
Armidale make it an area with significant development potential. If not it is due to a landfill dumped

on our doorstep.

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.

Site Assessment for Site 7 'Sherraloy'

'Future Development − Potential areaforfuture development, due to location;'"

Due to inadequate buffer zones, dustand odour impacts sh ould be accessed at the property

acknowledged exceedence of DEC criteria into neighbouring properties i believe this site is

unsuitable for use as a landfill.

b) Noise

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.

The noise impact assessment states;

'As the proposed landfillfacility 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 €ontro0' highlights the unac€eptable proximity to neighbouring

The acknowledgement by the proponent that the facility 'would generally comply' with industrial
noise ievel criteria is alarming, meaning that it sometimes or often, won't. The fact that Industriai
Noise criteria (INP) is used in a quiet rural setting highiights the significant ioss of localamenity.

Executive summary − noise impact assessment

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

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

ArmFlute Regione LandE − Noiseimpact Assessmet

condidons Un er he mar −mum~ −npact w~d conditicns otro~ ect in the INP ~ enoise leve(s would be~expec'edêto
be 5−e d B(Ai h i ~her :nen te leve,Es; ir Ta bte '3 However, these cond tens ~a'.e been shown tooccur for ~ ess
tsar 30% of any sessme ntpeood ~n any seaso, 3rd. tn acco−d anc e w~th the guida nce gi'zer~i n ~e~ NP arenot
c;onsidered to te significart.

Tab|e 13 − All Constr uction Plant Oper ating Durmg Daytime under Neutral Meteorologie. al Conditions

Strathaven 36

Sherralcy 38

,Riverton 28

4 Noith ~ 32

5 North 2 34

6 North West 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.

5~ Regional Landfill Siting Study Page 71 " Noise impact Assessment Page vii
5s Noise Impact Assessment Page 19



Under the 'typical' plant configuration the noise objective of 40 dB(A) wou!d 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 4OdB(A).
Of course neighbours access on their properties is not restricted to 'residences' and as such sound
levels greater than 50 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.

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 as a sound of 75 dB which is twice as loud asa
sound of 65 dB and so on"'

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

it has been indicated that the construction phase w ould be approximately 8 months initially

(Armidale landfill Project Plan
− Construction Phase) and as such noise levels experienced 'off sit e'

will be at unacceptable levels for periods far longer than neighbours should be subjected too.

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.

sT Armidale Regional Landfill − Noise Impact Assessment p31

Figure 7 Unacceptable Sound Levels

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 employedfor
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.

There appears to be no assessment of this issue as direction of the intersection onto the Waterfall
Way (As shown above) appears contradictory to the proponents statements that the road entrance

will be perpendicu!ar 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 wo rk needs to be undertaken
outside these hours it canl. It is therefore clear that the hours of construction and operation will not
be adhered to 'at all times'.

Extracts highlighting the inconsistencies are below.

LEMP Noise Control P 94



The follow~ ng noise controls are to be ir~ pler ented at the landfill s:te~

T herconstr c on ndope−a cnatk ours as outlinedf irt'he Lard JE 2Ocence will! te chered)toat aë1times ~eproposed const−uccon and operaton=dlhours are deta~led2 ~n Sectices 4 2 5 ~ nd C 0 respecte.+ely In the event
that con struction ioperaton a. works reed to be conducted o„tsideof the norma~ hows; residents wu be
informed

e A EOm buffer zone h as been inc~itaded i nt~ the desigr of the landil

'The proposed landfill will typically operatefrom 6om to 5:3opm Monday to Friday, and

Bom to 6:30pm on weekends andpublic holidays. Construction hours willbefrom 7am to

Conversely

22 Proposed Operations

Waste would be processed at the existre landfill and transfer station on Lcng Swamp Road and wo~d be
transported between the trae~sfer station and the site by t.ruck No dweet publicaccess to the proposed s:te would
te ponded
Theproposed sandf~facistyWouid operate seven days per week wrth the proposed operatínghoursfrom T:ODarn
in 5: 30~pm Monday to Friday ared 8; QDam to ~: 30pm on Saturday;Sundayand Fehlic Holidays

The main actarities on the site rou~ be associated with me intoading datobutom and compacten of waste
matenals in the ~anofill ceils ad the loading distribulion and compaction of cover material For the purpose of this
r=port the operations occurring on the see are as sunrnarised below

Three waste vehictes perday arrive from the Long Swarop Rd transfer station vra Watedall Way and the
proposed site access road

EA LEMP P45

LandlEl Erwlronmental Managemert Plan
Armldile Regional LandR Faeny − Dfan Landfli Envirottments MriageTem Ran

Oonstructi~r~ Hours

The r ormai constructon hours of :Se l andll)will be from 7am :c pro Mond y to F 'iay andjirco Sam to 1pm; on
Saturdays. No work: witoccu ron S ndays oror~ Puosic HLolidays TheC ntractor wll; oe able to work outs eof
these nor mal hours we poor pe−rriss~on from D~CC:W see Councu.

The 'hours of operation' are unclear due to multiple conflicting statem ents. 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
unacceptabie 'off site' noise impacts.

Weekend activities ruined by landrill compacting and construction activities is unacceptable and

c) Insects

The proponent has made little attempt to address issues of pest and disease impacts from the

Birds, insects, rodents and other animals will befree to move n and off the site. Due to the
unsorted natEure of the waste and no sorting of household rubbish, any contaminated waste or piece

The Disease Monitoring Protocoi has not yet been prese nted for cornment in this EA and again is

P!ans have not been presented in the EA toaddre ss this issue

it appears the only preventative measure presented in the assessment is a well maintained fence.
This contradicts thestated use of 'wildlife friendly' fencing. GVEPA raises doubts that any fencing
proposed by thepropon nt can stop the movement of rodents, predatory birds and insects, all
which may spread weeds and disease off site.

'in the unlikely event that infected material is brought on site, wellmaintainedfencing
wouldminimise the risk of diseases such asfoot and mouth being transferred off−site by
pest orferal animals.'

There are currentlyfewinstances of olive tree diseases in Australia and those existing are
controiled through either preventative or remedial measures. With respect to the olive
grove on the adjacent Strathaven property, it is unlikely that the proposed landfill would
give rise to nematodes andsoil−bornefungi which may impact on the olive trees on the
property given the mitigation measures identified in this section and the preparation and
implementation of a Disease Monitoring Protocol (EA Systems 201G Appendix E)."

d) Vermin

Unfortunately this is another area of the EA that cannot be commented on in any constructive form
as little content is given and is again subject to change.

se EA page 207
sa Armidale Landfill DRAFT_rev2.doc Page1
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'It is expected that the pest vermin and noxious weed controls wifl be refined during
detailed design, construction and operation of the landfill. Consequently, the controls
implemented may varyfrom those provided herein'."

The proponent's assertion that reliance is on an indication of 'instances of pests accessing the site' is
concerning Vermin such as rats and mice will readily move to neigh bouring properties and increase
in numbers. During the day they wili remain hidden onsite. I am concerned that our adjoining
property will have increased numbers of vermin but there are no indicators proposed to address this
concern. Are nocturnal; assessments proposed? How will fencing stop small vermin entering the
site? What number of vermin on site wil! indicate that 'objectives' are not being met?

not belng met, which will be indicated by the instances of pests accessing the site and thepresence of weeds on the site, remedial actions will: be implemented which may include:"

!t is with great interest i note the operations manager will undertake daily site patrol to check for
faecai drop pings from rats and mice. i would suggest that€ombing100 h ectares of land for mice
droppings daily will not o€cur.Surely this is a joke!

'The Operations Manager will conduct a daily patrol of the site. During this patrol, the
Operations Manager will look for noxious weeds and animals or evidence of animals on
the site (e.g. faecal droppings)."

clearing activities for the landfill or that may be attracted to the site during the operation of
the landfilL

Mitigation measures:

•Theprovision of areasfor planting and rehabilitation using locally occurring native
species particularly shrubs that will provide shelter for small native birds. These areas
should be established and planted as early as possible in the construction phase; and,

•Control of exotic shrubs (e.g. Hawthorn) which provide food for aggressive native
species. '"

During iambing the increased numbers of crows and other predatory birds will create a significantly |
increased risk of removing the eyes from iamb!ng ewes and k illing the iambs. The obvious increase in

vermin numbers and available food sources will attract the predatory birds and animals.

As thep roposal is for a putresible waste dump with an open tipping face during the day there will be

to carry agricultural activities such as aerial fertilizing.

Our airstrip south of the site has not been noted by the consultants but has been included in Section
6c). Noting the prohibited zone around a commercial airstrip, I require assurance from the

proponent that aerial activities on our property will not be affected by refusal of aerial contractors
to fly adjacent to the proposed putrescible landfill.

f) Orchard/Vineyard exotic pests/diseases

e) Predatory birds

Once again the Management Plan is in embryo stage and will be modified at a later date."

The increased numbers of predatory birds and the affect on our adjoining property has not been
adequately addressed. It actually doesn't appear to be addressed at all. There are no mitigation

measures stated that actually address the issue.

'4.1.9 Increased abundance of undesirable native species

Impact:

An increase in aggressive native birds such as pied currawongs, magpies and noisy miners
and carrion eaters such as crows and Australian ravens that may be displaced from the

We currently have a commercial olive and feijoa orchard 300m from the proposed dump site
boundary, and recently obtained a bronze award from the Sydney Royal Show Society for our Extra
Virgin Olive Oil.

Any contaminated fruit, vegetable, seed, animal, or item that is inadvertently or deliberately placed
in the 'red lid' roadside collection bins remain unsorted and goes directly to the landfill, as does
public waste.

Due to the unsorted nature of the waste and no sorting of household rubbish, any contaminated

waste or piece of fruit withfiy or other disease will be freely transferred to adjacent areas.

The Disease Monitoring Protocoi has not yet been presented for comment in this EA and again is

stated only as a commitment. This is a totally unsatisfactory. The proponent has had 2 years to
formulate a 'plan'

"O Armida[e Regional Landfill Environmental Management Plan Page 86
si Armidale Regional Landfill Environmental Management Plan Page 92
~ Armidale Regional Landfill Environmental Management Plan page 92

'Mitigation measures:

sa Flora and Fauna Assessment page 37−38



Disease Monitoring Protocol: Preparation of a disease monitoring protocol and

appropriate contingency plans to deal with outbreaks that may be detected at some point

in time during the operation of the landfilifacility andfor a nominal period of at least 5

years after rehabilitation works and decommissioning of the site. "

l see no evidence presented in the EA which can give rise to the conclusion below. C urre ntly the

'With respect to the olive grove on the adjacentStrathaven property, it is unlikely that the
proposed iandfill would give rise to nematodes andsoil−bornefungi which may impact on
the olive trees on the property given the mitigation measures identified in this section and
the preparation and implementation of a Disease Monitoring Protocol (EA Systems 201G
Appendix E).,65

The proponent contends that they will monitor and follow up control of invertebrate pests;

'Monitor andfollow−up control of vertebrate (e.g. Rabbits and Foxes) and invertebrate

pests (flies and insect pests which can infest olives, such as the olive lace bug Froggattia
olivinia and black olive scale Soissetia oleae)and;

Employ professional exterminators if an outbreak is detecteï;'"

Can the proponent guarantee an 'organic' status for the orchard with the use of a professional
exterminator and who will be qualified to undertake continual monitoring of the site and
neighbouring properties?

The absence in the EA of a Disease Monitoring Protocol or plan is not acceptable. I must reiterate
that over the last few years we have been told that all issues we have raised will be addressed in the
EA. After 1million dollars of €onsultantfees we know no detai!s about mitigation measures.

g) Livestock disease and pest transmission

The potential for dead animals or animal parts to be dumped in the landfill poses the potential for
disease to be transmitted via vermin, birds, or insects to adjoining properties. There appears to bea

64 Flora and Fauna Assessment− Disease p36
ss EA page 217
" Flora and Fauna Assessment Page 36

conflict between the proposed use of 'wildlife friendly' fencing and the requirement to keep wildlife
from contaminating adjoining properties.

Livestock disease and pest transmission has been inadequately addressed. The onlymentioned

mitigation action to address this issue is a well maintained fenc l Well maintained fencing will not
stop vermin such as mice, rats or scavenging and predatory birds from venturing on to ne ighboring
properties dropping infected animal or animai parts and th s potentially spreading disease.

'in the unlikely event that infected material is brought on site, weft maintainedfencing
would minimise the risk of diseases such asfoot and mouth being transferred off−site by
pest orferal animals."'

h) Air borne pollution bags etc

Ms Tania Rishniw handed down the EPBCdecision on behalf of the Federal Government, stating the
following.

'20. Ifound that weeds and rubbish were likely to escapefrom the landfill and enter the

World Heritage and National Heritage area.'"

Windblown litter has not been sufficiently addressed in the EA. Nothing has changed since the PEA.
Why would unconsolidated litter behave any differently with the same proposal?

The u n predictabie nature of the wind means that proposed limited mitigation measures wili still lead
to vastëquantities of litter off site. The fact that the proponentstates that they will have to manually
remove rubbish from neighbouring properties means there is acceptance that control measures will

be inadequate. With prevailing winds being predominantly easterly in summer, our property is

assured of h gavin uncontrolled windblown litter pollutingit.

The proponent states;

'Ensuring that all wind blown litter that leaves the site is retrieved.

67 EA Page 217
" Notification of referral decision − controlled action − Armidale Regional Landfill, NSW (EPBC 200713646)
69 EA page P77
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Photo at current Armidale Dumaresq Landfill site boundary

Figure 8 Current Dump site 'Long Swamp Road'

How will this windblown l itter retrieval be achieved? Do workers have very long arm sor 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.

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 f urther
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 anim als on neighbouring properties. An inadequate 50m
property buffer zone is not possibly sufficient to guarantee rubbish will not leave the site with evena
minor unpredicta le 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 curren t landfill site to see the inability ofCouncil to control litter. Bags stuck high in

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

Recycle 'er!
)o you know you can recycle

your plastic bags?

ror more information on recycling plastic

~gs and other Armidale Dumaresq Council
environmental Initiatives, contact

Armidele Dumaresq Council.
forking Towards a Sustainable Community

ione: (02) 6770 3600
ix: (02) 6772 9275135
usden Street, Armidale

Council's own literature (left) has Council proudly
displaying a litter fence full of unsightly rubbish. It can
be clearly observed that rubbish is blowing over the
top of the fence.

The EPA state in Compliance Report for Armidale
Council (EPA, Final Compliance Audit Report : Armidale
City Council solid waste landfill, 2000)

'Litter Control

During the audit inspection significant quantities

of windblown litter was observed on and uround

the premise. It is noted that temporary litter

fencing has been installed at various locations

however this was not odequatefor controlling

litter blownfrom 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.'

Page 16 (EPA, Industry sector : Rural Waste Landfill
Facilities, 2002) 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.



i) Smoke Pollution

l have photographed Council's current landfill site on fire in 2008 whilst attending a BBQ. It is not
reassuring that Council are unable to manage their current site to prevent pollution on adjoining

properties.

Figure 9 Current landfill on fire

j) Fire danger to neighboring properties

During the last 10 years 3 major bush fires have come within 1km of the proposed site. In June 2010

a bushfire damaged 800 acres of adjacent land and came within 100m of our house.

'Bushfire−prone land has been mapped by Council, in consultation with the NS W RFS. No
bushfire prone areas currently exist within 1km surrounding the Project Site and the site of

the proposed landfill is generally clear of vegetation due to the rural land practices that

are the dominant land use in the area.'"

It is clear frorn aerial photography and the proposed 'offset area' that the site and neighbouring area
is both grass and woodland.

Both olive and feijoa trees are notfire resistant and will be killed by fire escaping from the adjacent
landfiii boundary. i obviously will be restricted in the location of future plantings due to activities

Council's plan to 'control' burn the boundary area is disconcerting as th eir previous record satisfying

Council state their measures to avoid explosion include.

'Controlled burning ot the periphery of the site.'"

k) Water table/bore contamination

The licensed stock and domestic water bore on 'Strathaven' is only 50 metres from the proposed

dump site. The bore is water bearing at 20 feet with a nominal flow rate of 2700 litres per hour.

It is with astonishmentand disbelief i note the proponent's statement that the bore; 50m from the

We stern Boundaryof t e site is in a different catchment' to the iandfili facility.

'Upon examination of the registeredbore locations, it should be noted that all bores are
locatedin differ nt catchments to that of the proposedlandfillfacility. All of these bores

therefore exapere also separatedfrom the site by waterways (rivers or streams). It iscted
that groundwaterfrom the Project S/te would not impact on nearby registered

There are clearly no waterways separating my registered bore (GW305317) from the proposed

landfill site as stated by the proponent. I would suggest;if this were the case th en it may be indicated

in the below extract from the EA. i 'therefore' expect there may be impacts.

70 EA page 250
71 EA page 251
72 EA page 160



'RCA report 5929−002/1; Geotechnical and Hydrogeological Investigation, Proposed

Armidole Landfill, January, 2007 (Ref [1]) reported that one potential geotechnical

constraint at the site related to the possible presence of afault on the site with associated

deeper weathered profile and fracturing. The drilling eonditions encountered are
considered likely to be due to either asubsurface void or afaultin the rock structure. The

fault encountered could be part of the Mihi Fault which passes close to the southern

extremity of the site. Two (2) bores were abandoned in the vicinity of BH9 due to loss of

confining pressure as discussed in Section 2. Theeffect to groundwater of the presence of

thefouit/subsurface void cannot be established based on the amount of investigation

undertaken to date. lffurther assessment of thefault/subsurface void is required.....'"

'This was attributed to o layer of mudstonefoundimmediately above the level of the
orgillite in BHS, which was not identified in the other bores. The topography in the well's

vicinity also suggests that groundwater flows in the opposite direction to the general
groundwater.'"

GW305317
\
! :\

n light of the acknowledgement by the proponent that they are unsure of the direction of aquifer

Some extracts from the EA proving unknown geological conditions on site are shown below;

9tis considered likely that the water sampled from BH5 is representative o1 or is being
impacted by aseparate aquifer to that of the majority of the site, fiowingfrom the north
back toward the low point of the Project Site in the vicinity of BH4. Based on the limited
number of weils in this section of the Project Site, groundwater flow direction could not be
accurately interpoiated. However, the estimation of groundwater flow direction, based on
the available data and the observed topography, is considered to give a valid
representation of theflowdirection in the northern section of the site. '~s

'Therefore, an apparent source of the chloroform detected was not noted. Given the large
volumes purged prior to sampling of the wells, it is not considered likely that the
chloroform detected is from o source introduced by the sampling methods. Despite a
potential source of the chloroform being unknown, the chioroform detected is not
currently considered to be significant given the low concentrations.'"

'Phenols have been detected in BH5. However, the concentrations detected do not exceed
the site guidelines and are falling. No likely source of phenols was observed in the vicinity
of BH5. Contamination of the well due to drilling is not considered to be a likely source as
the phenols were detected over several months and the bore has been subjected to
repeated rigorous development.'

73 Hydrogeological Investigation Proposed Armidale Landfill P15
74 Armidale WQMP_Mgm_Plan p 3−9
7S EA page 157
76 Hydrogeoiogioal Investigation RCA p13



'The Total Organic Carbon concentrations detected in all wells is considered relatively low
except for BH5. The TOC concentration in BH5 has risen markedly (740%) since measured in
October, 2006. No apparent reasonfor this rise was observed, however variation in TOC is
not unusual especially where groundwater recharge is intermittent and standing water
levelsfluctuate.'"

The consequences ofcontamination of our bore would be catastrophic and permanent. The
proposed 50m site buffer isboth inadequate and reckless. It is incomprehensible that a putresible
waste dump could be proposed in such close proximity to a potable water source.

I) Farm animal ingestion of rubbish

The clear inability for the proponent to guarantee that their waste and rubbish will remain within
their property boundary leads me to the conclusion that windblown rubbish will follow the
prevailing winds and b low into our property for the majority of the year. The proponent
acknowledges that they will have to retrieve rubbish 'off−site'.

'Ensuring that all wind blown litter that leaves the site is retrieved.'"

Retrieval of rubbish will not be instantaneoUs and will rely on the vig ilance of neighbors or the
illness/death of livestock to detect.

The proposed 1.8m site bounda ry fence is totally inadequate toguarantee litter will not be blown

off−site. Large gusts of wind, Willy Willys or relocation of waste by birds or vermin could all cause

waste to exit the landfill site.

Ingestion of bags will result in illness and death of inquisitive or hungry livestock.

m) Visual amenity neighbours

The proposed landfili site and entrance road wiil be an 'eye sore' and blight on the landscape.

77 Armidale WQMP_Mgm_Plan page 3−9
7s EA page Page 77

Neighbours should not be subjected to loss of amenity due to the inappropriate placement of a
landfill. The below picture illustrates the high density of surrounding development.

Figure 10 Dwellings 1km Radius

All areas of the landfill will be visible fromour property due to fact that the proponent has decided

to share a common boundary for over2 5. km. Enjoying a BBQon our deck, guestsand ourselves wil]
be treated to leachate pond, entrance road and scarred landscape views. Artificial structures such as
wheel wash staff facilities and litter fences chocked with rubbish will also add to the unacceptabie

The below 3D modeling provided by the proponent appears to be directed only atdump area on the
Northern area of the landfill. Omitted to the left of the modeled representation is 1 .8 km of road
which is fully visible from our residence and views overlooking theleachate pond and dry basin. Ali
traffic which enters the site will be visible.

i I i i



'Exposed works areas and heavy vehicle movements would impact on the local landscape
and visual character of the Project Site. These impacts would occur in the short to medium
term but would be temporary, therefore no impacts to landscape and visual amenity are
anticipated in the long term as a result of construction activities.'"

n) Visual amenity Waterfall way

Figure 30: View from Receiver 1 − Strathaven

Strathaven (1060 Waterfall Way) is located approximately 950 metres west of the proposed site. The view from
the location of the residence at this property of the proposed landfill mass is effectively masked by existmg
landforms No specific mitigation measures would be required with respect to potential visual impacts on this
residence

Council's ridiculous assertions throughout the document can probably be summed up by the
proponent's statement below.

'The proposed landfillfacility has been conceptually designed so that thefinal landform
would complement the existing top_ogranhv of the area'"

The Council and their contractors must be the only people in the world to possibly believe thata
dump would 'compliment' the existing surroundings. Then again, in a 'conceptual world' anything is
possible.

The rpoponents 'modelled view' appears tofollow the green lineas extracted from the EA page 2 55.

It is apparent that views of the road and leachate pondswill result in loss of visual amenity. Why
would the proponent show only a narrowed portion of o r landfill 'view'? Will they be

supplying

bli kers to accompany the earmuffs?

It is concerning the proponent appears to only consider 'long term' visual menity impacts
significant and basis i s conclusion on thisfact. They freely admit that there will be short to medium

term amenity i pacts. The EA of course also assumes that we are notrab eto move around ourproperties or venture from our housearea as impacts are only deemed important at the house.

" EA page 253
" EA page 80

WHY?



Figure 11 Site Viewed from Waterfall Way Tourist Drive

No o el ainghsbeen presentedto how vi wsfrom key ar asonthewaterfall way tourist route.
The proponent considers that viewsfrom receiver 3 are 'reasonably ignificant', It isapparent that
viewsfrom the Wat rfall Way, North East of thesite would be appreciably ore significantthan that

of receiver 3. This will have obvioustouristan d Waterfall Way use r amen ity impacts.

of the proposedlandfill massfrom the residence at this property is also

1. The visual impact would be presentfor the duration of the proposed landfill
receiver has views across the whole site„.,s2

ove~ theover the Waterfall Way towards the site (asdo receivers 4 and 5) and thus it is clear that therefore

the viewfrom the Waterfall Way will be rn ore significant.

The picnic area to the North of the Site near the Gara Reserve has also not been accessed. Due to

the Waterfall Way's heavy promotion and national and regio al profile as a tourist route it appears

thata choiceof site in the proposed location off the Wa terfall Way isa very poor one.

L.andfill activities, clearing, dust, windblown litter, trucks,leachate ponds and road side dumping will

all be clearly visible totourists on the 'gateway to th e World Heritage Oxley Wild Rivers National

Park'

o) Process to get blown/lost rubbish collected

No processes are stated as to the procedure to have proponents rubbis h re moved from our
property. I beiieve thatfor the next 50 years repeated phone calls are going to be required to get
rubbish removed from ou r property. This will require Council staff or their contractors having to

This will be unacceptable. There should be no rubbish exiting the site into neighboring properties. If
this is expected to occur then the proposed 50m buffer is obviously insufficient. Council has already

cut locks off our gate to access the watermain in our front paddock. They do not have an easement
and gave us no notification. We were fortunate enough to see the Council vehicle driving around our
paddock and notified Council who said it would not happen again. They were back again a week
later!

Council cannot be trusted. I gave them permission to sample the water from our bore 50m from the

site on the condition I was sent the results. Sampling occurred but the results were never sent.

si EA page 258

l gave EA systems permission for a geologist to enter our property to undertake assessment of the
'fault line' I was informed that he did not enter our property but photograph 6 Volume 4 page 135 is
clearly from our property.

Approximately 2 years ago I was called by a nearby resident who lives near the current dump site.
She had given up calling Council to come and pick up windblown litter from her yard as the officers
had been extremely rude and failed to remove rubbish in a timely manner. Bags we stuck high in her

trees.

p) Animals and Rubbish dumped in adjacent bushland

Due to the sites close proximity to Armidaie, people will consider it acceptable to dump rubbish and
animals such as cats and dogs close to the dump site. S me members of the publicconsider that the
avail~ bility of foodin the putrescible dump will help with the survival prospects of former pets or

unwanted animals.

Unfortunately these side effects will result in an increase in feral a imals on neighb uring

properties. Signposting the area will have no impact on the type of people who dump animals
illegally;

Signposting is not sufficient deterrent]

q) Weeds

Ms Tania Rishniw handed down the EPBC decision on behalf of the Federal Government, stating the
following.

'20. Ifound that weeds and rubbish were likely to escape from the landfill and enter
the World Heritage and National Heritage area."

Again no new measures are proposed that are differentfrom the PEA only more commitments and
another empty plan, the Weed Management Pian (WMP). Again it is one of the future plans with !ots
of proposed mitigation commitments but is yet to be developed.

'The plan wo ldprovide actions to:'as(my emphasis)

l am unable to commenton a hypothetical plan only to state the potential impacts.

" Notification of referral decision− controlled action − Armidale Regional Landfill, NSW (EPBC 200713646)
as EA page 216
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As the proposed landfill is intended to be of a regional natUre weeds which are not currently in the
surrounding area have the potential to impact on neighbouring properties. As the proposal is to send
contaminated green waste to landfill, and the 'red iid' generai wastes remain unsorted, any weed,

seed or contaminated item has the potential to be blown or rem oved via insector animal to our

property;
DuetQ ~iadlacennemmernialhOni nulture enterprise tneineerdpntibleproposed development
impacts are m~gnified.

How does the proponent plan to identify weeds on adjacent properties that originate from their

proposed deve elopmnt? There is again a failure to produce a plan, over $1million spent on

r) Inadequate Property Buffer.

Virtually all unacceptable local amenity impacts and future land use issues are due to the tota!ly

Armidaie Du~ a:resq Council had an area of over 200squa re Kiiometres wit hin its own boundaries

as highlighted in [Figure 26], that they had made a mistak e and placed the property boundary in the

wrong place by 300m. The failure of Council to immediately to reject the site on notification of this
mistake has lead the proponent to accumulate error after error to justify its flawed decision.

6. Landuse Conflicts.

a) Surrounding property devaluation

There is no acknowledgement of property devaluation in the EA. It has not been addressed.

Council had the ~ ntrance to the site rezoned from Rural Arterial 1(b) to Generai Rural. The previous

zoning prohibited landfills within 400m of the arterial road and enabled subdivision. The small

allotments opposite the

proposed site were subdivided
..............previously uinnder the Rurai

Arteriai Zoning.

We recently (August 3, 2 010) sold

300 acres of agricultural land

with a permanent watercourse
through the block 2km West of
the site for $6200.00 dollars.

potential for construction of a

block. The l andfill site vendor (A
Real Estate agent) valued his land
at $ 0.0.5 million dollarsfor 400
acres " Our land thatsold for

$6200.00 of superior quality
(river flats, permanent water) ...... 7"~=%,'− :' 4

worth mo e than$.1mi lion.

Our land has therefore already
been devalued by over 50%. Multiplying the devaluation

means devaluation in the order of $0.2.2 million dollars.



With a l ndfill adjoining our property for over 2km, with direct road and operational impacts it is
clear property devaluation is at the maximum level.

Property T
Price |

Distance

Figure 4. The Relationship between Property Price
and Distance from Landfill

Figure 12 Property Price

Council admits land values will be affected and the horticultural and grazing industries affected. It is
als pt aparent that future development in the area will be prohibited by zoning restrictions or just
non−approval of developments, seriously affecting iand values.

Proof of this is the re−zoning of the proposed site entrance (and neighbouring properties) from Rural
Residential to Rural zoning in their new LEP 2008. Subdivision abilities have now been rescinded.

It is therefore of serious concern thatthe impositio n of this proposed landfill and the many
documented negative impacts to existing blameless residents, that the proponents only discussions
and proposals have been with the vendors who have offered their land to Council for use asa
Landfillú

Whilst 2 residences are listed below, the residence Strathaven' 952m west; also as discussed earlier

that would be expec ed. Italso has the added amenity issues of the visual impact of a landfill site
and site entrance for over a kilometre. This is not the case with the vendors residence yet Council

appears happy to compensate AND purchase the land from the owners as per the vendors
proposition.

The proximity of theboundaries of the proposed landfill to the nearest, adjacent property,

', may result in landuse impacts on thisproperty's ollve grove via the potential
rmln. Additlanally, Impacts related to potential increases in nolse, dust, odouG
and vermin to the surrounding area may affect residents located within 1km

Residence located 952m West;and

D Residence

Due to land use and amenity Impacts associated with the devi
landfill, it is possible that land values In the Immediate area rr

the site due to the acquisitlon of the l nd requlredfor the pro)
monetary compensatIon wIll be offered and the land purchas

is compensation proposed for neighbors who have been innoce nt parties in the dealings to date or is
compensation only proposed for the vendors who have actively sought to sell their properties at
vastly inflated prices?

i also love the proponent's efforts to keep the ve ndors happy at the expense of ourselves by running

the road along our fence to minimize impacts on the vendors. Never mind the impacts on us!

Our property is 'Strathaven'

'the oroute prposed to provide access to the landfill area wouldt
to the eastern boundaryfence of the adjoining property known at
minimise the Impacts on the existing agricultural land uses of the

Prediction − Vendor's (Derry Crisp) house to be purchased by Council as Landfill Managers residence.

b) Loss of future development potential

The proposed Landfill site had previously been publically rejected in the press by Armidale Council
and by the former general manager of Dumaresq Shire Council Don Tydd, who stated as early as
1994 that the use of the subject property was 'inappropriate'.

As an administrator will shortly be overseeing management of Armidale Dumaresq Council, zonings
could change at any stage in the next 50 years as they already have in the last 50. Currently small

as EA Page 15



allotments existto the North of the site, small allotment zoning currently finishes within our
Western boundary It is clear without a proposed landfill being constructed next door there would
ordinarily be massivepotential for future development. Notforgoing zoning changes, we already
are a ble to subdivide our property into minimum 200 Hectare portions. Although the highest point

in the property adjacent to the landfill would be the obvious location for a dwelling, it is certain
Council would not approve the developmentadjacent to the dump. In the front (adjacent to site)
paddock we also have a 300mm town water main and power available, again approval would not be
granted by Council to build 50m from the proposed site.

No one would want to build next to a regional dump. Even with theu nrealisticcommitmentsfrom
Council claiming; mitigation of all forseeable negative impacts.

it is therefore clear that potential development will be restricted as a result of a proposed regiona
dump being constructed on adjacent land with the 'operational area' only 50m away.

c) Future and current land use restrictions

if the proposed landfili comes to fruition there will be immediate impacts on adjacent land use.

: z ~ ~ s ; iCan you imagine the impact on 'olive grove' tours and 'cellar door' sales when guests are treated to
the noise, odours dust, insect and birds whilst touring the grove only 300m rom the site?

It has been commented that we should change our name from 'Waterfall Way Olives' to 'TipTop

Olives', the grove beside the dump.

The idea lly suited well drain ed Northern slope of the area adjacent to the dumpsite, would have
been the nextarea for grove e pansion. it may soon not bean option as beingonly 50m from the

site the contamination risks are obviously toogreat for me to take.

What process will a neighbour have to go through to prove contamination originated from the

dump. I can imagine, as identified by Council, if a contractor takes over the managementof the site
that denial will be the first line of any defense.

A stud ram or bull will certainly not be risked grazing amongstbags and escaped litter 50 m from the

S~te~
Our existing property airstrip [Fi ure 20 'Strathaven' Airstrip] may become redundant if Aerial
Contractors refuse to fly due to the proximity to th e dump a nd the extra birdlife attra cted.

If there is a prohibited zone around a commercial airstrip then I would think an adjacent property
would have significant potential impacts for airplanes, pilots and therefore our farming activities.

This issue has not been addressed.

[−] Biodiversity offset area
EN Landfill footprint
!Leachate pond

Sedtrnentatien pond
− Dry basin

Figure 13 'Strathaven' Airstrip

MAUNSELL
I
AFCOM

ARMlDALE DUMARESQ COUNCIL − ARMIDALE REGIONAL LANDFILLFEB 2009
LOCATION OF HERITAGE SITES60011672
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7. Detrimental tourism impacts.

The spectacular Waterfall Way is synonymous with eco−tourism, wild rivers wilderness areas and
breathtaking waterfalls. The World Heritage Values that have evolved over millions of years make
this area a unique wilderness experience.

A regional waste and rubbish dump, run by a Council with a documented poor record of landfill

management (see section 11) is not consistent with the international and national significance of this
wilderness area.

uster

|

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

The Waterfall Way,l Tourist Drive No.1i7i has been votedi by the NRMA as "One of the Ten Best Drives

On y a short distance a!ong the Waterfall Way lie : the Bakers €reek,Wollomombi and Ebor
Waterfails. The Wollomombi falls being the second highest waterfall in Australia.

Directly op eposit the proposed landfill site on the WaterfalWay is the Gara Reserve restand picnic

Three km downstream from the proposed site is the 'blue hole', Gara Gorg e swimming and
recreation area. Undoubted lls polution contaminations in the form of litter or leachate chemicals

havet he pot ntial to per amnently affect this recreation area. Swimming in oringesting water from a
contaminated landfill source would halt the use of this area for public recreation.

stated below that 'it's about tourism'. I don't think a dump on the Waterfall Way isgoing to portray

Waterfall Way Branding http://www. waterfallwavtourism.com

The Waterfall Way Brand and this Toolkit are about marketing single and packaged
experiences for locals and visitors. These nature−basedand 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 toform the core of the

exciting new brandfor 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 overwheiming community response
was to use the Waterfali Way name because it's about the region; it's about tourism; and it's
already well known.'
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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 uniqueflora and fauna, for our
children and their children, is one of the greatest challenges facing our community.'

And further

'There is no way that Armid_ale Dumaresa~ Council will sUpport or allow any landfillsite to
be constructed~should it be ~ risk to the World Heritage_areassor dantage the
environment.'

'Should it be ANY risk'. I think some risk has been proven beyond reasonable doubt•Council again
telling 'porkys'.

Currently their website states;

The gateway, mostly along good sealed roods offers o choice of over 20 different national
pork visitor areas. Clearly, one of the great things about the New England Tablelands is
that o short drive in almost any direction from the city centre can see you driving through
gently rolling hills that quite suddenly come across gorges of prodigious depth and size or
spectacular waterfalls.'

l would consider 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 a threat to the environment that should not be tolerated and makes the
challenge simple. Don't put the dump there. Il

It is apparent 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.

8. Lack of EA content including Landfill Design and mitigation

measures.

a) Minimal design and construction information. 'Concept Design' only.

it is clear that although the proponent is clearly satisfied that all portions of the EA have been 'ticked
off', little and clearly not enough is known about many aspects of the site which include
inconsistencies and contradictions in key areas such as geology, geotechnical areas, availability of

construction materials and soils.

It is not possible to comment on a 'concept design' as it is exactly that, a concept in someone's mind.

The proponent concludes that their proposal should be allowed to proceed on the basis of the
studies they have undertaken and the 'stringent' controls nd management put in place. If the
proponent really knew so much about their site, cou cil would have supplied costings, budgets anda
'real' design for comment.

Following the Federal EPBC decision which states that the project 'will or is likely to have significant
impact on World Heritage Properties and National Heritage Places' Council, instead of realizing that
the site was in an environmentally sensitive and inappropriate location, decided to opt for the
commitment to run the dump as a pseudo 'non−putresible' landfill. Of course this has been clarified
with the line 'in the future'. In the future this Council won't exist to act on its promisesi

b) Reliance upon 'ideal' Incomplete and underdeveloped Management Plans

Almost all Environmental Plans mentioned by the proponent are 'virtual plans' with no conte nt. One
would expect that pians such as a fire m anagement plan should be complete; yetagain there is very
little content.



The potential spread of disease from the landfill operation that may contribute to the loss of
biodiversity or agricultural productivity (e.g. exotic animal diseases like foot and mouth).

Mitigation measures:

Disease Monitoring Protocol: Preparation of a disease monitoring protocol and
appropriate contingency plans to deal with outbreaks that may be detected at some point in
time during the operation of the landfill facility and for a nominal period of at least 5 years
after rehabilitation works and decommissioning of the site. N'

Unfortunately the commitment to preparing another 'pian' is not a; mitigation measure. Preparation

'It is expected that the pest vermin and noxious weedcontrols will be refined durlng

detailed deslgn, construction and operation of the landfill. Consequently, the €ontrois
implemented may varyfrom those provldedherein'."

'Dust management strateglesfor the construction phase wlll be lncluded in the

'It is expected that the Fire Management Plan will be refined durtng detalled design,

A massive portion of the document is dedicated to plans which inciud e the following plans.

se Flora and Fauna Assessment Page 36
" Armidale Regional Landfill Environmental Management Plan Page 86
" Armidale Regional Landfill Environmental Management Plan Page 87 Dust Control Plan
" Armidale Regional Landfill Environmental Management Plan Page 96 Fire Control Plan

|S082.66)

The LEMP would be prepared prior to any construction work being undertaken and would

provide a detailed description of the construction staging, tasks and management

measures. The LEMP would include appropriate strategies and management measures to
control and manage environmental risks, assess environmental performance and comply
with relevant statutory requirements during the construction and operation of the
proposed landfiflfacility.'"

It is unsatisfactory that over $1million dollars of consultancy fees and 1600 Pages (plus 80 page
addenda) of data of dubious relevance, that virtually all key areas of the project remain unpopulated
and 'concept'.

The data is not of suitable quality or quantity to allow adequate public comment and has not
satisfied the DGR's in this area.

9. General EA anomalies.

a) Failure to address Director General Requirements

Director General's Requirements

sufficient baseline data

− No economic justification, budgets or financial
assurances

−No GDE's no flooding data

plans of the proposed landfill, leachate management | −'concept design' are not plans

9o EApage 268



systems and associated infrastructure
alternatives considered, including not proceeding
and expansion of the existing landfill;

cell and landfill lining design and integrity;

a water balance for the site detailing water sources
and quantity,water consumption and recycling,and
the estimated quantity of le chate and stormwater;

proposed leachate management systems including

Rivers National Park

water access and harvestab!e rights; and
flooding impacts;
impacts on aquatic habitats and groun water
dependent ecosystems;

−Not seriously attempted

−Contradictory liner details throughout EA

−Created from 'modelled'data

−Remediation measures not stated
−Potential risks n ot adequately addressed.

−Harvestable rights not addressed
−Aquatic habitats not addressed

weed management, including potential risks to the Rotential risks not addressed
Oxley Wild Rivers National Park;

Table 1Failure to address DGR's

As an example of the major failure to address the DGR's an example is selected below.

Council claim there are no Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDE's) in the Oxley Wild Rivers

'No groundwater dependent ecosystems have been identifled in the study area, nor ln the
Oxley Wild Rivers National Park downstream of the proposed new landfi# (DNR 2002).
Thus, the proposednew landflH is not likely to have any impacts on groundwater
dependant ecosystems, either in the study area or further downstream in Oxley Wild

Highlighted in the below extract from the NSW Groundwater Depe ndent Ecosystem Policy it is

e opinion that no Fauna drinkor live in the water in theOxiey Wild

NSWDepartmentof Water and Energy ((DL WC), 2002)

Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs)

The assessment is required to identify any impacts on GDEs.

st Flora and Fauna Assessment Page 33

GDEs are ecosystems which have their species composition and natural ecological processes
wholly or partially determined by groundwater. GDEs represent a vital component of the
natural environment. GDEs can vary dramatically in how they depend on groundwaterfrom
having occasional or no apparent dependence through to being entirely dependent. GDEs

occur across both the surface and subsurface landscapes ranging in areafrom afew metres
to many kilometres. increasingly, it is being recognised that surface and groundwaters are
often interlinked and aquatic ecosystems may have a dependence on both.

Ecosystems that can depend on groundwater and that may support threatened or
endangered species, communities and populations, include:

_
Terrestrial vegetation that show seasonal or episodic reliance on groundwater.

_
River

basefIow systems which are aquatic and riparian ecosystems in or adjacent to
streams/rivers dependent on the input of groundwater to basefiows.

_
Aquifer and cave ecosystems.

_
Wetlands.

_
Estuarine and near−shore marine discharge ecosystems.

_
Fauna which directly de endon groundwater as asource of da kng water or t at live

The NS W Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem Policy provides guidance on the
protection and management of GDEs. It sets out management objectives and principles to:

_
Ensure the most vulnerable and valuable ecosystems are protected.

_
Manage groundwater extraction within defined limits thereby providing/low sufficient to

sustain ecological processes and maintain biodiversity.

_
Ensure sufficient groundwater of suitable quality is available to ecosystems when needed.

_
Ensure thep recautionary principle is applied toprotect GDEs,particulady the dynamics

oJJia andsvoi!«bility and the Species relin t an thêse attr"bu es

Noting also that the 'Precautionary Principle' applies to GDE's, Council's lack of knowledge and
investigation is not a reason to proceed with this inappropriate site.

b) Selective use of data

See Section 2 c) [Selective use of available data]

c) Reliance upon previous data



The proponent's reliance upon data that has been proven incorrect in section 2 is concerning.
Maunseil (AECOM) clearly post a disclaimer on their document excusing themselves of responsibility.

'We also wish to highlight thefact that for the purposes of evaluation of sites, Maunseil

were reliant upon data from previous site assessment and information supplied by various
stakeholders being reasonably reliable.,a2

'Data review to be reliant on previous investigations performed on site, which are to be
assumed as being reliable.'"

EA systems ( a sub−contractor) also absolve themselves of responsibility

'EnviroAg Australia therefore does not and cannot accept any responsibility and disclaims

any liability for errors, omissions or misstatements contained in this report, which have

resuitedfrom EnviroAg Australia placing reasonable reliance on such client information

and data.'"

It is apparent that the integrity of the data produced has been reliant on input data which for the
selected site started in 1994. Aged data 16 years old has been used for the site selection process.

d) Modeling skepticism

The vast array of modeling used tojustify selection of the site highlights €oncerns as to the real

impacts of various issues.

Recently I heard a chainsaw (whilst inside the house) in operation and thought that someone may be
collecting firewood from our property. Upon investigation it was the vendor cutting fire wood below
the proposed site some 1.5 km away. My thoughts are that the proponents have used modeling
techniques which may or may not be accurate yet a simple test like someone calling out from the
landfill boundary confirms the potential for sounds to be clearly heard at our residence. If I can hear

a chainsaw inside the house then noise from compactors, reversing beepers and entrance road
traffic noise will be significant. If I can hear a voice shouting from the landfill boundary (in the
daytime) then my family is in desperate trouble.

Photographic evidence has been produced to rebuke Council's assertions that they are able to
control floodwaters yet their 'modeling' concludes this is not a problem.

The proponent has managed to produce a new 'study' on liner integrity to prove that it will take

millions of years for contaminated water to reach the World Heritage Area, yet they are unable to

92 Regional Landfill Siting Study Page 89
93 Regional Landfill Siting Study Page7
" Flora and Fauna Assessment EA systems − Disclaimer

explain why subsurface voids were found on site and what this really means in terms of potential

groundwater flow. When Council produced their PEA technology has not changed since. All that has
changed is Council's preparation of a new report based on some dubious modeling.

A convenient new risk analysis has been provided by the proponent replacing the previous one
commissioned by council [Figure 7 'Risk Analysis' DPWR 1]. The proposal really hasn't changed in 10

years yet somehow magically the risks have suddenly reduced. The World Heritage property and the
Gara River have moved no further away and Council still plan to construct the dump according to the
1996 NSW EPA Solid Waste Landfilling Guidelines. It has been proven throughout the EA that the
manipulation of data, 're−tweaking' assumptions and the use of 'new' modeling presents entirely
different data.

The 'self − management nature of the proposed landfill does not increase our confidence in the
integrity of the project. The fact that the EPA does not undertake regular 'spot' inspections and
address licensing issues means thatCouncil can virtuai ly hide, modify or ignore a host of defects and
dangers as they have done previously. These issues have been highlighted in section 1

e) Other EA issues

Other concerns with EA issues are listed below;

It is extremely concerning thatCouncil: pre−empt the outsourcing of the facility. If this is to occur the

'This structure may differ, should Councilelect to use a Contractor to manage the site on
behalf or operate the waste transfer vehicles. A Contractor would work under a contmet
stating strict key performance lndicators to ensure correct operation."'

Non−Putresiblefacility

Couneil hasanplieefokapyteesd6L efacilitynlileieindinativebfa deceitfui€nun~iL

'it is Council's intention to seek an operating licence to landfill General Solid Waste
(putrescible) material, including putrescible material and other general waste recognised

as EA page 76



by the DECCW under this "putrescible" definition for general solid wastes. It is Council's
longer term objective, however, to begin operating the landfilô as soon as possible in the
future (and then untilfinal closure) only as a General Solid Waste (non−putrescible)
facility, "

Traffic Flow

It is strange that Council estimate minimum numbers of traffic. Sureiy we should be supplied with
maximum numbers.

'It ls estlmated that the trafficflow to and from the proposed landfillfacility would bea
minimum of approximately slx vehicles per day. This estimate is based on thefollowing:'"

Waste Screening

ensure the following;

'The placement of waste would be monitored at all times to ensure that no liquid,
hazardous or medical waste is placed in the landfill. This would be facilitated by:'"

Understating EPBC decision

The EPBC decision clearly states the words 'will, or is likely to'

'26. in light of myfindings, I was satisfied that the proposed action will, or Is likely to,
have a significant impact on the World Heritage values of World Heritage properties and
the National Heritage values of National Heritage places"

Council prefer their watered down paraphrasing using the word 'potential to'

'On 3 August 2007 details of the proposal were referred to the (former) Commonwealth
Department of Environment and Water Resources (DEWR, now DEWHA), requesting thata
determination be mode under the EPBC Act. DEWR responded on 1 October 2007,
declaring the project to be a "controlled action" under the EPBC Act and indicating that the
proposal bas the potential to haveasignificantimpact on the following:

" EA page 117
" EA page 78
" EA Page 79

Ø World Heritage Properties (pursuant to Sections 12 and 15A of the EPBC Act).

@National Heritage Places (pursuant to Sections 15B and 15C of the Act).

The determination considered that the proposed action has the potential to have a
significant impact on the downstream values of the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park which

is part of the GRA WHA.'"

The paraphrasing to this extent is unacceptable and misleading.

10. No financial information and alternative option details.

a) Lack of costings

The revised DGR's of 2008 state the requirement for the proponent to address;

'a conclusion justifying the project on economic, social and environmental grounds, taking
into consideration whether the project is consistent with the objects of the Environmental
Pianning and Assessment Act 1979;'

There are no costings, budgets or indicative figures in the whole document. Therefore there isa
failure to address this issue.

Council state in their waste Management Strategy 2010 (Council, 2o10) that the new landfill is;

'To be funded by the new landfill annual charge introduced to meet costs of new landfill
project. Charge will increase as the project progresses and actual costs are determined.'

'Actual costs are determined' is this Council serious ? How can they possibly be prepared to
continue down a pathway of undetermined costs and no budgets? I suggest the 'Kibble Report' in
Section 11 also demonstrates why an administrator is recommended to oversee the forced
amalgamation of Armidale Dumaresq, Guyra and Uralla Shires.

Can Government regulatory bodies possibly approve a project where costs are unknown?

Can Council provide financial assurance in case of the requirement to remediate the site if
contamination occurs?

" EA page 81



The DGR's require Justification on economic grounds. Obviously Council has failed to address this
situation.

In the Prelimi ynar Environment l Assessment coverletter on the NSW DoPw bsite, David Stelier

from Armidal u! Dmaresq Council has signed the document to say that that the informationprovided
is true and correct. He states a figure of $0.15 million as the TOTALCOST of the project. Hehas not

tol tdhe truth. He has stated previou ly that'stage 1' which does not include cells 2,3,4 and 5 would
cost $0.15 million.

b) Outdated AWT investigations

Council !ast investigated AWT in 2002. in 2005 they produced a tender document but decided not to

This can not be considered a serious investigation of alternate technologies. No costings are given

c) Other considered options

Once again Council has provided an 'ideal' option and portrayed itasfact. A paragraph is provided to
__

5.5.1 Alternatives Considered

Since the landfilling of baled waste has no exposed workface and the boles can be

easily stocked on top of each other, it is proposed that the lift heightsfor the waste

can be up to 6metres high. This proposed use of baling would also have the added

benefit of minimising the need for doily and intermediate cover at the proposed

landfuô thus reducing the various impacts of winning, transporting, storing and

placing this cover material. It would also reduce the proposed landfill's longer term

operational impacts. The viability of onyfuture use of waste baling techniques has not
been confirmed."~"

he investigation into transportation to in particular Tam worth has been insufficient. No cost be ne fit

It is with interest that the proponent mentions the "Environmental and social impacts of

Tamworth is in our region and is part of the NIRW whose objectives as stated in 3.1.2 two ofwhich

'− encourage partnerships & cooperation between m ember councils & external
stakeholders in a collaborative approach to addressing : sustainability issues for the

− identify & investigate all opportunities for coordinated approaches in the

provision of waste management services & the achievement of waste avoidance &
waste minimisation within the region; ,1°2

The proponent statements on 'employment opportunities' are confusing.

No evide nce has been presented as to the mployment opportunities' gained or lost through this
proposal, obviously employment would be created in transportation to the Tamworth Regional

Facility and lost atthe proposed site. If Council are stat ing that employment opportunities will be

11. Council's previous appalling environmental and financial 'track
record'.

a) Appalling landfill management record

Armidale Dumaresq Council pastenvironmental record and in particular the management and
operation of its current landfill site raises serious concerns about Council's ability to manage its

1o1 EA Page 36
ioo EA page 70 1o2 EA Page 23



Council proven track record with its failure to satisfy the most basic of landfili iicensing conditions is
extremely disturbing. What is even more frightening is that contaminated wells were found nearby
'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

Thefindings 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:

Inadeauate containment ofeontaminatedsail undergoinq remediation,

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 uncontaminatedsurface_water in the teachate coil
the quantity of leachate contaminated water that reouires disoosal

Scourinq of the landfill batter located in the south eastern comer of the

copse pollution of gropndwaters.

adequate litter controls and inadeauote coverina

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. Thefirst round
of sampling in February 2000 tod cated that high levels of co tam nants werepresent in the
groundwater in the well located adlocent to the northern boundaryuIt was reported that thc
high levels may have bee.n 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 igaçhstefrom_thg

−. (See Appendix Cfor 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 Armida!e
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.



Figure 14 Current Dump Site

b) Other environmental disasters

Other well 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 nota 'one off' case.

c) Poor financial management

in May 2010 a NSW Government 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' (Kibble, 2010) 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

amalgamated Council.

The report is a damning indictment of Armidale Dumaresq Council's fi ancial position, distrust
within the Community and leads one to question Council's ability to a equately guarantee any of
its many promised EA 'commitments' Can Council service the project in the long term, remediate if

required and guarantee Austr lia'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

5.2.1Armidale Dumaresq Council (ADC) P18

'ADC's outstanding rates and annual charges over the last three financial years also

highlight o poor record of debt control.'

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

5.3 Conclusions P21

'Armidole 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 €ouncil 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

'Mowever, there is o concern that, in recognising its Coliateralised Debt Obligations

investments as current asset* ADCmay be overstating the liquidity and health of its
finances to some degree.'



5.2.1 Armidale Dumaresq Council (ADC) P18

'ADChas recorded operating deficits after capital grants in three of the lastfivefinancial

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 installment of the
Federal Governmentfinancial assistance grant (FAG)for the 2010 year of $09.56 million. If
ADC continues 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 fiscaistar [Figure 24 Fiscalstar ADC Financial Report] 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.'

Operatinqdeficit

.... .8O/o ~,,

Net financial liabilities
,,,,~\" "1",~,,,

" 60% .....

Infrastructure backlog

" 10% ....

fiscal*star
Financial Sustainability Rating

Armidale Dumaresq

A..B..C.....Z Coundl

Other financia l characteristics

Assets−te−reven~ ratto

~ther fin aneial rhar~terlsrim
(Flralstar stimates~

Assonent numbers grawth
" I, o.o%

Annual expenses growth gap

Required annual reewats rate

Asset valuation uplift fader
Î...

.: .− 13%

Figure 15 Fiscal Star 'dashboard' Armidale Dumaresq Council

Figure 16 Proposed new LGA. Unshaded is available area not in World Heritage catchment

Conclusion

The Environmental Assessment fails to address crucial aspects of the proposal. Remediation and
mitigation measures are yet to be presented.

Inappropriate dealings, site selection and procedural issues have resulted in the site being selected.

The threats to water quality and the environment remain unresolved.

Significantly costings, budgets and economic justification have been omitted from the EA.

Armidale Dumaresq Council's proposed regional landfill cannot be justified on social, economic or
environmental grounds.
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Figure 19
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Concep tual Development
Site No. 7 −

"SWERRALOY"

Civic Administrarion Building ~ All Correspondence should
135 Rusden Street ~ be addressed to
Armidale N*SW 2350 General Manager
Ph: 02 6770 3600 Armida[e Dumaresq Council

1300 136 833 PO Box 75A
Fax: 02 6772 9275 Armidale NSW 2350
Email: council@armidale.nsw.gov.au
Website: www.armidale.ns w.gov.au
ABN 63 781 014 253

Your Ref:

Our Ref: PD:NH A05/2410 O/2008/7173

5 September 2008

Dear Candidates

PROPOSED LANDFILL

It is likely that candidates for Armidale Dumaresq Council will be challenged at the
forum to be held on Tuesday night, with respect to their position on the new landfill;
seeking a commitment to it not going ahead on the proposed site.

I caution candidates from making this commitment in the absence of knowing all the
facts. There has been considerable misinformation within the community, spread by alobby group ofpredominately landholders in the area of the proposed landfill.

The landfill environmental assessment has cost Council over $0.01 million and the
process is nearly at the stage of submitting a DA for extensive public consultation. To
jcopardise this investment without proper and considered justification, could result in
substantial waste of ratepayer monies and would be denying the community anopportunity to have their say.

Since the assessment has not been finalised, candidates do not have these facts before
them to make a considered decision and therefore it is suggested that an appropriate
response at the forum would be to await the outcome of the environmental evaluation
process before making the decision one way or another.

Yours sincerely

Peter Ducat
Mayor

thrife
"wrmidale

Figure 20



WM ARMEDALE DtAtA.RESO CCMCit ARMOALE REGeONAL LANDFIU. FACIUT
BOREHOLE AND TEST LOCATIONI

Criteria

Suitable geology

Olstardkom w~ays

Lewyound relief

Good surface were control
]

Gooderosion prolaclion

Coppalibiity win adioitiitig de9ek

Lawagricultural value

i Vlsually probeled

Minimal impacton loca! roadways

Comment

Assessed by reference to the PRLSS

into accountprautical managementof surface&
ground,oier,

alesith slopes> 5%discardedL

Sitesativadof catchr~nt targeted

Avod ihTough new of run−off

Contrd ofsurfa;e run−off &dopes

Adequala buffor distansø> i km aipprox.

Deflned by soils, geology, terrain.

Sub{eche assessment, subject to inspection

Limil distances to main road.

Adequais road access

Pronnity to centres servioed

T ooograpny and termin

Berated

Capacity for 50 years minimum

Opportunity for expansion

Orienta5on

i~ Elevalled,lbod free, alignment,

Loca,te nearestcerlraid of service area

Undulailng wilh adequale protection

1 Roodfree

Preferably 100 year capacity

Desireable

North easterly preferred. Protected

Table 1 − Site tdentiffcation Criteria

Figure 21
Figure 22
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W REPLY FLEMEnUOTe
OUR REF: PMC:DK:GRAF1352

Mr McFarland
vou" " WlZ:ML:CFG3/U1

12 September, 1994

The General Manager,
Mr W.D. Perry,
Annidale City Council,
PO Box 75A,
ARMIDALE. NSW. 2350

Attention: Mr W. Fisher

Dear Mr Fisher,

Eumaregg &!)ire Ecuntil
SHIRE CHAMBERS,
ARMlDALE, N.S.W.

TELEPHONE: lD675 72 5622
FM No. D67− 72 9453

/
FILENO.

.„.L.j.).j.__
____ _

(p

,E~,~, To._:=.!..:! .......................... T.~.~L−
ACTION REff3

............................................
−'−"−

ACTION TAXElk___„„___
COPIES TO

................................................
C0PES MADE..„„.._.
EbEERED ~ −%'~−~

Re:

I refer to your recent letter requesting information to assist your investigations concerningthe possible use of the subject land as a tandfill disposal site to replace the Armidale tip
The subject land is zoned pari Rural 2(a) and part Rural 1(b).
The zoning of Rural 1(b) applies to a strip of land with a depth of 400 metres parallel toMain Road No, 74.

Wa)steomanagement facilities or works are pennissible with Council's consent in the Rural

The offensive and hazardous industries are prohibited in the Rural 1(b) zone and it isconsidered that the waste management facility or works, if carried out in a manner similarto the existing Armidale tip, would fall within this category and therefore would not bepermitted on the land zoned Rural l(b).

In addition, the land zone Rural 1(b) has a specific objective "to allow agricultural andrelated land uses while restricting the estabIishment of inappropriate traffic−generating usesalong main road frontages. "
1 also advise that, using the comparison of the existing Armidale tip with the likely activityto be carried out on the subject land, the activity would be "designated" development interms of schedule 3 of the regulation to the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act,1979, and would therefore invoke all the relevant requirements under that Act. For furtherdetail of the requirements under that Act, you should contact the Depa.rtment of Planningin the f−nst instance.

:. − ; ~ 'L':"3

LLCORRES~NDEWegYO 4E AODREISEDTO " ! ~ ,; ~~HE G/Nt~AL U~AQtROBY Olrl~tele lOX g4l,

/ (2)

As discussed in the meeting at Armidale City Council's office on Thursday, 30th Sep"teillber,

1994, Dumaresq Council is continuing to pursue the use of a regional waste disposal facility
as a priority option and was of the understanding that, in the interest of the regional
community, this option was also being pursued/investigated by Armidale City Council as a
priority, panicularly in view of the long−term environmental benefits and economies of scale
which could result from a centralised regional facility. It is therefore of concern that while
Dumaresq Council is attempting to relocate the existing landfill waste facility from Tilbuster
to a regional facility, Armidale City Council is individually pursuing the option for a landfill
site in Dumaresq Shire, in close proximity to the City, but in a location which appears to
have no relationship to original strategy/benefit,

Having regard to the infornation in this letter my initial conclusion is that the use of the
subject property for a landtill waste disposal facility is inappropriate.

I trust these comments are of assistance and should you have further enquiries do not
hesitate to contact either myself or Council's Director − Environmental Services and
Pla 'ng, Mr Paul McFarland

Y rs faithfully,

a D.~L .TYDD
Q N RAL .MANAGER

Figure 25 Site 7 inappropriate



ADC Councillor
calls for immediat
review of propose
new Landfill site

Figure 26

Councillor Herman Beyersdorf has
called for a moratorium on further
work or preparations on the currem
new Landiill site on Waterfall Way
until a I'uff tndependent review can
be undertaken of the suitability or
otherwise of this proposed site. °

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

q focl extremely disapgointed
that I, as Chair of C otmcil's Waste
Management Committee, was riot
made fully aware of this document
until very recently," Cr Beyersdorf
said. "Prior to this date, we had
only been made aware of a one−
page document entitled "Referral
Decision − Camrolled Action", and
it was impfied that this "Controlled
Action" was only another routine
bureaucratic hurdle."

"A close reading of the entice
document, however, revenls that, at
the very least, DEWHA has major
cancerns about many aspects of the
proposed site.

"In partiethar, the Common−
wealth Department's "Reasons for
Decision" included thm "... a number
of World Heritage and National
Heritage values are likely to be
significantly adversely affected by
the proposal to establish a landfll
adjacent to theGara River".

−Tbe assessencxit also found
ihmt Tse proponixit's lie ADC's]

Natiusal Hernage vahans wj]) not
be affeeled by the proposal was
not sqipoded by the information
prmded in the re fertal".
"While these observations

obviously could be attempted to be
rebutted in an on−going approval

process, I am afraid thai the fact
that this five−page assessment me
effective]y hidden from Cout.~cillors
and the Waste Management
Comnintce, as well as from the
gerieral public, including residents
potentadly direcuy aDi−cred by
this scheme, does not give me any
confidence in the process so far,
and I call upon~ Council to halt any
further Progressing of this particular
proposal intil it has been subject to a
thorough transparent public review."
Cr Beversdorfsaid.

"Council needs, as a matter of
urgency, totookatotheroptions, which
are Less sensitivc environmentally, in
addition to progressing Altemative
Waste Technology (AWT) as a
matter of urgency, which would
reduce and stabilise the waste going
into Landfill, Council needs to have
a look at whether the present
Landgll at Long Swamp Road
can be extended for a knger life−span
if a suitable AWT is introduced hi
the next 12 months or so, otherwise
Council needs to look at landfill sites
again in areas less enviromnentally
sensitive thaa the Gara River/Oxley
National Park told World Heritage

"As the ultimate airais lor a truly
regional landfill. Council should be
looking for a suitable sire not only in
the ArmidaJe Dumaresq area, but also
in the neighbouring shires of Uralta

and Guyra, bearing in mind that any
future landfill (or extension of the
existing landfill) shoukt be a Class
2 Landfill, that is, not containmg
putrescible wasteproducing leschmes
d'As−CE

hswe been
instructed by the Depsonent of
immt Government iber they are in

"caret,aker mode" from August 4 till
theelection, I realise thai the outgoing
Council is probably unable to make
sisch •decision at this time, so I call
on the new Council that will take
ofhee aller the election of September
to address this as a maner of high
priority," Cr Beyersdorfconcluded.

New tip to be eco−
friendly as Council seeks

high−tech alternatives

Armidale is to pursuea
landfill site which will pose
no danger to the environment
following a decision of
Council's Waste Management
Committee last night.

Committee members gave
their unanimous support toa
proposal from the Mayor Cr
Brian Chetwynd that the city
move towards establishinga
site which would receive only
inert waste.

This would entail new The Mayor, Councillor Brian Chetwynd and Councillor Herman
technology and techniques to Beyersdorf
separate putrescibles
(vegetable and liquid matter) from waste destined for the tip. The rotting vegetable matter
would be composted.

Cr Chetwynd said the ultimate aim was to recycle up to 80 per cent of rubbish arriving at the
city's Waste Management Centre in Long Swamp Road.

The remaining inert waste with no potential to leach out into the land and water ways would
be sent to the landfill site.

"We have decided that there is no point in pursuing out of date methods of waste
management when technology is delivering us much better solutions all the time," Cr
Chetwynd said. "Of course, there are costs to consider and the new technology is not cheap."

"However, there are economies of scale and a very competitive market with new discoveries
and better results being achieved all the time."

"There are some amazing developments with new waste treatment technology at Eastern
Creek in Sydney and also an innovative approach from other councils such as Coffs Harbour,
Port Stephens and Singleton."

The committee has approved a fact finding tour of these centres be undertaken by the Mayor,
Deputy Mayor Cr Peter Ducat, Chair of the Waste Management Committee Cr Herman
Beyersdorf and Committee member Cr Bruce Whan.

"It is a much better option for us to look at current best practice and the approach taken by
local government in other centres before we make any final decisions," Cr Beyersdorf said.



"We also need to look at the innovative technology that is now available and use it to tailor
our landfill site as far as we can possibly afford to achieve minimum environmental damage."

"As a community we cannot continue the careless and improvident dumping of rubbish
practiced in the past. It is a new era that is requiring and regulating new levels of
responsibility and this decision by the Waste Management Committee is certainly a step in
the right direction for Armidale."

Committee members also stressed the importance of a community education campaign to
increase the level of recycling and reduce the arnount ofputrescible waste currently ending
up at the Waste Management Centre.

Contact details
Cr Brian Chetwynd
Tel: 02 6770 3522
adeexec@armidale.nsw.gov.au

All news: by_ date | by topic [ latest news

Figure 27

Your Ret
BC:AG:A02/0128

Our Ret

18 August 2004

Mr Tony Windsor MP
Member for New England
P.O. Box 963
TAMWORTH NSW 2340

Dear Mr Windsor

PROPOSED IaANDFILL SITE FOR ARMIDALE BUMARESQ−

Thank you for your letter of concern, on the subject of Council's investigation into a proposed new

landfill site.

Armidale Dumaresq Council is not proposíng a "Mega−Dump" in a world heritage listed area, nor is

this area or the environment at any risk whatsoever. Furthermore, Council will not under any

circumstances proceed with a landfill site that will in any way endanger or place at risk the

environment or the surrounding valuable ecosystem.

Various claims have been made that may have lead to a naisconception about Council's Waste

Management Strategy. Council has not resolved "to build a regional waste and rubbish dump", and

furthermore it is notintended to service the "region for at least the next 100 years", On the contrary,

Council intends that any proposed new landfill site will, as soon as possible, be a Class 2 site, that

will accept inert waste only. Council also has a strategy to reduce landfill by 60% − 80% over the

next decade and in the longer term to work towards achieving a zero landfill position.

Figure 28 'inert' Class 2 landfill
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Civic Administration Building
~ /ill Cnrrespondet*cc should

!35 Rusden Street ~ be addressed toArmidale NSW 2350 General ManagerPh: 02 6770 36O0 Armidale Dumaresq Counci[13{)0 136 833 P(') Box 75AFax: 02 6772 9275 Armidale NSW 2350Email: council@armidale.nsw.gov.au
Website− www.armidale.nsw.gov au
ABN 63 781 014 253

Your Ren

Our Ref: PD:NH A05/2410 O/2008/7173

5 September 2008

Dear Candidates

PROPOSED LANDFILL

It is likely that candidates for Armida!e Dumaresq Council will be challenged at the
forum to be held on Tuesday night, with respect to their position on the new landfill;seeking a commitment to it not going ahead on the proposed site.

I caution candidates from making this commitment in the absence of knowing all the
facts. There has been considerable misinformation within the community, spread byalobby group ofpredominately landholders in the area of the proposed landfilL

The landfill environmental assessment has cost Council over $0.01 million and the
process is nearly at the stage ofsubmitting a DA for extensive public consultation. Tojeopardise this investment without proper and considered justification, could result insubstantial waste of ratepayer monies and world be denying the community anopportunity to have their say.

Since the assessment has not been finalised, candidates do not have these facts beforethem to make a considered decision and therefore it is suggested that an appropriate
response at the forum would be to await the outcome of the environmental evaluation
process before making the decision one way or another.

Yours sincerely

Peter Ducat
Mayor

thriye
inArmidale

Rgure 30
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Table 1 Land Capabdity Map Legend
Appendix 1 EPBC Report 5km Buffer

Skip navigation links About us | Contact us | Publications | What's new

Protected Matters Search Tool

You are here: Environment Home > EPBC Act> Search

EPBC Act Protected Matters Report 24 July 2010 20:35

This report provides general guidance on matters of national environmental significance and
other matters protected by the EPBC Act in the area you have selected. Information on the
coverage of this report and qualifications on data supporting this report are contained in the
caveat at the end of the report.

You may wish to print this report for reference before moving to other pages or websites.

The Australian Natural Resources Atlas at http ://www.environment.gov.au/atlas may provide
further environmental information relevant to your selected area. Information about the
EPBC Act including significance guidelines, forms and application process details can be
found at http://www.envir°nment.g°v.au/epbc/assessmentsappr°vals/index.html

Figure 32



This map may contain data which are
O Commonwealth of Australia
(Geoscience Australia)
O PSMA Australia Limited

Search Type: Area

Buffer: 5 km

Coordinates: −30.545836.151.78252.−30.546327.151.783341.−30.55342.151.782117.−
30.553438.151.785974.−30.556638.151.785649.−30.556664.151.786949.−
30.559624.151.787431.−30.560496.151.783298.−30.560254.151.780519.−
30.559763.151.779743.−30.556967.151.77956.−30.557018.151.780573

Report Contents: Summary
Details

• Matters of NES

• Other matters protected by the EPBC Act

• Extra Information
Caveat
Acknowledgments

Summary

Matters of National Environmental Significance

This part of the report summarises the matters of national environmental significance that
may occur in, or may relate to, the area you nominated. Further information is available in
the detail part of the report, which can be accessed by scrolling or following the links below.
If you are proposing to undertake an activity that may have a significant impact on one or
more matters of national environmental significance then you should consider the
Administrative Guidelines on Significance − see
http ://www.environment.gov.au/epbc/assessmentsapprovals/guidelines/index.html.

World Heritage Properties: 1

National Heritage Places: 1

Wetlands of International Significance: None
(Ramsar Sites)

Commonwealth Marine Areas: None

Threatened Ecological Communities: 1

Threatened Species: 21

Migratory Species: 13

Other Matters Protected by the EPBC Act

This part of the report summarises other matters protected under the Act that may relate to
the area you nominated. Approval may be required for a proposed activity that significantly
affects the environrnent on Commonwealth land, when the action is outside the
Commonwealth land, or the environment anywhere when the action is taken on
Commonwealth land. Approval may also be required for the Commonwealth or



Commonwealth agencies proposing to take an action that is likely to have a significant
impact on the environment anywhere.

The EPBC Act protects the environment on Commonwealth land, the environment from the
actions taken on Commonwealth land, and the environment from actions taken by
Commonwealth agencies. As heritage values of a place are part of the 'environment', these
aspects of the EPBC Act protect the Commonwealth Heritage values of a Commonwealth
Heritage place and the heritage values of a place on the Register of the National Estate.
Information on the new heritage laws can be found at
http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage/index.html.

Please note that the current dataset on Commonwealth land is not complete. Further
information on Commonwealth land would need to be obtained from relevant sources
including Commonwealth agencies, local agencies, and land tenure maps.

A permit may be required for activities in or on a Commonwealth area that may affect a
member of a listed threatened species or ecological community, a member of a listed
migratory species, whales and other cetaceans, or a member of a listed marine species.
Information on EPBC Act permit requirements and application forms can be found at
http ://www.environment.gov.au/epbc/permits/index.html.

Commonwealth Lands: None

Commonwealth Heritage Places: None

Places on the RNE: None

Listed Marine Species: 11

Whales and Other Cetaceans: None

Critical Habitats: None

Commonwealth Reserves: None

Extra Information

This part of the report provides information that may also be relevant to the area you have
nominated.

State and Territory Reserves:

Other Commonwealth Reserves: None

Regional Forest Agreements:

Details

Matters of National Environmental Significance
World Heritage Properties [ Dataset Information ]

Gondwana Rainforests of Australia NSW

National Heritage Places [ Dataset Information]

Gondwana Rainforests of Austraiia NSW

Threatened Ecological Communities [ Dataset
Status

Information1

White Box−Yellow Box−Blakelv's Red Gum Critically
Grassy Woodland and Derived Native Grassland Endangered

Threatened Species [ Dataset Information ] Status

Birds

Anthochoera phrygia Endangered
Regent Honeyeater

Lathomus discolor Endangered
Swift Parrot

Rostratula oustralis Vulnerab|e
Australian Painted Snipe

Frogs

Litorio booroolongensis Endangered
Booroolong Frog

Litoria costanea Endangered
Yellow−spotted Tree Frog, Yellow−spotted Bell
Frog

Type of Presence

Community likely to occur within area

Type of Presence

Endangered Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Endangered Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Vulnerable Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Endangered Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Endangered Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area



Litoria piperata
Peppered Tree Frog

Mammals

Chalinolobus dwyeri
Large−eared Pied Bat, Large Pied Bat

Dasyurus maculatus maculatus (SE
mainland population|
Spot−tailed Quail, Spotted−tail Quail, Tiger Quail
(southeastern mainland population)

Petroqale penicillata
Brush−tailed Rock−wallaby

Potorous tridactylus tridactylus
Long−nosed Potoroo (SE mainland)

Pseudomys oralis
Hastings River Mouse

Pteropus poliocephalus
Grey−headed Flying−fox

Reptiles

Delma torquata
Coilared Delma

Elseya belli
Bell's Turtle, Namoi River Turtle, Bell's Saw−
shelled Turtle

Plants

Bertya ingramii

a shrub

Bothriochloa biloba
Lobed Blue−grass

Vulnerable Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Vulnerable Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Endangered Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Vulnerable Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Vulnerable Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Endangered Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Vulnerable Foraging, feeding or related
behaviour may occur within area

Vulnerable Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Vulnerable Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Endangered Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Vulnerable Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Diuris pedunculata
Small Snake Orchid, Two−leaved Golden Moths,
Golden Moths, Cowslip Orchid, Snake Orchid

Eucalyptus nicholii
Narrow−leaved Peppermint, Narrow−leaved

Black Peppermint

Haloraqis exalata subsp. velutina

Thesium australe
Austral Toadflax, Toadflax

Migratory Species [ Dataset Inforrnation]

Migratory Terrestrial Species

Birds

Haliaeetus leucoqaster
White−bellied Sea−Eagle

Hirundapus caudacutus
White−throated Needletail

Merop s ornatus
Rainbow Bee−eater

Monarcha melanopsis
Black−faced Monarch

Myiagra cyanoleuca
Satin Flycatcher

Xanthomyza phry qia

Regent Honeyeater

Migratory Wetland Species

occur within area

Endangered Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Vulnerable Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Vulnerable

Vulnerable

Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Status Type of Presence

Migratory Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Migratory Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Migratory Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Migratory Breeding may occur within area

Migratory Breeding likely to occur within area

Migratory Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Callistemon pungens Vulnerable Species or species habitat likely to Birds



Ardea alba
Great Egret, White Egret

Migratory Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Ardeo ibis Migratory Species or species habitat may occur
Cattle Egret within area

Gallinoqo hardwickii
Latham's Snipe, Japanese Snipe

Migratory Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Rostratula benghalensis s. lat.
Painted Snipe

Migratory Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Migratory Marine Birds

Apus pacificus Migratory Species or species habitat may occur
Fork−tailed Swift within area

Ardea alba
Great Egret, White Egret

Migratory Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Ardea ibis Migratory Species or species habitat may occur
Cattle Egret within area

Other Matters Protected by the EPBC Act

Listed Marine Species { Dataset Information] Status Type of Presence

Birds

Apus pacificus Listed −
Fork−tailed Swift overfly

marme
area

Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Ardeo alba Listed −
Great Egret, White Egret overfly

marme
area

Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Ardeo ibis Listed−
Cattle Egret overfly

marme
area

Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Gollinoqo hardwickii
Latham's Snipe, Japanese Snipe

Listed−
overfly

manne
area

Haliaeetus leucoqaster
White−bellied Sea−Eagle

Listed

Hirundapus caudocutus
White−throated Needletail

Listed−
overfly

marme
area

Lothamus discolor
Swift Parrot

Listed −
overfly

manne
area

Merops ornatus
Rainbow Bee−eater

Listed −
overfly

marme
area

Monarcho melanopsis
Black−faced Monarch

Listed −
overfly

marme
area

Myiogra cyanoleuca
Satin Flycatcher

Listed −
overfly

marme
area

Rostrotula benqhalensis s. lat.
Painted Snipe

Listed−
overfly

marme
area

Extra Information

State and Territory Reserves [ Dataset Information]

Oxley Wild Rivers National Park, NSW

Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Species or species habitat likely to

occur within area

Species or species habitat may accur
within area

Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Species or species habitat may occur
within area

Breeding may occur within area

Breeding likely to occur within area

Species or species habitat may occur
within area



Yina Nature Reserve, NSW

Regional Forest Agreements [ Dataset information ]
Note that all RFA areas including those still under consideration have been included.

North East NSW RFA, New South Wales

Caveat

The information presented in this report has been provided by a range of data sources as
acknowledged at the end of the report.

This report is designed to assist in identifying the locations of places which may be relevant
in determining obligations under the Environment Protection andBiodiversity Conservation
Act 1999. It holds mapped locations of World Heritage and Register of National Estate
properties, Wetlands of International Importance, Commonwealth and State/Territory
reserves, listed threatened, migratory and marine species and listed threatened ecological
communities. Mapping of Commonwealth land is not complete at this stage. Maps have been
collated from a range of sources at various resolutions.

Not all species listed under the EPBC Act have been mapped (see below) and therefore a
report is a general guide only. Where available data supports mapping, the type of presence
that can be determined from the data is indicated in general terms. People using this
information in making a referral may need to consider the qualifications below and may need
to seek and consider other information sources.

For threatened ecological communities where the distribution is well known, maps are
derived from recovery plans, State vegetation maps, remote sensing imagery and other
sources. Where threatened ecological community distributions are less well known, existing
vegetation maps and point location data are used to produce indicative distribution maps.

For species where the distributions are well known, maps are digitised from sources such as
recovery plans and detailed habitat studies. Where appropriate, core breeding, foraging and
roosting areas are indicated under "type of presence". For species whose distributions are less
well known, point locations are collated from government wildlife authorities, museums, and
non−government organisations; bioclimatic distribution models are generated and these
validated by experts. In some cases, the distribution maps are based solely on expert
knowledge.

Only selected species covered by the migratory and marme provisions of the Act have been
mapped.

• threatened species listed as extinct or considered as vagrants
• some species and ecological communities that have only recently been listed

• some terrestrial species that overfly the Commonwealth marine area
• migratory species that are very widespread, vagrant, or only occur in small numbers.

The following groups have been mapped, but may not cover the complete distribution of the
species:

• non−threatened seabirds which have only been mapped for recorded breeding sites;

• seals which have only been mapped for breeding sites near the Australian continent.

Such breeding sites may be important for the protection of the Commonwealth Marine
environment.
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opportunities but requires care to 'control potentially dispersive soils' As stated in
Section 8.1.2 of the EA, appropriate controls would be implemented to control soil
erosion and destabilisation. The mitigation measures to be implemented are
presented in Section 8.1.3 of the EA.

The proposed landfill site is located within the upper reaches of the catchment
(approx 275 hectares in area) and is sited between the Gara River to the east and
Commissioners Waters River to the west. As outlined in the regional siting study,
the topography of the site would allow effective surface drainage and stormwater
management. The siting study acknowledged anecdotal localised flooding
evidence near the site access.

Flooding during high rainfall events will occur along the existing ephemeral creek
and will ultimately discharge into the Gara River, approximately 1km downstream
of the site. FIood eXtent calculations have demonstrated that the extent of the
flooding will encroach the north−eastem boundary of the site (adjacent to the line
of the creek) as per existing (natural) conditions, however the landfili itself and the
water and isachate containment system (isachate pond, sediment basin and dry
basin) are located on the upper ridges of the site and therefore well outside the
extent of the predicted 1 in 100 year floodplain.

It is noted that site access road would need to cross the creek floodplain. Road
creek crossings at these locations will incorporate suitable designed pipe culverts
to allow flows up to the 1 in 100 year ARI to pass through and/or overtop the
roadway in a safe manner. During flood events, waste transport to the site could
be postponed until such time that the flooding recedes and safe access to the site
is possible. Procedures during times of flooding will be outlined in the LEMP. Ali
works within 40 metres of the intermittent creek would be undertaken with minimal
disturbance, suitable erosion and sediment control measures and appropriate
revegetation and rehabilitation of disturbed areas.

Manning's equation was used to predict the flood level of the 1 in 100 year ARI
peak flow in accordance with the procedures outlined in Australian Rainfall and
Runoff. The results indicated that flood levels would be approximately 1 to 1.5m
above the creek banks resulting in a flow width of approx 50m through the valley
and would encroach on the north−eastem boundary of the site (adjacent to the line
of the creek) as per existing (natural) conditions. Given that the Dry Basin, which
is the closest stormwater storage basin to the north−eastem boundary and the
creek, is approximately 8m above the existing creek banks and is located
approximately 200m upslope of the creek, it was concluded that the Dry Basin
(and hence the proposed landfill site) is well outside the extent of the predicted 1in
100 year floodplain.

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 which would contain all dirty
water runoff and teachate water generated from the landfill.
The water management system has been designed to contain the 24 hour
duration, 1 in 100 year ARI surface runoff volume from the entire disturbed
catchment area of the site in accordance with Australian Rainfall and Runoff
guidelines. −Diis is considered to provide adequate protection against heavy
rainfall and ensure containment of onsite dirty and isachate water. The proposed
stormwater pond (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 storage) from the entire disturbed
catchment area of the site, without further containment or storage actions needing
to be implemented.

Given that the landfill has a design life of 50 years and the leachate pond
incorporates a freeboard to contain the 1 in 100 year event, then by definition, the
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compensatory habitat (biodiversity offset).

Less than 1 ha of the Box Gum Woodland and 3.3 ha of the grassland (degraded
Box Gum Woodland) will be cleared from the TSR for the access track. This is
unlikely to be significant to the long term survival of the EEC Approximately 0.6
hectares of Box−gum woodland in the TSR would be cleared in the construction of
the access road. This Ioss of habitat would be offset within the blodiversity offset
area of approximately 61 hectares that would be provided as part of the proposal.
It would surround the landfill footprint and connect to the TSR.

Impacts associated with vegetation clearance will also be managed through
implementation of a suite of management plans including a VMP, BiDdiversity
Offset Management Plan (Appendix H of the EA) and Vegetation Clearing
Protocol. Further details of the contents of these plans are provided in Section 4 of
the FIDra and Fauna Assessment (Appendix E of the EA). These plans will be
developed during detailed design of the landfill and prior to construction. The
plans would be prepared in consultation with relevant govemment agencies (e.g.
DECCW and DSEWPC) and in accordance with best practice guidelines and
Recovery Plans for threatened species.

No threatened frogs or reptiles were detected in fauna surveys of the site
Revegetation would be undertaken along fringes of proposed water storages to
provide habitat for reptiles and amphibians.

The Air Quality Assessment is presented in Appendix O of the EA and
summarised in Section 8.5 of the EA. Modelled predictions of odour levels were
compared against relevant air quality criteria set by DECCW. Odour levels at the
99* percentile were shown to be well within the 7 ou odour goal at the nearest
receiver and at the site boundary − refer to Figure 23 of Appendix O. That is,
odour goals were predicted to be met 99% of the time, in accordance with
DECCWs odour goais.

Predicted odour levels at the rest area on Waterfall Way would be less than 1 ou
at the 99m percentile, with a maximum odour level of less than 5 ou.

Odour levels at the 99~ percentile were shown to be well within the 7 ou odour
goal at the nearest receiver and at the site boundary − refer to Figure 23 of
Appendix O. That is, odour goals were predicted to be met 99% of the time, in
accordance with DECCWs odour goals.

Predictive modelling of dust generation was presented in Appendix O of the EA
The assessment concluded that dust impacts from the landfill would be low and
would be unlikely to cause exceedances of the DECCW criteria for particulate
matter concentrations or the criteria for dust fallout (deposited dust) at sensitive
receivers. As shown in Figures 6 to 17 of Appendix O of the EA, predictions for
total suspended particulate matter, particulate matter (PMi0) and deposited dust
are within DECCW criteria at all receivers.

Noise impacts during construction are expected to arise from the equipment used
in ancillary 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 modei construction noise where the equipment is
predominantly working at the extremities of the construction area nearest to
Receiver 1 (Strathaven). Similarly, a worst−case 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, noise levels at Receiver 1 (Strathaven) and in the vicinity of the olive
grove would comply with the environmentai criteria for the site, with minimal
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impacts to noise level amenity. It is important to note that the requirement for
engineered noise controls and mitigation measures does not indicate that the site
is unsuitable for the proposed landfill.

Assessment to the INP is mandatory for a development such as this regardless of
location The rural criteria have been used and the resulting criteria for operations
are as low as it is possible to be for an industrial development.

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 given mitigation measures are implemented. Minor exceedances of the
criterion of up to 3dB(A) may occur at Receiver 2 (Sherraley) at certain times near
the end of the operating life of Cell 1, however the modelling assumed a 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.

The INP requires assessment of adverse wind conditions only when they are
shown to occur for more than 30% of the time The highest occurrence of wind
speeds 0−3 m/s during the daytime is 16%

Noise mitigatiDn measures, including noise attenuation on dozers, excavators,
scrapers and compactors and use of sound output adjusting reversing alarms,
would be implemented to mitigate the impacts on noise amenity. Best practice
noise management would be applied to minimise noise emissions from the site
during construction Construction noise control measures that would be
implemented as appropriate are presented in Section 5.3.2 of the EA.

Section 5.3 2 of the Noise Impact Assessment (Appendix O of the EA) outlines
best practice construction noise control measures that will be employed at the
site A Construction Noise Management Plan (CNMP) will be prepared and will
outline reasonable and feasible noise mitigation measures, include a noise
monitoring program, a complaint management strategy and contingency plans if
noise exceedances or justified complaints were to occur. The CNMP will be
prepared by the construction contractor, in consultation with an acoustic engineer,
prior to construction This is standard for every construction project in NSW

Truck movements along the access road during construction have been assessed
as part of the Noise Impact Assessment (Appendix O of the EA) Section 5 3 of
the assessment outlines the equipment that was included in the construction
scenario assessment, including 20 truck movements per day along the site access
road, with a peak of 5 movements per hour.

The access road will follow the contour of the land and will not require a cutting.

The proponent acknowledges inconsistencies in the EA and appendices regarding
operating hours for the proposed landfill The construction and operation hours
are clarified below:

Monday to FridayMonday(to Friday 7: 00am to 5:00pm

Saturdays 8:00am to 1:00pm

~ ~~~Sundays( and Public Holidays | No work(unless
emergencys

No work unless emergency

Mo(nday(to Friday 7:00am to 5:30pm

Saturdays( (( (((((( 8:00am to 6: 00pm

Sundays and Public Holidays No work unless emergency

AECOM
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Refer to S041b for responses to table in submission.

The flora and fauna assessment (Appendix E of the EA) concluded that no
groundwater dependent ecosystems have been identified in the study area or in
the OWRNP.

The proposed works are not likely to significantly impact on ecosystems which
have their species composition and natural ecological processes wholly or
pardally determined by groundwater within the study area or further downstream
in the OWRNP.

Modelling is used to predict the potential environmental impacts of a project such
as noise, air quality, dust, hydrogeology and flooding. Modelling is a tool that
allows the potential impacts of a project on the environment to be quantified. The
assumptions and therefore the outputs of the modelling undertaken for the
specialist studies in the EA were generally conservative and were used to
determine 'worst case' potential impacts. Comparing existing environmental
conditions with the outputs of the modelling helps to determine the magnitude of
potential impacts associated with the project. With the understanding of the
magnitude of potential impacts of the project, the most appropriate mitigation and
management measures can be designed to reduce the likelihood of impacts on
the environment.

There will be noise generated by the construction and operation of the proposed
landfill. Noise generating activities were modelled to quantify the magnitude of
impacts of the proposai on noise amenity. The assessment concluded that the
levels of noise will comply with the DECCW criteria, considering the worst case
nature of the modelling.

Regulatory authorities would be able to audit the site at any time. Non−compliance
with EPL conditions would result in notice given from DECCW including a set of
requirements that must be met within a specified timeframe. Depending on the
nature of non−compliance, recovery actions may be required. Council will
implement all required measures to ensure the facility meets the requirements of
any approvals and EPL.

The management of the facility will uitimately be the responsibility of Council. The
operational arrangements are yet to be confirmed, however a Contractor may be
employed to manage operations on Council's behalf at the proposed landfill.
Employing a contractor to operate the facility is common in the waste industry.

As described in Section 5.5 of the EA, Council will seek an operating licence to
landfill putrescible material to accommodate the essential intermittent 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 as a non−putrescible facility until final closure. It is envisaged that
the AWT would further contribute to Council's waste diversion from landfill and
therefore minimise any future waste levy charges. However it is recognised that
an AWT facility is not a substitute for landfill.

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−
putrescible landfill but would be licencing the facility as a Solid Waste Class 1 or
Putrescibio landfill. This is in order to cover the odd occasion when disposal of
difficuit putrescibio material would be required where such material is not suited to
the composting 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.

Section 5.5.6 of the EA erroneously stated that the traffic movements generated
by the proposal would be a minimum of approximately six vehicles per day. The
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proposal would generate a maximum of 6 vehicies per day.

The assessment of traffic noise modelled impacts based on a maximum of six
vehicles per day (Section 8.7.3 of the EA). The traffic and transport assessment
(Section 8.14.2 of the EA) also stated the traffio generation as 6 movements (one
way) per day and noted:

that traffic generation for the purposes of this assessment is considered a worst−
case scenario as it is considered unlikely that all vehicle movements would occur
during the same day, or at the same time during the same day.

P6

The proposed 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
wouki be screened and sorted at the existing Waste Management Centre prior to
transportation to the proposed landfill. The generator, transporter or Armidale
Waste Management Centre staff would be requested to assess and classify the
material prior to its arrival at the proposed new landfill. Loads arriving at the
proposed landfill would be checked for non−conformance.

E3
Comment noted. The paraphrasing of the EPBC decision did not affect the
assessment of likely impacts on the GRAWHA or the outcome of the assessment.

SE4

The estimated cost for the construction of the landfill is $0.14 million for the first two
cells (which includes water and leechate 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.

E3

The major project application form was submitted in October 2007 and the capital
investment value for the project at the time was estimated as $150000.00 Since
the application was made the capital investment cost for the project has been
updated based on the refined concept design. The current 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 milion per
year.

P3

Council has considered the implementation of VariDus 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
triailing 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.

P3

The baling of waste at the Armidale Waste Management Facility prior to transport
to the proposed landfill is under consideration. The alternative is for the waste to
be transported in covered trucks to the proposed landfill and compacted on site.
The viability of baling will be confirmed during the detailed design of the proposed
landfill.

P3
Disposal of Armidale's waste to Tamworth or Coffs Hart)our, being the closest
potentially available landfills to accept the waste, was considered in the EA (refer
to Section 4.1.4). This is not considered a viable option for Waste management in

AECOM
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WHA.

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 iong−term.
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2"d August 2010

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

Dear Sirs/Mesdames,

Armidale Dumaresq Council Landfill Project (06_0220)−Exhibition of Environmental Assessment

and Wildli fe Division of the Department of the Environment and Water Resources.

The outcome there in 2007, the Australian Governme nt's E nvironmental Protect:ion
and Biodi versity Committee (EPBC) ruled that the Counc il's proposed landfill "will, or
is likely to have a significant impactr upo n World Heritage value s in; the Oxley Wild
Rive rs National Par ".

Being the first neighbour of this Landfill we know all too well just how much water
moves through this proposed area and there is no possible way of containing surface
water from the site, should there ever be a problem or issue down stream, once it
gets into the gorge system it could never be contained or treated. (Photos encl.)

Because of the time factor involved in this process (nearly ten years), so much has
changed and therefore continues to build the argument against having such a
development in our Council region, other Council regions, ours and others
waterways and in particular, the site nominated in this project.

In a world of depleting resources new technologies continue to surface to replace
these resources that are lost with "greener" alternatives to the old and antiquated
rnethods of rubbish disposal such as Landfills.

Key Issues we feel that should guarantee without a shadow of doubt that this
development should not go ahead are.

It will require substantíal clearing of regrowth timber that has taken forty years
to recover. We know, because the previous owners of ~ owned
the area in question. The major difference being they sold the paddock in

uestion foyears ago and continued clearing and grubbing regrowth on
into the sixties and seventies to the point that we have been



planting trees by the thousands in the past five years and will continue to in
the next twenty years to compensate.

• It will affect the habitats of Koalas, Platypus, Quolls and many rare birds 3033_4
including Wedge Tailed Eagles and other natives. They will all be put at risk.

• its close proximity to our beautiful river, the Gara River, longest tributary of the
Macleay River catchment, existing and possible future extension to water N

suppl ies of many coa stal towns and cities on that Eastem sea board strip.
• The close proximity to our World Heritage area The Gara flows into the Isos3_ei

Gondwana Rainforests of Australian World Heritage Area.
• The fact that NO guarantee can be given that leaching will not occur− |soS3_7|
e It will emit greenhouse gases. Landfill gas from the breakdown of rubbish is |3033_8|

about 40−60% methane and the rest carbon dioxide.
• It is recognised world wide that Landfills will produce offensive noise, odour, (sos3 9 |

litter, dust, insects and vermin which will be coupled with a modified and ''''−''
scarred landscape,

• It will be in full view of a Tourist road (The Waterfall Way) voted number three 3033 10|
in Australia. The Waterfall Way provides the gateway to a host of eco−tourism −−−−−−
activities. Only a short distance along the Waterfall Way lie the Bakers Creek.
Wollomombi and Ebor Waterfalls plus the National Parks which make up the
World Heritage listed "Gondwana Rainforests of Australia"

• It will create the kinds of wastes that undergoes chemical changes inside a
landfill and the leachate ("garbage juices") that develop and attack the landfill (So83_7|
liners. so that soon er or later, toxins will escape into the groundwater, then
into the river syste m.

• It will jeopardise the "Blue H ole" swimming and recreation area three
kilometers downstream from the proposed landfill site is. Undoubtedly N

pollut ion contaminations in the form of litter or leachate chemical s have the
potential to permanently affect this recreation area.

We firmly believe the Armidale Dumaresq Councíl has not properly explored
alternative technologies or better locations. In 2008 even their own councillor, Cr
Beyersdorf (former Chair of the Council's Waste Committee) learned about the
EPBC ruling he told the Armidale Independent "that Council should halt all further
expenditure on this project, return to the site selection process and find a site that
does NOT drain into the Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area
water catchment".

We cannot help but think the whole process has been floored and il! conceived. The
site itself, the selection process, crucial selection criteria ignored, vested interest by
multiple members of the community selection committee and more importantly, the
grade and physical close proximity to a major water course and then, where it flows
to.

The Environment Assessment document is testimony itself, sixteen hundred pages
of "conditions" to meet the standards. Council feels that if they continue to "throw"
money at this project it will comply and therefore reduce the risks. Council won't say,
but estimates suggest it will cost at least thirty five million dollars to build this landfill
and then over the life of the landfiU, an expected forty to fifty years, it will cost in the
vicinity of one hundred and sixty million dollars to maintain and operate.

Would it not be a better option to put this money into "greener technologies" as seen
"Stateline" NSW ABC 4* April 2010 SYNGAS waste gasification plants.

Council has even stated that it is considering flaring the landfill gas. Great! Not only
do we risk our water being contaminated, the air that we breathe will also be affected
as these gases will contain highly toxic and carcinogenic compounds, such as dioxin
and mercury.

We have attached our previous submission, you will note the "Land entitlement
deed" mentioned, and we reiterate.

"A grant of $110174.00 from the Department of Infrastructure, Planning and
Natural Resources enabled this work to be planned and carried out.

Ask why in one direction our Government and various Rural departments are
encouraging and paying huge amounts of money for the improvement by way
of such works for the Water quality to be repaired and improved and then
risking locating a facility like this Landfill within one kilometre up stream in the
catchment of this major water course is beyond comprehension".

We have never seen a Landfill in existence, that litter is wholly contained within its
boundaries. Litter spread by wind is a major problem with livestock and native
animals quite often causing deaths, plastic bags being the main culprit.

The current Armidale Landfill is a prime example, the litter in the immediate area and
the "leachate/garbage juices" that oozes out of the ground in wet times in Roseneath
Lane making it impassable by vehicle, is clearly evident for all to see. What will be
different with this new landfill?

Our overall operation as primary producers relies on our water supply. We use it not
only for livestock supply but also for domestic purposes. Can anyone imagine if the
quality of this water is compromised how this will affect not only us, but the entire
downstream population both hurnan and native of the Macleay Valley.

Above all, the most important fact is that NO guarantee can be given by any Council
or any Consultant, that leaching will not occur. This is a worldwide fact.

Any risk of contamination below this site is too great; the only way to ensure that no
problems ever arise is to not have this structure anywhere near the Gara River, the
Oxley Wild Rivers and our World Heritage areas.

Yours sincerely,



~ in flood around 1980's

~in flood 2007

5* September 2007

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

Dear Sirs/Mesdames,

Armidale Dumaresq Council Landfill Waterfall Way Armidale

This might sound like the proverbial "NIMBY" statement or
submission (ic Not In My Back Yard), but please look at our
"frontyard" first, the proposed Landfill, and then look at our
backyard, our property '~and then everyone else's
"backyard" in Northern NSW, the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park
and what we stand to lose both personally and as custodians of our
rural lands and Heritage areas.

As we are the "first neighbours" downstream on the Gara River from the intended
Landfill, we feel we are the ones most likely at risk and with the most to lose, both
financially and lifestyle if affected by any water contamination mentioned in this
submission and seek intervention by the Australian Government to prevent the
construction of this landfill.

We are even more concerned that this is not only within the catchment area of the
northern portions of our property and the Gara River, but more importantly in the
expansive Oxley Wild Rivers National Park, which is part of the Central Eastern
Rainforests Reserves of Australia World Heritage Property and just as importantly,
the Kempsey and district water supply of which we all know they are hoping to
increase because of population increase on our eastem seaboard.

We run a six hundred head beef cattle and one thousand head sheep operation at
"Gara Station" 914 Gara Road Armidale. We also run two further properties
"Stockton" Armidale & "Ferndale" Wollomombi with another eight hundred head of
beef cattle.

The land to be developed for this Landfill was originally part of "Gara Station" and
suffered the same fate as the remaining sixteen hundred acres. It was over cleared to
the point that there is hardly any regrowth on our property and where the Landfill is
proposed.



Water quality and availability are paramount to our operation. The water we pump
from this river is used not only for animal watering, but also for human consumption
and household use.

Can you imagine if the water that runs through our property was not available to
continue to nm our rural enterprise?

Not only Intemational evidence indicates that no landfill can be assumed not to leak
sometime within its lifespan. Ask the Armidale Dumaresq Council of their existing
Landfill, it leaks now. How can they assure us that they can get it right?

A NSW Department of Public Works Peer Review report in 2001, reported that the
likelihood was high that leakage of leachate into the groundwater/river system would
occur (Criterion 15). As would be expected, it rated this as having a CRITICAL
impact upon the environment.

There is insufficient data available about both the flood threat and especially about the
nature and extent of the aquifer at the site for the landfill to be built with surety that
either of these factors could jeopardize its integrity.

"Gara Station" has a Land entitlement agreement (Native Vegetation Property
Agreement Number AR0106RP) in place where the Gara River has been fenced on
both sides (dual frontage) for some 7.5 kilometres.

• To repair eroded banks
• To improve the water quality
• To recreate habitat and bio diversity destroyed by previous owners
• To protect and enhance the native vegetation existent
• To enable further tree planting and protect plantings
• To manage stock so as not to continue damage to the environs of the river
• To protect and enhance the natural environment for the existing Platypus,

Black Swans, many varieties of ducks and so many other creatures great and
small

A grant of S1 10,174.00 from the Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural
Resources enabled this work to be planned and carried out.

Ask why in one direction our Govemment and various Rural departments are
encouraging and paying huge amounts of money for the improvement by way of such
works for the Water quality to be repaired and improved and then risking locating a
facility like this Landfill within one kilometre up stream in the catchment of this
major water course is beyond comprehension.

Within our forward plans, we aim to continue to improve our Rural Property

1. Making provision for continued tree planting by way of tree lane provision
when any fencing is done (An estimated fourteen kilometres of tree planting
has been completed in the past five years)

2. To plant a minimum of three thousand trees per year

3. To install a full water reticulation system to drought proof the property, that
has by true definition been disadvantaged by fencing off the water in the river
to service stock in paddocks that the dams that have been built do not
adequately service

Part of the development application for this Landfill it is noted that quite a substantial
amount of timbered habitat will be removed. It is sad that for many years, previous
owners w'ere eradicating timbered areas in the 1950's and 1960's. The timbered areas
that are going to be removed are the "natural" repair by nature for the human short
sightedness for the last fifty years, only to be cut down yet again. Is that why the
immediate district is now in a rain shadow?

In this development application it is well documented by Council's own Consultants,
EA Systems and Maunsell. that there is

1. Uncertainty about the suitability of the soils available on the site
2. Potential geotechnical constraints to the proposed works that are identified

include: Potential dispersive soil and high erosion hazard.
3. Potential for flooding and there is previous evidence of flooding at the site
4. A number of potential impacts that may atTect native flora and fauna have

been identified. These impacts include vegetation clearing, habitat loss, fire,
fragmentation and reduced connecti vity, weed invasion, pest animals, and
consequences arising from traffic, dust. noise, pollution, litter and illegal
dumping. Such disturbances reduce the habitat quality of the affected land
and may threaten viable populations of threatened species found in the subject
site.

We could continue to quote various issues from many and varied reports and sources.

It is quite clear that there are too many "ifs and buts".

The selection criteria has been floored, even the notification as to when any
submissions could be forwarded having been received from EA Systems in today's
mail this 50' September 2007. How fair is that to receive notice on the day that
something closes?

We put our trust in the current Government and the Department of the Environment
and Water Resources to protect not only our near environs for our continued use of
our rural land, but for the whole community world wide of an absolutely incredible
World Heritage area.

What a backyard we have, please protect it!

(A signed hard copy of this email correspondence will be forw'arded in the mail and
also faxed to ensure you have received it)


