluded that the cost to Council to
conduct a suitable trial of any of the proposed processes would be prohibitive".

Issues such as these have a major bearing on the operation of the site and on the impacts

on surrounding residents and the environment. The community is entitled to know whether f−
Council is committed to implementing them or not. As currently presented, there is a strong

sense that Council is trying to "have its cake and eat it as well" by remaining uncommitted
but leaving a "carrot" hanging out. M

3. Inadequate Consideration of Environmental hazard at proposed site

Soils in the area of the preferred site are highly sodic. Tests conducted at Councils request
confirm this e.g. Armidale EA_For Exhibition April 2010 p131 Table 24: Summary of Soil Salinity
Results shows a B horizon mean ESP for instance as 14.3%. Sodic soils are highly dispersible
and where subsoil is highly sodic (as is the case in this instance) prone to gullying particularly once
the hard−setting protective upper layer is disturbed (as will occur in the construction and operation
of the landfill site) and the area is subjected to intense rain during periods of low groundcover (as is
,requent in the Armidale area). There is evidence of gullying in the landscape around this site
(including on the images presented in the various reports). This raises serious concerns about the
stability of the earth retaining walls and bunds (and about their capacity to cope with likely
sediment yields which at present are calculated assuming only sheet erosion) being relied upon to
protect the Gara River and downstream high value conservation areas from dangerously polluted

run−off. It also raises questions about the assessment of soil erosion as only of moderate risk and
relatively easily addressed.

I trust that the above comments assist Govemment in making a sound decision.

Regards,

(signed)

L
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S042b_1

S042b_2

P2

E3 •

S042b_3

Response

As part of the site selectiDn process, over 50 sites were evaluated since the mid−
1990s.

Sites were identified through several preliminary investigations involving
consultation with Real Estate agents regarding availability for sale of appropriate
sites, consuitation with the Department of Mineral Resources regarding the
availability of current and former extractive industry sites and consideration of
sites within appropriate geological areas. The principles outlined in the document
Landfilling− EIS Guidelines (DUAP, September 1996) were then used to develop
appropriate criteria and weightings for the assessment of the potential landfill sites
identified from the preliminary investigations. Criteria analysed during the site
selection process included:

e Strategic planning guidelines;

e Statutory planning issues;

e Ground and surface water environment;

e Local amenity and environmental considerations;

e Level of Service;

e Adequacy of existing services;

e Set−up costs;

e Operational costs;

e Site features required; and

e Social issues.

P5

P3

P5

The relative importance of each primary criterla 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.

The proposed landfill facility is designed to operate for approximately 50 years
based on estirnated waste disposal to the landfill (15,000 tonnes per annum). The
life of the landfill may exceed its 50 year design life if disposal rates are less than
those used in the estimate. Once the landfill has reached capacity it will be
capped and closed in accordance with DECCW requirements.

Council have 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.

A review of the costs of AWT technologies would be undertaken should the trial
be successful and more accurate costing information is available based on its trial
and adoption at the existing facility.

I have looked at the project information and while it is a well constructed and thorough document, it does not allay

my concerns about the proximity of the proposed landfill site to the Gara River.
I know the area well and have bush walked there for more then 20 years. Similarly the down stream area at Blue
Hole and Gara gorge are fantastic wilderness areas much loved by tourists and Armidale residents alike.

My major concern is seepage from the landfill site and Its Impact on the Gara River and the Macleay river system.

This is not to object to a new landfill site, but to question why an area so close to theGaraRiver has been
proposed,

Are there no other sites of far less environemtal sensitivity available given the size of Armidale Dumaresq?

I hope that concerns and comments from Armidale residents will be taken into consideration of the proposal

Name~

Address:

IP Address:

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

file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 043 Online Submission fro~ 8/10/2010
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As A concerned resident of Armidale I would like to oppose strongly to the new super dump. After driving the
water fall way for more than twenty years the shear beauty of this experience has made this trip so enjoyable.
Voted as one of the the fifth most scenic drives in Australia why would any one−− lease come
to your senses and put the dump in A more appropriate place. Yours Faithfull~

Submission S043

file://u:usub Sùosio;08−10%−um1c Subfiaission 044 e_e− Armioaie super Dump.ntm ~/10/2010
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SO44.1 | SE3

Response

It is noted that the Waterfall Way is a National tourist drive and this is
acknowledged in the EA. Impacts on visual amenity are addressed in Section
8.16 of the EA. The proposed landfill is not expected to detract from the scenic
value of the Waterfall Way. Visual montages of the various viewpoints considered
existing trees and known tree heights 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 once vegetation in the offset area has matured.

This is an issue that has been totally mismanaged by the Armidale Dumaresq Councii It is clearly an
innapropriatesite and even a cursory examination of the geography of the site would demonstrate this .Council

of course have spent $1000's of our ratepayer dollars on arriving at a totally stupid deeislon
There are alternatives Waste disposal is not going to go away despite positive developments w.r.t.
recycling ,Other population centres in our region such as Tamworth Invereii Uralla Gunnedah? and alI the

F~=−−=−~−I
smaller centres in between all face the same Issues How do We dispose of our un−recyclable Waste ? É
Near Barraba which is geographically central to our region there exists a large problem/solution in the form of
the old asbestos mine site This site has never been properly cleaned up r but at the same time presentsa
perfect opportunity to "kiil several birds with the same stone" .The economics would be compelling for the councils
involved it would put a tota!ly disused site to work, and geographically / environmentally would be a solution
But I very much doubt that several councils several state authorities (EPA etc)and the feds on top could agree
on anything as a group But for what it is worth ,1 put forward this solution to a common problem

Name~

Organisation: private submission

Address:

IP Address

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

file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 045 Online Submission fro~ 8/10/2010
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Submission S045

Armidale Dumaresq Council is 'unsustainable'.

How are we going tO afford a new landfill that will cost at least 35 million dollars ? 2

Council have also said that a new waste processing treatment plant will be in operation prior to the
tip being operational.

How rnuch will this cost in addition to the new tip?

If a large portion of the laridfi ll cost is to ensure that the World Heritage Environment is protected
then itaiso follows that a site which does not require the same levels of environmental security will
be substantially cheaper,

I therefore wish to voice my strong objection to this proposal.

file://u:Mub Sùos16−08−1O\i'ut~nc Submission 04~llllllll~llB~t)ject.htm 1910/2010
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Submission S046
Issue Number [ Topic | Response

S046_1

The estimated cost for the construction of the landfill is $0.14 million for the first two
cells (which includes water and leachate collection and management systems,
access road, amenities) and $0.10 million for the remaining three cells, a total of
$0.24 mnlion over the life of the landfill. The annual operational cost is likely to be in
the order of $0.01 million per year.

SE4

Council have 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 is currently trialling and evaluating AWT at
the Long Swamp Road Waste Transfer Facility before full scale adoption and
r'nplementation. Further facilities and processes to recover materials for re−use
will be added in future as markets and recovery costs dictate.

A review of the costs of AWT technologies Would be undertaken should the trial
be successful and more accurate costing information is available based on its trial
and adoption at the existing facility.

proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220

this is my objection to the proposal landfill on the waterfall way, because:

• My Family lives near by, it is one of the top three drives in australia and a major contributer to tourism
in armidale and the New England.

• I go swimming in the blue ho!e which is three ki!ometres down stream and i dont want to be swimq io
~in polluted water. so47_2

• noxious weeds and rubbish will spead in to near by properties, lS047−3~
• plus our waste removal rates could increase by more than 100% to pay for this, ~s047_4~

file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 047 objection to landfill porposal.htrn 8/10/2010
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Submission S048
Issue Number Topic

WlS048_1 W3

S048_2
FF3
SE2
FF1

Response

Management measures proposed for the landfill are designed to prevent dirty
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 collectiDn system. These measures have been
designed in accordance with the DECCW Landfill Guidelines Benchmark
Techniques. An assessment of potential construction and operational impacts on
the surface water environment is provided in Section 8.3 of the EA. With the
implementation of environmental controls and mitigation measures to manage
dirty stormwater runoff, ioachate containment and emergency storage, the
magnitude of impacts to surface water would be negligible.

The water management system includes diversion drains that collect both the
"clean" and "dirty" stormwater runoff. These drains will be designed to convey the
peak flows from the 1 in 100 year ARI storm event from the catchment in
accordance with Australian Rainfall and Runoff guidelines. The proposed Dry
Basin incorporates adequate freeboard storage to contain the 24 hour duration,1
in 100 year ARI surface runoff volume, which equates to 153 mm rainfall from the
entire catchment area of the site. This design capacity will minimise the risk of
contamination of downstream waters and is considered to provide adequate
protection against heavy rainfall and ensure containment of onsite dirty water and
isachate.

The Water and Leachate Management Plan details all aspects of the design and
operation of the Leachate Pond, Sedimentation Basin and Dry Basin.

Stringent environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff, leachate
containment and emergency storage wouki be implemented and would reduce the
likelihood of downstream 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 havea
significant impact on the World Heritage Area.

Impacts on the recreation values of the Blue Hole are not expected. Water quality
monitoring would be undertaken downstream of the proposed landfill (upstream of
the Blue Hole).

An assessment of biodiversity including potential impacts of the proposed landfill
facility on flora, fauna, habitat and the OWRNP is presented in Appendix E of the
EA and summarised in Section 8.8 of the EA. The assessment concluded that it
is unlikely that the proposed landfill would have significant impacts on threatened
species, such as the platypus, or EECs that may occur in the OWRNP.

S048_3 | W4

The landfill and pond design are based on recommended DECCW Landfil
Guidelines Benchmark Techniques. The combination of composite landfill liner
with a leachate collection system ensures maximum prevention of leachate
leakage from the landfill into the surrounding environment. −the LEMP will set out
procedures to ensure the efficient operation and management of the landfill and to
minimise the risk of leachate leakage from the landfill site.

Re: Armidale Dumaresq Landfill Project (06_0220)

Dear Felicity,

I strongly object to the proposal to construct a dump on the Waterfall Way.

I have spent much time travelling overseas and around Australia and understand the significance of
Armidale having a UNESCO World Heritage Property on our doorstep.

I would hate to see Armidalelose the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park World Heritage listing because
of a poor and short−sighted decision by Council. Due to its International significance, a local council
should not be allowed to jeopardisesuch an icon. Council has been typified by poor financial and
environmental decisions in the past that have cost ratepayers.

I believe the construction of a dump in clearly the wrong location is setting up future generations for

a hefty 'clean up' bill.

If it is going to cost $0.35 million dollars to build the dump it would be best to cut our losses now in
order to save ourselves the future financial pain and save our World Heritage area.
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Response

The heritage values of the GRAWHA have been considered in Section 8.12 of the
EA. The impact on the GRAWHA has been assessed under the EPBC Act anda
referral lodged with DSEWPC (formerly DEWHA). The Commonwealth
determined that the proposal constitutes a controlled action under the EPBC Act,
however proposed environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff,
isachate 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 havea
significant impact on the World Heritage Area.

The proposed landfill has been designed in accordance with the recommended
DECCW Landfill Guidelines Benchmark Techniques. The costs for implementing
the safeguards and controls at the site have been incorporated into the cost
estimates for the project and significant additional remediation costs are not Ikeiy
to be incurred as the management measures to be incorporated into the site, such

as a surface water management system, leachate containment and storage
system will reduce the likelihood of off−site erwironmental and social issues.

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 bean 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.

The estimated cost for the construction of the landfill is $0.14 million for the first two
cells (which includes water and leachate collection and management systems,
access road, amenities) and $0.10 million for the remaining three cells, a total of
$0.24 million over the life of the landfill. The annual operational cost is likely to be in
the order of $0.01 million per year.

My primary objection to the proposed new landfill is based on the close proximity of the facility to the Gara River

and the World Heritage−listed National Parks a short distance downstream.

This is compounded by the fact that:

− Armldale Dumaresq Council (ADC) has a history of poor management of It's existing landfill (a number of }
breaches of environmental legislation have been recorded at the existing landfill)

− ADC has engaged in what can only be called an obfuscation campaign with regards to the new landfill, applying@

for a licence whicih would allow lttoaccept all types of Waste, yet publicly claiming that only Inert waste would be

accepted

− while the landfill will no doubt be constructed with state of the art materials, there is no guarantee that the desion___~

or the materials will forever prevent leakage into the Gara River and hence the World Heritage areas l~oso−4

On a more general point, you would think in the year 2010 that we would be In a position to use more advanced

techniques for handling waste, rather than simply burying it in a big hole. And indeed, such techniques do exist,

ADC does not appear to have explored any other options with any real enthusiasm.

Thank you.

Name: ~
Organisation: Private

Address:

IP Addres

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.pi?action=view_site&id=74

Felicity Greenway

E: Felicity.Greenway@planning.nsw.gov.au
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l object to the "Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill,
06_0220"

Submission S050
lssue Number I Topic

S050_1 E3

S050_2 | P6

S050_3 | E3

Response

The proposed new landfill would be managed in accordance with the conditions of
approval and conditions of the EPL for the site. Environmental management
measures to be 'rnpiomented on site would be documented in a suite of
management plans to be prepared and implemented prior to construction.

The proposed new landfill facility will accept General solid waste (putrescibla) in
accordance with the EPL. No toxic or chemical wastes would be disposed of at
the proposed landfill facility. Waste would be sorted at the existing Waste
Management Centre prior to transportation to the proposed landfill. Compliance
with EPL conditions would be regulated by DECCW.

Council staff and consultants had previously identified in relation to Site 7 that the
facility was intended to operate essentially as a Solid Waste Class 2 or Non−
putrescble landfill but would be licencing the facility as a Solid Waste Class 1 or
Putrescible landfill. This is in order to cover the odd occasion when disposal of
difficult putrescible material would be required where such material is not suited to
the compost'ng or stabilising process that is adopted for the proposed AWT
facilities at the Long Swamp Road facility. It is noted that references to the
disposal of inert waste may have been inadvertently misused.

As described in Section 5.5 of the EA, Council will seek an operating liCenCe to
landfill putrescible material to accommodate the essential need for disposal of
material for which stabilisation or composting is not a practical option. However,
once the appropriate additional off−site sorting and/or treatment technologies are
able to be employed, Council is proposing to operate the proposed landfill asa
non−putrescible faciity until final closure.

S050_4 | P4

S050_5 | P3

The landfill and pond design are based on recommended DECCW Landfil
Guidelines Benchmark Techniques. The combination of composite landfill liner
with a leachate collection system ensures maximum prevention of leachate
leakage from the landfill into the surrounding environment. The LEMP will set out
procedures to ensure the efficient operation and management of the landfill and to
minimise the risk of leachate leakage from the landfill site.
A review of available literature on the efficiency of different landfill linings was
undertaken (refer Appendix I of the EA). The LEMP will set out measures to be
implemented to ensure the risk of leachate leakage from the landfill site is
minimised.
Council would be required to monitor the site until leachate 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.

Council have 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 scala adoption and implementation. Further facilities and processes to
recover materials for re−use will be added in future as markets and recovery costs
dictate.

A review of the costs of AWT technologies would be undertaken shouid the trial
be successful and more accurate costing information is available based on its trial
and adoption at the existing facility.

Please see below;

Some years ago l wrote a letter to the editor on this subject.
I feel compelled to send it again 6 years later.

Recently, I learned of the Armidale Dumaresq Council's plan to implement
a dump site 10kmsfrom Armidale on the Waterfall Way and it is with
dismay that I write expressing my feelings regarding this topic.

l find it hard to believe that the ADC would even consider this location
for a dump. Maybe they could have their trucks unload their rubbish
directly into the scenic Gara gorge or turn the pristine waters of the
"Blue Hole" into a disgusting quagmire more aptly named the "Muck Hole"?

Has council sort the opinions of the locals in that area regarding the
proposed dump? Have their concerns been considered? One would hope and
even assume that council has considered the effects of its actions not
only on the environment but also on those living within close proximity
to the proposed site. However l'm not sure that is necessarily the case.

We are lucky in Armidale to have the beauty of the Waterfall Way as our
entrance to city. Many travelers stop by the roadside to break their
journey while enjoyingthe rnajestiescenery of the Waterfall Way. A dump
just outside the city on such a scenic route is not what this city needs
or wants.

Tourists pay good money to enjoy Scenicfights over the gorge country.
Will they be treated to a big muddy mess in the form of Council's
contribution to the landscape.

Has the ADC really thought about the overall picture this is creating
for our city? I believe not.

l'm know I am not alone when I recommend that council take their toxic
dump to an area that will not impact on the environment.
Maybe even make use of the rail network ?

file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 05 l~object.htm 8/10/2010
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day) and would not decrease the level of service of the road (refer Section 8.14 ofI

the EA). Considering the volume of waste expected to be disposed of at the
vproposed landfill facility each day, transport via rail is unlikely to be economically

i
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With regard to the proposed new landfill site east of Armidale just off the Waterfall Way I as a ratepayer of the
Armidale council request that council must put up alternative sites for a new landfill. There have to be better S
options for the location of a landfill than !n an area where the potential of contamination of a waterway and an
adjacent World Heritage area exists. Council follows strict environmental guidelines when it comes to new
developments and erection of new dwellings in its rural surroundings and it should apply the same rules to its own
activities.

Name: ~

Address:

IP Address

Submission for.lob: #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
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Felicity Greenway

E: Felicity.Greenway@planning.nsw.gov.au
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Dear Sir/Madam,

We wish to lodge an objection to the proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional landfill proposal.

It will have significant detrimental impact on our business 300 metres from the Landfill site
boundary.

The establishment of a new Regional Council and possible management and operation of the Landfill
by external contractors means that the raft of 'commitments' supplied by the proponent is fanciful.

in 50 years time and 20 changes of Councillors is anyone really going to remember Council's
commitment to inspect the landfill site daily for faecal droppings.

The prime consideration by the contractor is notimpacts on neighbouring businesses but making
financial gain.

Due to loss of amenity, dust, insect, noise, disease, predatory bird and vermin impacts we fear that
the grove 'amidst the pristine ranges' will be referred to as the 'grove next to the tip' and will lose its
reputation as described in the below Food and Wine Guide

Guests attending the olive andfeijoa grove for tastings, field days and cellar door operations will be
struck by the landuse and amenity conflict resulting from an adjoining regional dump. Tasting a
delicious 'Spanish Style' olive to the sound of compactor'reversing beepers', low frequency
rumblings and the 'whiff' of the rotting waste and animals next door is unacceptable.

Guests will also be greeted by a new intersection adjacent to our boundary on the Waterfall Way
proud!y displayingsignage to the new REGIONAL LANDFILL



Q (18) WATERFALL WAY OLIVES
"Strathaven" 1060 Waterfall Way, Armidale NSW 2350

Sarah Et Christian Guaife •Telephone(s): 02 6771 2721 * Mobile: 0447 712 722
− Email: waterfallwayolives@aetiv8.net.au
Amidstè the coolâ pristine ran es of New England's Waterfall Way lies the home of exceptional
quality co l−dinate premiunfextra virgin olive oil and olive products. Waterfall Way ()lives are
locatedl 10kmàEast of Armidale on the scenic Waterfall Way. The quality of our oil is the result
of an cartyharitst, cold pr ssed process, resulting in a unique and prized extra−virgin olive oil.
recently whming a medal at the 2008 Sydney Royal Show Fine Food Show.
Our psoduct ær available from the Armidale Visitor Information Centre and Monk's Health

" 819 Sandon Road, Armidale NSW 2350

5 3807 (message bank only)

Orders: Phone; Email. Local wineAnnid
Open: Seasonally attend Armidale monali
Facilities: Market stall, Food Et Wine festivals

n east of Arndale, nestled on the edge of Baker's
a range of home−made berry jams and sauces,
e sensation! 0ur char ming selection of preserves
i Many offer an individual blend of flavours for
rm direct to you:− Home grown, Hand−picked and
ben ice−creams and desserts. Our fresh berries
a &:Jan). Freshly Berried ... berries to die for!

Facilities: Market stall, Food R Wine festivals, sorry − berry farm not open direct to the public.

Q (H9) MlHI CREEK VINEYARD − "Mihi Creek" 1292 Enmore Road, Mihi NSW
22km south−east of Armidale on the Enmore Road and 30kims east of Uralla

Andrew Et Belinda Close •Telephone(s): 02 6778 2166 e Mobile: 0428 782 166
•Email: mihicreek@nsw.chariot.net.au •Website: mihiereek@bluepin.net.au

Mihi Creek Vineyard is situated at 1000 metres above sea level in the cool climate region of New
England Australia. it was originally part of a large sheep and cattle property Mihi Station and the
current owners Andrew a Belinda Close purchased (178. lHa) 440 acres in 2001 with the first vines
planted in 2003. The (1,82Ha) 4.5 acre boutique vineyard consists of four varieties, sauvignon
blanc, viognier, pinot noir and meriot. The first four vintages have produced wines of distinction
and attractive qualities.

Orders: Mail order, Phone, Email
Open: By appointment only
Faci|itiesi Accommodation, Vineyard Tours, Disabled Access

[] (H7) RAFTERS RESTAURANT − New England Highway, Guyra NSW 2365
"Peter and Narelle Malcolm •Telephone(s): 02 6779 1876 e Mobile: 0411182 935

•Fax: 02 6779 2806 e Email: raftersofguyrsinfo@bigpond.com

Rafters for a la car te dining, cosy log fire, relaxed at mosphere. Café for great coffee, breakfast,
cakes and lunches − choose from hearty or light, even take away. Our Thin Menu is available day
and night. Our Dine or Drink 1.icence allows you to drop in for a quiet drink. Regional foods and
wines our speciality. With recent extensions we are ab le to cater for all types of functions. Also
incorporated within our business is the:Guyra Visitor Information Centre

−e Orders: Shopfront sales. Phone
e Open: Tues to Sat 8 am till late, Sun~ Sam till 3pm,ciosed Man unless group booking,

Christmas Day, New Years Day and Good Friday
Facilities: Buses we!come. Disab led facilities, Café, Restaurant

Food and Wine in Northern Inland N.S.W − 13
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P6

P3
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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
been provided throughout the EA relating to visual (including amenity issues),
transport and traffic, air quality, noise, surface water, groundwater, flora, fauna,
heritage issues and land use issues where they may have socio−economic
impacts.

The proposed management measures to be implemented at the new landfill site
are designed to ensure all contaminants are contained on site and will minimise
other environmental impacts (such as noise, visual amenity, disease/pest
management, air quality) on adjacent land uses. The proposed landfill facility
would not restrict the development of other agricultural industries or businesses in
the vicinity.

N1
S053_4 AQ1

Council will be required to operate within the limits and conditions imposed by the
site's EPL and approval requirements. Should Council elect to use a Contractor to
manage the proposed landfill on its behalf, the Contractor would work undera
contract which states strict performance indicators to ensure correct operation of
the landfill. The Contractor would also be required to operate the landfill in
accordance with the EPL and any approval conditions.

The need and strategic justification for the proposal is presented in Section 2 of
the EA. Section 1.3 of the EA sets out the objectives of the proposal, including
the key objective which is to provide a new regional landfill which would service
the waste management needs of several local government areas within the
region. Financial gain for the Council is not an objective for the project and the
development of a regional landfill is considered to be the most efficient waste
disposal solution for this region.

Armidala Dumaresq Council supports the promotion of tourism in the region and
has considered the potential impacts of the proposal on tourism, including
potential 'rnpacts on the olive grove on the adjoining property. The proposed
management measures to be implemented at the new landfill site are designed to
ensure that environmental impacts (such as noise, visual amenity, disease/pest
management, air quality) are minimised on−site as well as to adjoining properties,
It is also anticipated that there wil be minimal impact on the reputation of the
region as a centre for food tourism as a result of the proposal.

Noise impacts during construction are expected to arise from the equipment used
in anciliary site preparation works, including the partial clearing of the site, the
construction of the site access and maintenance roads, drainage works,
landscaping works and some excavation of the landfill area. A worst−case
scenario was used to model construction noise where the equipment is
predominantly working at the extremities of the construction area nearest to
Receiver 1 (Strathaven). Similarly, a worst<ase scenario was used to model
operational noise from the Project Site and traffic noise generated from haulage
trucks and other vehicles.

With the mitigation measures implemented, including noise attenuation on dozers,
excavators, scrapers and compactors and use of sound output adjusting reversing
alarms, the proposed development would be expected to comply with the
environmental criteria for the site under the neutral meteorological conditions that
have been shown to be typical of the site. Noise levels at Receiver 1 (Strathaven)
and in the vicinity of the olive grove would comply with the environmental criteria
for the site, with minimal impacts to noise level amenity.

An Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQlA) was undertaken as part of the EA The

AECOM
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This is one of the most short−sighted and potentially damaging plans I have come across in quite some time.

The~~

potential for pollution of the surrounding water table and river systems is massive and such a project should NEVER
be considered as suitable for a location within or even remotely near World Heritage National Parks OR Waterways,
especially waterways that will ultimately end up in other people's drinking water, The entire proposal is utter Q
stupidity.

And yes, that is strong, because it really IS a stupid idea.

The Oxley Wild Rivers area Is one of very few that are still relatively pristine and the blodiversity in this region I
−−−−.

arnazing. Enough of the world and Australia has been trashed already. PLEASE do NOT trash this area!! 8054_3l

Essentially this project will cause irreparable damage to World Heritage National Parks, including the Gara River,~,~,
Gondwana Rainforests, Macleay River and Oodey Wild Rivers National Park. It is already well−proven that the
leachatefrom landfill Is highly corrosive and will eventually degrade the landfill liners and escape into the ~sosa a~
groundwater and dver systems, Proposing to place a dump of this nature near areas of pristine wilderness and/or −−−
high biodiversity is nothing short of environmental vandalism and Council should be criminally liable if the project
goes ahead.

Added to that, the escape of weeds and noxious plant species from the dump into the surrounding natural
environment will result in further degradation of habitat in these beautiful areas of high natural biodiversity, Just

of the species that wlli be detrimentally affected are koalas, rare birds such as the Diamond Rretail and [sommee

Speckled Warbler arid the already critlcally−endangered Box Gurn woodland.

Landfill is well known for emitting toxic and greenhouse gases and chemicals. Landfi!l gas from breakdown of
rubbish is about 40−60% rnethane and the rest Carbon dioxide; CounCil ls considering flaring the landfill gas, but If
they go ahead and do this, the resultíng gases will contain of highly toxic and carcinogenic compounds, such as ÜS0 6
dlDxin and mercury, which will ultimately end up in the surrounding natural environment. This Is nothing short of

deliberately proposing to trash a highly valued World Heritage wilderness area!

In 2007, the Australian Government?s Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Committee (EPBC) ruled that the
Council?s proposed landfill ?will, or is likely to, have a significant impact upon World Heritage values? in the Oxley
Wild Rivers National Park.

The evidence and reports are already in. Why is Council continuing to even consider this project? Please explain
how this location was EVER able to be considered for such a project.

In summary, the proposed project is totally inappropriate for such a location and should be abandoned. PLEASE do
NOT trash one of our few remaining World Heritage areas. Council does NOT have the right to destroy an area
National Significance. This project MUST not go ahead.

Narne~

Address:

IP Address: M

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
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Felicity Greenway

E: Felicity.Greenway@planning.nsw.gov.au
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• Landfill gas collection system and flaring of methane (combustion
conversion to CO2).

The most suitable option would be determined and implemented at the proposed
landfill facility once data confirming landfill gas quantities is coilected from the
operational landfill.

Substances such as mercury and dioxin compounds are not expected to be
produced within the landfill due to the type of waste received − no hazardous or
chemical waste would be received. As such, the release of these compounds in
the local surface water system would not occur.

Further, 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.

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. During the site selection process over 50 potential sites were evaluated.
The site selection process included consideration of environmental impacts and
their likely magnitude at each site. The Regional Landfill Siting Study Fina/ 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.

Being an avid fisherman and canoeist in the Macieay River, I do not want toxic ?garbage juice? to impact on this
highly sensitive area. |

Bags, paper and other pollution that will blow into the Gara River will end up in the Macleay floating downsteam.~

Already contamination from the tablelands, notably from the Hillgrove mine has made its way downstream to the

Kempsey area.

If Couneil manage their proposed site as poorly as their current tlp site we will have another Armidale Gasworks~
Martin St,Yarrandoo or Hinton Collection debacle.

É

I support the views of the Gara Valley Environment Preservation group and object to this proposal.

Name~

Address:

e
IP Addres

Submission for Job: #81 Armidaie 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_siteSdd=74

Felicity Greenway

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

.....................
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Major Development Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

SUBJECT: ARMIDALE DUMARESQ LANDFILL PROJECT
PROPOSAL (06 0220) − OBJECTION TO PROPOSAL

To Whom It May Concern:

We are strongly opposed to the new Landfill that Armidale Dumaresq Council
wants to build just off Waterfall Way next to the Gara River.

We voice our objections because we are extremely concerned about the following
major issues, which we will break into 2 broader categories.

1. Everyday issues.
2. Long term effects.

There are numerous 'everyday' concerns that we firmly believe need to be
investigated further. These potential issues are:

• The quality of air −including offensive odours and omissions of highly
toxi€and €arcinogeni€compounds, which may occur if €ouncilwere to
consider flaring and high temperature incineration of the landfill in the
future. As residents in this area w e do not want to subject our health to any
risks by breath ing in such toxins.

• Our primary business is to produce fine wool. We are not in favour of the

insects− such as flies that the landf ll would produce. We will therefore

have to spend a lot more money on preventative chemical products to keep

the flies at bay from our sheep.

• Fire is of great concern, especially with regards to the waste being
condensed and transported to the proposed site, which will possibly lead to
combustion As th ere is n o full tim e caretaker (to our knowl edge) at the
landfill site− who wi!l be ther e to cont ol any outbreak?

• The noise will detract from the tranquillity of country life with constant
'beeping' from machinery reversing.

The 'long−term effects that we are concerned about include:
• We are members of the Cooney Creek Land Care Group (adjacent to

Gara) and do not want to see the Garacatchment put under any duress as
there are potentially significant leachates that could eventually end up in
the river system.

%
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It is currently ajoy for our young family to cross the Gara River (on Gara
Road) daily, as it is habitat to numerous species of water birds such as
wood duck, black duck and water hens. There is a growing black swan
population that breed at this site and the crossing is also home to many
platypus colonies. It would be devastating if these species were to be put
at risk− being so closeta the proposed landfill site.

Finally, we are not happy at the thought of our land value decreasing asa
result of this proposed landfill development so dose to Armida!e andthe
Gara River.

Yours truly,

Armidale Regional Landlill
Environmental Assessment − Submissions Report

AECOM

Submission S056



Arrnidale Regional Landtilr
Environmental Assessment − Submissions Report

AECOM

August 6, 2010.

To whom it may concem.

Proposed Landfill

I wish to lodge my objection to the proposed Landfill site adjacent to the Gara
River and the Grafton road to the east of Armidaie.
The possible pollution of the Gara watertable through leaching from a landfill
site isa risk far too big to take. I find it quite astounding that any Council
would consider such an action with the possibility of legal action at some
future date.
Regardless of the hint of conflict of interest around the sale of the land − iris
beyond imagining howa landfil! site within a stone's throw of a major tributary
of the Macleay River catchment could be proposed at all.
I urge the Armidale Dumaresq Council to reconsider this proposal.

Yours sincerely,

EI]

52]
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Response

The potential for leachate pollution of the Gara River from the proposed landfill
has been addressed in Sections 8.3 and 8.4 of the EA 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 the downstream Gara River would
not pollute the existing environment at the OWRNP or have a significant impact on
the World Heritage Area.

During the site selection process over 50 potential sites were evaluated. The site
selection process included consideration of environmental impacts and their likely
magnitude at each site. The Regional Landfill Siting Study Final Report (Maunseii,
2004) was appended to the EA (refer Appendlx C of the EA) and concluded that
the current site was the most suitable of the sites considered with respect to the
identif'ied criteria.

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

5 August, 2010

SUBJECT: ARMIDALE DUMARESQ LANDFILL PROJECT
PROPOSAL (06 0220) − OBJECTION TO PROPOSAL

We strongly object to the proposed development on the following grounds:

1. The site is very close to Waterfall Way and will be visually objectionable.

2. Air and noise pollution will affecta large area.

3. In the event of high temperature incineration technology being introduced
at the site, an even greater risk to health and amenity is possible.

4. There can be no guarantee that there will not be leaching from the site at
some future date into a World Heritage listed area.

5. The proposal effectively ends further close development in the area.A
precedent has already been set with subdivisions relatively close to the
site. In any case it will consign the area to a lower standard of
development than it certainly has at the moment.

6. Other landholders in the area of the site should not have to bear the cost of
diminished land values in an area of prime real estate.

7. It is simply too close to the City of Armidale.

8. As ratepayers we are concerned that Class Action for loss of land values,
and possibly pollution in all its forms, may be taken against Armidale
Dumaresq Council.

9. The considerable cost to plan and costs associated with planning other
regional landfills that councils will not be able to afford. Hence, our
concern that this will become a super landfill site to cater for other
surrounding councils.

Signed
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Response

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 shown that these views (including those from the Waterfall Way) would be
partially masked by existing vegetation however it is expected these views would
be further obscured by offset vegetation once matured.

Further, several mitigation measures would be implemented to accommodate
visual absorption capacity such as daily covering of waste, capture and removal of
windblown litter and building design (including suitable colour schemes).

Both air quality and noise modelling was undertaken as part of the EA in order to
assess the potential for impacts on the surrounding environment. Air quality and
noise contours were presented in the respective appendices to the EA (refer
Appendix O and Appendix Q of the EA).

Odour emissions from the site are predicted to be within acceptable levels at the
nearest receivers and at the boundary of the site. Dust concentrations and
deposition levels at all residential receivers are predicted to be very low. Standard
management strategies for landfill sites would be employed in addition to the daily
covering of waste and landfill gas monitoring. A complaints hotline would be set
up in accordance with EPL requirements.

With the implementation of mitigation measures, noise emissions are expected to
comply with the environmental criteria for the site under the neutral meteorological
conditions that have been shown to be typical of the site. Minor exceedances of
the criterion of up to 3dB(A) may occur at Receiver 2 (Sherraloy) at certain times
near the end of the operating life of Cell 1, however the modelling assumeda
worst case scenario where all equipment would be working in unison at the
extremities of construction area. In general however, the equipment and therefore
the noise generated, would generally be distributed across the site, with minimal
impacts to noise level amenity.

High temperature incineration has not been considered for the proposed landfill.
Council is however committed to the adoption of AWT as part of a sustainable
waste disposal strategy. 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.

The potential for impacts on water quality of the Gara River and GRAWHA asa
result of leachate migration from the landfill is addressed in Sections 8.3 and 8.4
of the EA. Potential impacts on the values of the GRAWHA have been assessed
in Section 8.12 of the EA.

The impact on the GRAWHA has been assessed under the EPBC Act anda
referral lodged with DSEWPC (formerly DEWHA), who 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 detemiinations are made
without having 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.

Stringent environmental controls to manage dirty stormweter runoff, leschate
containment and emergency storage would be implemented and would reduce the
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Armidala Dumaresq and Guyra Shire Councils, is almost at full capacity with only
limited and unapproved possibilities for further expansion. In addition, other
landfills in the region, used by Walcha and Uralla Shire Councils, will
progressively reach their final capacities within 15 years and cannot
accommodate the ongoing landfiit needs of Armidaie Dumaresq and Guyra Shire
Councils.

Therefore, Armidale Dumaresq Council proposes to develop the new regional
landfiil which would service the waste management needs of several local
government areas within the regiDn, as opposed to multiple, smaller scale landfills
for each individual council area. The development of a regional landfill is
considered to be the most efficient waste disposal solution for this region.
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As an Armidale ratepayer I find it completely incomprehensible why a landfill site wouId even be considered for the
Waterfall Way. This is a major tourist drive linking Armidale to the Coast through World Heritage areas. We should

not think so little of the tourist Industry's contribution to the Armidale economy. 9

SUrety there would be other potential sites not on a major road In and out of Armidale and closer than 12km to the
ratepayers who'll want to (and are paying to) use it. }

Over Christmas I had the pleasure of touring the Great Ocean Road with my famiJy − another great tourist drive.

Interestingly, there were no landfills forming part of the scenery. Does it take a Victorian to see common sense?

I submit that the site for the landfill is wrong and not in the best interests of Armidale nor the World Heritage areas
It wouId neighbour.

L−−−−−−.T−−−J

Name~
OrganisationM

Address:

IP Addres

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
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Submission S059
lssue Number | Topic

S059_1 | SE3

$059_2 | P3

Response

It is not expected the proposed landfill facility wouki significantly affect or impede
tourism in the area. It is noted that the Waterfall Way is a National tourist drive
and this is acknowledged in the EA. It is envisaged that views of the proposed
landfill facility from Waterfall Way would be partially masked by existing vegetation
and further obscured by offset vegetation once matured.

Armidais Dumarssq Council supports the promotion of tourism in the region
through the Tourism Information Centre, provision of funding for local community
infrastructure including public facilities for tourists and sponsorship of events to
promote tourism in the region.

As part of the site selection process, over 50 alternative sites were considered for
the proposed landfill facility including sites within several of the surrounding LGA's
and both within and outside of the World Heritage Area catchment. Site evaluation
included consideration of environmental impacts, proximity to sensitive receivers
and their likely magnitude at each site. The Regiona/ Landfi// Siting Study Final
Report(Maunsell, 2004) was appended to the EA (refer Appendix C of the EA)
and conciuded that the current site was the most suitable of the sites considered
with respect to the identified criteria.

It is noted that there would be no public access to the proposed landfill. All waste
would be separated at the existing Armidale Waste Management Centre prior to
being transported to the proposed landfill for disposal.

Felicity Greenway

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

Powered by Intemetrix Affinity

file://u:~ruD Subsio−u~−10\PuDuc submission u59 Onnne submission Iron~ll−lmM s/1u/zO1O



Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to encourage you to reject the proposed new dumpsite for the Armidale/Dumaresq region.
Conceming this site I note that:

This is a tip for all domestic and commercial waste
,„oThe tip will be clearly visible from the 'Waterfall Way"

It's on the upstream edge of a World Heritage Area S
It will cost more than $0.35 million, pushing up rates g
!t's the on!y site that~'s been serious!y assessed
Council's original site selection report said it was "not necessarily the best site" and "not ideal"~

I further note that it is conjectured that:

Toxic juices from the landfill will contaminate the Gara River then the B!ue Ho!e, then into the
National Park
Clearing will put 7 threatened bird species at further risk

Further reasons for rejecting this site are that:

The Federal Government has already said it "will or is likely to have asignificantimpact on the
World Heritage area", G

which the government is obliged to protect
Even if approved it will have costly conditions attached S
Tourists are drawn to the natural beauty of our National Park yet we are rnaking a highly visible−
statement that

Armidale does not care about its environmenta! assets |
There may be other sites and better solutions p

Thank you for your tirne and attention.

Yours sincerely,

file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 060 PRopoised Armidale_Dumaresq Re„. 8/10/2010

Armidale Regional Landtill
Environmental Assessment − Submissions Report

AECOM

Submission S060
lssue Number

S060_1

S060_2

S060_3

S060_4

s060_5

Topic

V1

HI

SE4

P2

W4

Response

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 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) am considered to be reasonably significant,
however these views would be partially masked by existing vegetation and further
obscured once vegetation in the offset area has matured.

Community concems have been noted regarding the site location in the
catchment of the Gara River upstream of the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park.
Section 8.12 of the EA addresses National E..nvironmental Heritage (Oxley Wild
Rivers National Park) which supports the GRAWHA. The impact on the GRAWHA
has been assessed under the EPBC Act and a referral lodged with DSEWPC
(formerly DE−WHA). DSEWPC determined that the proposal constitutesa
controlled action under the EPBC Act. However, 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 the downstream Gara River would not pollute the
existing environment at the OWRNP or have a significant impact on the World
Heritage Area.

The estimated cost for the construction of the landfill is $0.14 million for the first two
celis (which includes water and idachate collection and management systems,
access road, amenities) and $0.10 million for the remaining three cells, a total of
$0.24 million over the life of the landfilL The annual operational cost is likely to be in
the order of $0.01 million per year.

Council has continually advised ratepayers that the proposed new landfill will be
paid for by ratepayers by means of a landfill levy that was established in 2006 to
fund the new landfill. This levy wnl be increased and decreased over the period of
the staged loans that are required as landfill ceils are developed and closed.

As part of the site selection process, over 50 alternative sites have been
considered since the mid−1990s for the proposed landfill facility.

Sites were identified through severai preliminary investigations, in consultation
with the Department of Mineral Resources regarding the availability of current and
former extractive industry sites and consideration of sites within appropriate
geological areas. The principles outlined in the document Landfilling − EIS
Guidelines (DUAP, September 1996) were then used to develop appropriate
criteria and weightings for the assessment of the potential landfill sites identified
from the preliminary investigations. Site evaluation included consideration of
environmental impacts, proximity to sensitive receivers and their likely magnitude
at each site.

The Regional Landfi// Siting Study Fins/ Report (Maunsell, 2004) was appended to
the EA (refer Appendix C of the EA) and provided further detail of the sits
selection process. The landfill siting study 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.

Community concerns have been noted regarding potential for pollution of the Gara
River through leachate migration from the landfill and these issues are addressed
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Dear Ms Greenway

I wish to associate myself completely with the remarks of my friend, MrMeproduced
below.

Yours sincerely
S061 − REFER TO

M ~SUBMISSION #36

−−r−¿O−sage −−−−−

To: Felicity.Greenway@planning.nsw.gov.au
Sent: Thursday, August 05, 2010 2:44 PM
Subject: Armidale Landfill Proposals

Dear Ms Greenway,

l herewith wish to voice my absolute opposition to the proposed landfill near the Waterfall Way,
Armidale. Besides objecting to the environmental consequences of such a landfill, I have other
objections. They are as follows:

The owner of the land is Mr Ken Waters. He was, until recently, an Armidale Dumaresq Councillor. In
about 2003 the local newspaper announced the proposed sale of this land to the Council by
Councillor Ken Waters, which is an imprisonable offence.

My information on this matter (from another Councillor) is that the sale price is far, far above its true
value and that everyone knew that the land was never suitable (has 2,000 trees, aboriginal sacred
sites and adjacent to the Gara River).

The reason for the Council's persistence in this matter is that it is highly likely that certain
Councillors, including the General Manager, have been promised pecuniary rewards by the
landholder, Councillor Ken Waters.

In the event, though unexpectedly, the Gara River Landholders have mounted spirited opposition to
the proposal, on environmental grounds, and managed to delay the permission.

l do not know if the sale by Ken Waters to the Armidale Dumaresq Council has been effected. He
was not re−elected to the Council in 2008. If the situation is what I think it is, he may have received
some legal advice on the illegality of his sale to the ADC, is no longer a Councillor, and thus able to
sell the land without fear of imprisonment. He had, in any case, become a liability to the Council for
other reasons.

It is extraordinary that the Armidale Dumaresq Council still persists with this proposal which leads me
to suspect their motives in relation to the proceeds of a sale by Ken Waters, purchased from him by
them.

This Council has been investigated by Gabrielle Kibble, resulting in the Kibble Report, which has
been accepted by the Minister. Mrs Kibble identified many financial problems and, overall, a 'failure
of governance.' It has been recommended that an Admistrator be appointed and a 'new' General
Manager employed.

Even if the Council has gone, if the landfill proposal were to be accepted, this means that those
members, who have been so dishonest in much of the Council's management over the last ten
€ears,even though they are no longer on the scene, will yet benefit by its purchase of the site.

This is unconscionable and I hope the State will not allow this landfill proposal to eventuate.

You may refer to Leigh Plater, Senior Solicitor, at the Crown Solicitor/Attorney−General's
Department. She will vouch for my integrity and correct factual analysis in connection with Armidale
Dumaresq Council matters. I have been particularly involved with substantiated criticism of its

file://v: wub SUos to−O8−10kuone Submission 061~l~l~ooject.htm 6/1O/2016



management of the Hinton Trust, successful hearings in the Supreme Court against it and resulting
investigation by the Attorney−General into the ADC's financial exploitation of Hinton Trust Funds.

Yours sincerely,

Armidale Regional Landtill
Environmental Assessment − Submissions Report

AECOM

Submission,~ £06,~1

Issue Number Topic Response

S061_1 Submission noted. Refer to Submission S036.

file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 061~object.htm 8/10/2010



NSW Department of Planning
Attention: Ms. Felicity Greenway
Felicitv.Greenwav@planning.nsw.qov.au

August 6, 2010

Re: Objection to proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill 06_0220

As a citizen of Armidale who wants to see all human waste on the planet managed
'sustainably', i am writing to object to this landfill. I and my family, together with all other
residents of Armidale (and all residents of the world!), generate waste and I wish to see my
government representatives (at all levels) ensure it is managed so that there is zero impact
on our natural resources, such as, for example, the World Heritage listed Oxley Wild Rivers
National Park. However, my concems are broader that just this landfill and its proposed
location.

Unfortunately, this proposed Class 1 tip is just another 'bury−it−and−hope−for−the−best' landfill,
in spite of the many words written by the proponents about how safe it will be (e.g. using
liners and planning for rare rainfall events). The submission from the Gara Valley
Environmental Preservation Association (GVEPA) has provided a comprehensive list of the
technical issues relating to this proposed tip; whilst I endorse that submission, I wish to make
a number of other points from the point of view of a concemed citizen of Armidale whose
property is not directly affected by the proposed landfill site.

Some years ago, I was the President of a protest group (Citizens Against Minimbah Landfill)
on the Mid North Coast of NSW (where, for 50 years, our family had owned some rural land)
which objected to a proposed new landfill in the Great Lakes Shire − upstream from the
Wallis Lakes and the Nabiac bore field supplying drinking water to 40,000 residents of
Taree, Forster and Tuncurry. Sadly, in spite of our protest group's best efforts, we lost that
battle and the tip/quarry is currently under construction at Minimbah
(http://www..qreatlakes.nsw.qov.au/content/Public/Facilities/Landfills Recyclin.q Centres/Mi
nimbah Landfill.aspx) having received approval from a range of NSW govemment
departments, contrary to the submissions from many concerned citizens.

At that time, our protest group had similar problems to the GVEPA group in getting our
message across − either to the media or to most politicians or to any government
department. On reflection, I believe that the central problem preventing human societies
from developing more sustainable solutions regarding waste − that is not widely recognised
− is that ALL of us create waste and hence we ALL are responsible to see that the problems
are solved. But most people just don't care, as long as the landfill is not in THEIR back
yards. This point of view was incorporated in an editorial in the Armidale Express (August 4,
2010). My view is that we must not allow landfills in ANYONE'S back yard.

l would like to point out that this proposed landfil! is contradictory to Armidale Dumaresq
Council's desired outcomes stated in its draft Strategic Plan (2011−2021) where it espouses
the environmental objectives of a "Clean biosphere (Land, Water, Air)", "Living
Sustainability", "Improve conservation and enhancement of habitat and biodiversity" and
"lmplement effective Climate Change mitigation and adaptation strategies" (Armidale
Dumaresq Council Discussion Document, July 2010).

Instead of paying 'lip service' to 'sustainability', our Council, as well as State and Federal
governments, should recognise that if we are to strive for 'sustainability' we must
acknowledge that 'sustainability' means handing on our natural resources to the next
generation in no worse condition than we inherited them. This means that we need
strategies for waste management (as well as for all other activities such as housing, food
production, etc.) that will be viable over inter−generational timescales for all human
communities on the planet! As you would know only too well, NSW has a sustainability
policy that articulates aspects of this important principle and demands that sustainability be
taken into account in its decision making
(http ://www.environment.nsw.qov.au/.qovernment/policy.htm). I trust that your department
will adhere to this principle in this case.

Instead of spending more than $35m burying this generation's waste in the ground where it
will eventually leak and pollute, we need to adopt a strategy towards zero waste. Armidale
could be a leader in this endeavour by continuing to invest in improvements to our excellent,
existing recycling centre, reclaiming old waste and extending the life of our existing landfill,
investing in alternative waste technologies and supporting research into novel techniques to
ensure that ALL of our waste is recovered, recycled or made totally inert so that our children
and grandchildren will not have to clean up this generation's mess by having to remediate
this precious environment at great cost some decades from now. In my view, we must not
create another landfill − in anyone's back yard!

In considering this matter, I ask that the Department of Planning take a sustainable, inter−
generational stance and reject this 'old technology' landfill and instead, request that the
Armidale Dumaresq Council adopta different strategy and strive for zero waste. Surely the
NSW Govemment could assist in this matter by providing some support to ensure that
Armida!e can develop and adopt technologies leading eventually to a regional city achieving
zero waste. I am aware that the University of New England researches and teaches in the
area of waste management and they may well be an effective partner in such an endeavour.

l note that the Hon. Peter Garrett spoke to the recent Zero Waste Australia conference
(March, 2010) and announced a National Waste Policy that apparently was agreed to by
Local, State and Federal governments in November 2009 − this is surely a good step
forward and suggests that now is not the time to create a new landfill at the front gate of an
important National Park.

l live in hope that 2010 might be the year that signals a halt to all new landfills!

In making this submission, I declare that neither I nor any associate of mine have made any
political donation relating to any matter at any time.

Kind regards,

Yours sincerely,

Cc: Mr. Richard Torbay, Member for Northem Tablelands (for information).
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