
"− 1 of 1

Armidale Regional Landfill
Environmental Assessment − Submissions Report
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lssue Number | Topic

S062_1 | E3

Response

The Draft Strategic Plan (2011−2021) sets out the strategic objectives for the
Council and includes a commitment to maintaining the provision of quatity
sustainable public uti/ities that are safe, affordable and environmental/y
responsible, including provision of effective waste management services.

The proposed new landfill is part of a strategy for managing waste produced in the
Armidale region in the long term. The proposed landfill forms a key component of
Council's Waste Strategy (2010), which has the objective of providing waste
collection and disposal serviæs to maximise reuse of matenals and to minimisa
waste to landfill in order to:

• Protect public health;

• Conserve scarce natural resources;

• Take better care of the environment.

: S062_2 | SE4

S062_3 | P3

S062._4 | E3

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

Council have considered the implementation of various AWT technologies,
including MBT, thermal treatment or a combination of both MBT and thermal
treatment. Council has demonstrated its commiirnent via its active pursuit of AWT
processes over a number of years. Council is currently trlalling 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.

The National Waste Policy (2009) sets Australia's waste management and
resource recovery direction to 2020. Council's Waste Strategy and proposed new
landfill are generally consistent with the aims of the National Waste Policy, which
are to:

• Avoid the generation of waste, reduce the amount of waste (including
hazardous waste) for disposal;

• Manage waste as a resource;

• Ensure that waste treatment, disposal, recovery and re−use is
undertaken in a safe, scientific and environmentally sound manner; and

• Contribute to the reduction in GHG emissions, energy conservation and
production, water efficiency and the productivity of the land.

Despite the increasing trend in recycling rates and improvements in technologies
(such as AWT), there is currentiy still a need in the Armidale region to dispose of
residual waste that cannot be recycled, stabilised or composted. Therefore 'zero
waste' is not a feasible waste management option at present. The proposed
landfill will provide landfill capacity that is projected to be required to dispose of
residual waste over the next 50 years. Council will continue to investigate
alternative technologies and implement these as markets and recovery costs
dictate.

To Whom It May Concem

l wish to lodge my objection to the current Landfill proposal by Armidale Dumaresq Council

I would like to see considerable additional scrutiny by both the Australian Government and the N.S.W.
Government because of the significant impact this project could have on both World and National Heritage
sites.

Armidale Dumaresq Council has yet to fully report to its ratepayers with a full explanation of all ongoing B
construction costs and costs of operation − this project is planned at a time of con siderable financial debt for
the Council and ongoing uncertainty as to the future makeup and management of the Council.

Landfill site are an unavoidable necessity for a community but the choosing of such a site requires very @
considerable buffer zones to prevent contamination of water ways and pollution by dust, pest and traffic, this
consideration is NOT evident in this proposal.

There is proximity to the Wodd Heritage listed Oxley Wi!d RiversNational Park beginning with the Gara Fal~._.._.
Reserve with inevitable contamination of both the Gara and Macleay Rivers. At a time of increasing I8063_4l
awareness and concern regarding the health and sustainability of our rivers and waterways such development
in the area seems highly inappropriate.

l have great concarns regarding the original site proposal processes undertaken by the Armidale Dumares :~ _Council and the committee setup to undertake those processes. Iso63_5

I wish to repeat my strong opposition to the proposed Landfill site under consideration by Armidale Dumaresq
Council at this time.

Yours faithfully,

file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 063 Armidale Dumaresq Council Landfi.„ 8/10/2010
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I WISH TO HAVE MY NAME WITHHELD FROM ANY PUBLIC DISPLAY OF THIS SUBMISSION.

My family property backs onto Oxley Wild Rivers National Park. As far as I am aware there was very poor/biased

decision making in relation to the site of the proposed rubbish dump, including actions by members of council that

require investigation by ICAC. Along with any corrupt activity, the very position of the proposed tip, on a busy
tourist drive !s so poorly thought out. This adds to the potential environmental threat to the pristine area. I would
hope to see a full Inquiry into the positioning of the dump before any further action are taken. E

Name:

Address:

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

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

Felicity Greenway

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

.....................
Powered by Internetrix Affinity
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l Response
As part of the site selection process, over 50 sites were evaluated since the mid−
1990s.

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

• Strategic planning guidelines;

e Statutory planning issues;

e Ground and surface water environment;

e Local amenity and environmental considerations;

e Level of Service;

e Adequacy of existing services;

e Set−up costs;

e Operational costs;

e Site features required; and

e Social issues.
Site evaluation included consideration of environmental impacts, proximity to
sensitive receivers and their likely magnitude at each site. The Regional Landfill
Siting Study Final Report (Maunsell, 2004), Regiona/ Landfi/l Siting Study
(Maunsell, 2004) was appended to the EA (refer Appendix C of the EA). This
concluded that the current site was the most suitable of the sites considered with
respect to the assessment criteria determined as part of the site selection
process,

It is noted that the Waterfall Way is a National tourist drive and this is
Iacknowledged in the EA. The proposed landfill facility would not significantly affect

or impede tourism in the area.

The proposed landfill facility would utilise the Waterfall Way as an access route. It
is also noted that the Waterfall Way is an existing haulage route for several
existing facilities in the region. The traffic modelling in the EA has considereda
worst−case scenario where up to 6 traffic movements would occur per day (one
way). It is expected traffic movements would remain stable or would decline over
time as recycling rates increase.

C:/.../Public Submission 064 Online S... 1/1
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To whom it may concern,

I wish to object the Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220.

Armidale Regional Landfill
Environmental Assessment − Submissions Report

AECOM

I have inany concerns regarding the site selection process and find it unbelievable that the best site
in our region for a landfill just happens to be on a (nowformer)councillor's land, g

I understand that there have been "Handshake Deals", Selection Criteria Changes, "hand picked"
Committee members, Land Zoning Changes, reweighting of data and numerous other deceitful
events that have led to this síte being selected as the best. E

l am glad that Armidale Dumaresq Council is not the consent authority for this development.

l feel the landfill proposal should be rejected at this site and a proper investigation be conducted
for a suitable site.

Perhaps transparent and appropriate negotiations for a new and suitable dump site will be allowed
to transpire when the Armidale Dumaresq Council is forced to amalgamate, allowing for "fresh
blood".

Regards,

Armidale NSW 2350

Submission S065
lssue Number | Topic | Response

S065_1

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

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

P2

• Strategic planning guidelines;

• Statutory planning issues;

• Ground and surface water environment;

• Local amenity and environmental considerations;

• Level of Service;

• Adequacy of existing services;

• Set−up costs;

• Operational costs;

• Site features required; and

• Social issues.

S065_2 E3

Site evaluation included consideration of environmental impacts, proximity to
sensitive receivers and their likely magnitude at each site. The Regional Landfill
Siting Study Fina/ Report (Maunsell, 2004) was appended to the EA (refer
Appendix C of the EA). This concluded that the current site was the most suitable
of the sites considered with respect to the assessment criteria determined as part
of the site selection process.

Council refutes any suggestion of "handshake deals". Price negotiations for the
purchase of the land for the proposed landfill have not yet commenced. Land
acquisition will be undertaken only once Major Project approval has been granted
by the Minister for Planning.

file://D:\Pub Subs to−08−10\Pub11e submission u65 Objection to the t'roposed Armiaale... S/l0/2010
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Fronl
Sent: Friday, 6 August 2010 4:49 PM
To: 'Felicity.Greenway@planning.nsw.gov.au'
Subject: Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220

Attention: Felicity Greenway

Re: Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220

We would like to express our strong objection to the Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill,
06_0220.

The reasons we object to the Proposed Arrnidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220 are as follows:

The new landfill:Thenewwlanbdf:environmentaldisaster!!!

e will increase our rates!!!
É

• Has been located based on old data and designed using discredited technology!!} !

• Will be on land owned by a form er councillar and a Real Estate Agent w ho was involve d in site
selection?!! ~ !

o Armidale Dumaresq should be recycling more of the waste collected from households and then do a
deal with Tamworth Regional Council to take what can't be diverted from landfill. É

Key Points

Damage to World Heritage National Parks

• Council is seeking a licence (Class 1) to dump household waste including rotten food, dead animals
and other animal by−products, soiled nappies, grease trap waste and other hazardous and toxic
waste into the landfill.

• This kind of waste undergoes chemical changes inside a landfill and the leachate ("garbage juices")
that develop attack the landfill liners, so that sooner or later, toxins will escape into the
groundwater, then into the river system.

• This means that contamination of the Gara River is likely to occur. The Gara flows into the
Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area.

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

Habitat Degradation

• If the landfill is built on the proposed site adjacent to the Gara River, it will requiresubstantial
clearing of habitat which in turn will further harm already threatened wildlife and degrade a critically
endangered bush environment. g

• Examples include: koalas, rare birds such as the Diamond Firetail and Speckled Warbler, and
critically−endangered Box Gum woodland.

Health Issues

• The dump will emit greenhouse gasses and other toxic chemicals.

• Landfill gas from breakdown of rubbish is about 40~60% methane and the rest carbon dioxide,

• Council is considering flaring the landfill gas. However, when combusted, this gas contains highly
toxic and carcinogenic compounds, such as dioxin and mercury,

• Dumps produce offensive noise, odour, litter, dust, insects and vermin which will be coupled with a
modified and scarred landscape. }

Tourism Impacts

• The dump will be visible from the Waterfall Way, one of the top three drives in Australia and a [
major contributor to tourism in Armidale and the New England region.

• The Waterfall Way provides the gateway to a host of eco−tourismactivities. Only a short distance
along the Waterfall Way lie the Bakers Creek, Wollomombi and Ebor Waterfails plus the National
Parks which make up the World Heritage listed "Gondwana Rainforests of Australia".

• 3km downstream from the proposed landfill site is the "Blue Hole", swimming and recreation area.
Undoubtedly pollution contaminations in the form of litter or leachate chemicals have the potential
to permanently affect this recreation area. |n

Hip Pocket Impact

• Council won't say, but GVEPA estimates it will cost at least $35m million to build the dump.

• Our waste removal rates could increase by more than 100% to pay for this.

Council Is Not Planning Properly!!!

• In 2008, when 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.

• Council hasn't properly explored alternative technologies or better locations. Council has been 5

advised that the Gara Valley site is NOT necessarily the best site available,
• Council is not looking to the future. New landfill levies are being introduced across the State, to

reduce waste generation, encourage recycling and reduce landfill sizes. A forward−thinking Council
would plan for a minimum iandfiil solution to minimise costs to ratepayers.

No need for Armidale Dumaresq Council to develop and run a new landfillfacility!

• Alternate waste disposal and improved recycling technologies should be utilised to reduce the nd
for dumping anything into landfill. N

• A deal should be done with Tamworth Regional Council to take any residual waste thatcan't be ~sose~9q
diverted from landfill. Tamworth keep enlarging the hole available for landfill every time they nee' T−−−−'

to upgrade the levy banks on the Peel River. ( This would be a win for Tamworth− added income−
and a win for Armidale Dumaresq Council − lower total costs of waste disposal.)

• Trudks deliveringfertilizer made from processedchook manure to the Armidaleregion from
me 10Tamworth tould backload with the residual waste for landfill at a much cheaper overall cost per

"−−−
−

tonne than will be the cost for the operation of the proposed new landfill.

file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 066 FW_ Proposed Armidale Dumaresq„. 8/10/2010 file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 066 FW_ Proposed Armidale Dumaresq.„ 8/10/2010
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P3S066_ 10

containment and emergency storage would be implemented and would reduce the
likelihood of impacts to surface and groundwater.

Impacts on the recreation values of the Blue Hole are unlikely. Water quality
monitoring would be undertaken downstream of the proposed landfilL

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

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

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

Council estimates that based on current trends recycling rates will increase over
the next few decades. In order to supplement the diversion of waste to landfill,
Council have considered the implementation of various AWT technologies.

Council has demonstrated its commitment via its active pursuit of AWT processes
over a number of years. Council is currently trialling and evaluating AWT at the
Long Swamp Road Waste Transfer Facility before full scale adoption and
implementation. Further facilities and processes to recover materials for re−use
will be added in future as markets and recovery costs dictate.

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

Disposal of Armidale's waste to Tamworth or Coffs Harbour, 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
the long term as:

• Haulage and disposal costs to transport waste to Coffs Harbour or
Tamworth landfills would be significant;

e Socio−economic impacts associated with waste generated in one region
being transported to another region for disposal;

e The impact on landfill life of surrounding regional isndfills;

e An unresolved need to provide a long−term waste disposal solution for
the region; and

a Unforeseeable cost escalations for transport and disposal due to both
market forces and changes in policy legislation.

Transport of waste from Armidale to Tamworth via backieaded fertiliser trucks is
not considered a viable option, particularly due to the volume of waste requiring
disposal, the need for guaranteed waste transport capacity (up to 4 loads each
day) and the socioeconomic impacts associated with transporting waste
generated in one region to another region for disposal.

Hello,
We are concemed that a decision on this proposal comes at a time when amalgamation of Armidale S
Dumaresq Council with two adjoining local government areas seems inevitable. The proposed site is not well
placed to serve the enlarged area. Rather than risk development near a sensitive conservation area it would
seem more sensible to review the decision taking into account access to a facility for the whole area perhaps
making Use of the rai! !ine for transport to the site. E

Thank,

file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 067 Armidale Landfill Proposal.htm 8/10/2010
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Submission S067

Hello,

I am writing in to lodge my objection to the new land fill proposed by the Armidale Dumaresq
Council. I firmly believe that given the fn dings of the Federal G overnments EPBC towards the
lik:ely potent ial of 'signi)ficant im pact' upon the surrounding areas of Oxley Wild Rivers National
Park:a d Blue H ol e recrea tion area, ta t such a d evel opmen t coul d be highly d amaging towards the
local env ironment and the biodiversity that such areas provide. Consequently in my opin io n, suc ha
proposal should not be allowed to proceed until further assessment can be performed and the g
environmental integrity of these Heritage l isted areas can be guaranteed.

Kind Regards,

Armidale
NSW, 2350

file://u: wub SuDSf0−08−l0ÏfuDile Submission 068 00_uz20_ Proposed Arnnaale Oum... ~Tt0/2010
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Response

Potential impacts on biDdiversity were summarised in Section 8.8 and 8.12 of the
EA. The full assessment is provided in the Flora and Fauna Assessment
(Appendix E of the EA). Potential impacts on water quality in the OWRNP were
assessed in the Hydrogeological (Leachate) Assessment (Appendix I of the EA)
and the heritage values of the GRAWHA (including the OWRNP) have been
considered in Section 8.12 of the EA.

The impact on the GRAWHA has been assessed under the EPBC Act anda
referral lodged with DSEWPC (formerly DEWHA). DSEWPC determined that the
proposal constitutes a controiled action under the EPBC Act. The nature of the
assessment process is such that proposals are assessed assuming no mitigation
is in place. However, mitigation measures proposed in the EA, including stringent
environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff, leachate containment
and emergency storage, would be implemented and would reduce the likelihood
of impacts to surface and groundwater. In the unexpected event that iaachate
enters the groundwater, diluted concentrations reaching downstream would not
pollute the existing environment or have impacts on aquatic ecology of the
OWRNP or have a significant impact on the World Heritage Area.

Ms. Felicity Greenway
NSW Department of Planning
23−33 Bridge Street
Sydney NSW 2000

Dear Felicity,

RE: ARMIDALE DUMARESQ COUNCIL LANDFILL PROPOSAL 06_0220

I am not familiar with the formal procedure in submitting documentation to oppose a local council
project however, I felt that I should raise my serious concerns to your department regarding the
proposed Armidale Dumaresq Council Landfill Project. I would not normally involve myself in
matters associated with local development as I understand that issues such as waste management are
a part of any progressive community.

The proposed location of the landfill project, which will except waste from Armidale, Uralla, Guyra
and Walcha councils, is in an area of significant importance. The site itself contains several species
of vulnerable flora and fauna including Eucalyptus Nicholii, Eucalyptus Elliptica along with the
Little Eagle, Scarlet Robin and Koala which were all identified in the environmental evaluation done
on site. What I consider to be a great er concern the fact that the proposed site acts as a significant
catchment area feed ing in to the World Heritage l isted Oxley Rivers National Park and the popular
recreational area referred to as the Blue Hole. n

My family relocated to the property back in 1981 and I have spent the majority of
my life growing regarding this my home. The proposed site will not have any significant
direct impact on I do have some knowledge of the area down stream.

During the 29 years in the area, I have experienced all extremes in weather and climatic conditions
and how the surrounding areas manage these events. M y main concern regarding the proposed
council favoured site is the inability to contain the volumes of surface water run−off in an extre e
rain event. The area that is referred to as the "eastern fall country" is known to have a long term 'SR

average annual rainfall which is significantly higher than the township of Armidale and the direct
surrounding areas. What is also of great concern is the increased frequency of these significant rain
events in more recent times causing increased run−off and localised flooding. I have noted that the____
environmental study has used data that has been collected from the Armidale Airport weather soss_3|
records which is some 30 km to the West of the area in question. T is means that the data is
seriously compromised.

I believe that there are NO measures that could possibly be put in place to control the volume
of~

water that flows through the proposed landfill location resulting down stream via the Gara river to
the East and Commissioners Waters to the South of the site. Once this volume of water travels a
short way down stream from the site it enters into the "Blue Hole" recreational area and the greater
Oxley Rivers National Park, it very quickly becom es inaccessible to people. Should an
environmental degradation event occur, this inaccessibility eans that there are n o measures that can
be taken to either contain the problem or treat the consequences. 0%6



a unique property as its oundary is identified by the cliff edge created
by Gara Gorge and the Oxley Rivers National Park. A 250+ acre area west of the Gorge, but still
part of permanently fenced in and managed as a refuge. The area is recognised to
be home to several threatened and endangered species of flora and fauna and a large amount of
environmental studies have been conducted into the importance of the maintaining it as a recognised
refuge.

It is my understanding that in 2008, the area only some 5 km to the South East of the site was
declared a "Critical Habitat" by the Department of Environment and Climate Change under the
NS W Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (TSC Act) and the Commonwealth Environment
Protection andBiodiversity Conservations Act 1999 (EPBC Act). This was established under the
approved "Recovery Plan" for the brushed−tailed rock wallaby (Petrogale penicillate) signed off by
Lisa Corbyn, Director General and Verity Firth MP, Minister for Climate Change and the
Environment.

"The EPBC Act provides for the identification and declaration of critical habitat. It is an offence
under the EPBC Act for aperson to knowingly take an action that will significantly damage
critical habitat, unless the A ct specifically exempts the action. This offence only applies to
Commonwealth areas. However, an action which is likely to have a significant impact on a listed
species or community is still subject to referral and approval under the EPBC Act "

With this in mind, on the 1" of October, 2007, the Commonwealth Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) committee ruled that the proposal for the development of the
landfill, that was prepared by Maunsell Australia and submitted as part of the Armidale Dumaresq
Council proposal, was of sufficient concern. EPBC went further stating that "The project is likely to
have significant impact on the World Heritage properties (section 12 and 1 5 A) and N ational

−Heritage places (section 15B and 15C). ''

Image 1, Red illustrates the location of the largest known colony of brushed−tailed rock wallabies,
Green illustrates the proximity of the start of the "Blue Hole" and Oxley Rivers National Park which
is a popular recreational and swimming area. Blue represents the home paddocks at "
which continues predominantly south and east of this image.

Image 2 illustrates the volume of surface water that the proposed landfill site is subjected to in times
of significant rain events. (This image is not one that I have take however, it can be confirmed that
this was taken of the proposed landfill site.

It is difficult for me to leave out emotions from this letter of objection to the proposed landfill site as
I find even the consideration of this site illogical. Unfortunately there are not many things that I feel
passionate about however, the protection of this pristine wilderness in once of them.

The stated protection measures are, in my opinion, inadequate and dated with several proposed
practices proven to fail. For Armidale Dumaresq Council to consider that a 50 year waste
management project is a responsible long term means is a careless approach.

I thank you for your time as I am aware that this is one of a number of submissions that your
department have to consider.
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Yours faithfully,

I took this photo of my sister which illustrates both the beauty of the area and also the remoteness. If
the reviewal process means that you have to visit the area, I would be happy to show you some of
the spectacular, untouched wilderness areas just downstream. Look out for the BBC series now
showing on the ABC called Life they travelled out from the UK to film the brush−tailed rock
wallabies and concentrated on the colony highlighted in image 1. just some 5km downstream from
the proposed site.

http ://www.bbc.co.uk/expeditions/australia
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Response

Potential impacts on biodiversity were summarised in Section 8.8 and 8.12 of the
EA. −the full assessment is provided in the Flora and Fauna Assessment
(Appendix E of the EA). Potential impacts on water quality in the OWRNP were
assessed in the Hydrogeolegical (Leachate) Assessment (Appendix I of the EA)
and the heritage values of the GRAWHA (including the OWRNP) have been
considered in Section 8.12 of the E.A.

The impact on the GRAWHA has been assessed under the EPBC Act anda
referral lodged with DSEWPC (formerly DEWHA). DSEWPC determined that the
proposal constitutes a controlled action under the EPBC Act. The nature of the
assessment process is such that proposals are assessed assuming no mitigation
is in place. However, mitigation measures proposed in the EA, including stringent
environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff, isachate containment
and emergency storage, would be implemented and would reduce the likelihood
of impacts to surface and groundwater. In the unexpected event that leachate
enters the groundwater, diluted concentrations reaching downstream would not
pollute the existing environment or have impacts on aquatic ecology of the
OWRNP or have a significant impact on the World Heritage Area.

Impacts on the water quality or recreation values of the Blue Hole are unlikely.
Water quality monitoring would be undertaken downstream of the proposed landfill
(upstream of the Blue Hole).

S069_2 | W3

S069_3 | W1

$069_4 | W5

Flooding and stormwater containment at the site are addressed in Section 8.3 of
the EA. The proposed landfill is located within the upper reaches of the catchment
and the diversion drains that collect both the "clean" and "dirty" stormwater runoff
will be designed to convey the peak flows from the 1 in 100 year Average
Recurrence Interval (ARI) storm event from the catchment, in accordance with
Australian Rainfall and Runoff guidelines. The proposed Dry Basin incorporates
adequate freeboard storage to contain the 24 hour duration, 1 in 100 year ARI
surface runoff volume (which equates to 153 mm rainfall or approximately 19 ML
of storage) from the entire disturbed catchment area of the site, without further
containment or storage actions needing to be implemented. This design event has
been chosen to minimise the risk of contamination of downstream waters.
The Water and Leachate Management Plan details all aspects of the design and
operation of the proposed water management system for the site including the
Leachate Pond, Sedimentation Basin and Dry Basin. The water management
system would contain all dirty and leachate water on the site. The Surface and
Groundwater Monitoring Program and Management Plan (appended to the LEMP)
details procedures for the management of surface water and groundwater
including water quality monitoring and reporting.
The modelling undertaken for the water balance for the site used Bureau of
Meteorology rainfall data from the Armidale (Radio Station 2AD) weather station,
which is located approximately 12km to the west of the site (refer to the Water and
Leachate Management Plan appended to the LEMP). This weather station is
considered representative of the annual rainfall experienced at the project site.

An emergency response plan would be prepared for the site. As part of the
approvals process, the relevant agencies will prescribe approval conditions for
which the proposed landfill facility will be required to meet. These conditions are
incorporated into the detailed design plans and are presented to the relevant
agencies such as DECCW prior to construction. The emergency response plan
wouki be contained within the final LEMP.

In the unlikely event that the landfill is found to be the cause of downstream water
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RE: Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06 0220

To Whom It May Concern,

I refer to the proposed site for a new landfill in Armidale, NSW. Armidale Dumaresq
Council plan to create a new landfill site, near the Gara River on the Waterfall way. I
object to this proposed site as it is not an appropriate location for the following

reasons.

Firstly, there would bea detrimental environmental threat to the surrounding area
and to the Rainforest and World Heritage Areas located nearby. Secondly, there
would not only be a detrimentaf effect to the nearby environment but also the tourism
of Armidale. This site is located on a major road into the town of Armidale. This road~
links Armidale to Coffs Harbour. Many tourists drive past this proposed landfill site
and the landfill, if it was to go ahead, would be seen from the road. Tourists would
leave with this image in their mind rather than the beautiful countryside, national
parks and landscape that surround the area. Finally there would be an effect on the M

community of people who live nearby. Some of the houses in the vicinity will b e ab le to

see the dump from their house. Not only this, but w it h th e in creases o f fl ies, od ours
and vermin created by the dump their living conditions will be seriously affected, With
possible spread of disease from the dump the possibility for future framing wilt also E

be affected.

I strongly urge you to consider this objection as the proposed site is not appropriate
for the above stated reasons. Besides these reasons stated above, the Gara River also
joins other rivers so not only this river and local area will be affected, but other areas
and rivers too.

Yours Sincerely

file−/iv:u'ub Suosio−08−10\ruone Subnussion 070 kr~ objection to dropos~u Armida„. or
10/2016
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Online Submission from~(object) Page 1 of 1

I object to the proposal to build a landfill on the proposed site for the following reasons:

L The close proximity of the site to the Gara River and the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park. The pollution mitigation

intentions are not sufficient to safeguard the critical waterway, the surrounding environinent and the National Park.
This area can be subject to severe summer storms with considerable runoff and Ido not believe it is possible to |S071_1 |
protect the river from either run+off or ground water pollution, either now, Or for the century ahead, L~J

2. In addition to concerns about the National Park, the proposed site is very close to a large area of regrowth
forest, immediately to the east of the Gara River and stretching from there to the Metz Gorge. Although private
land, spreading over a number of properties, this bushiand is a wildlife habitat and a number of threatened species
have been sighted in the area, including a spotted quoli~numerous koalas, and ring−taii possums. An extensive
landfill so close will threaten these animals through an increase in predators (rats, cats, dogs etc)and tonic
pollutants in water systems.

3. The proximity of the landfill to the heavily−treed regrowth bush mentioned in the previous point is likely to
constitute an increased bushfire risk. Combustion can and does occur in landfill sites, and the prevailing winds from
the west and north west, would too easily carry embers or bumihg substances the short distaríce to the forest,
endangering the forest, its wildlife, and the properties nearby,

É

4. Given the close involvement in the identification of the site of the two owners of the land proposed to be
acquired for the landfill, it is impossible to trust that the identification of the site as the most suitable is not tainted
by personal interest. There must surely be more suitable sites that are not located so close to a National Park. i07 _4

i

5. The site Is also unsuitable in that the heavy traffic of trucks from all the surrounding shires dumping landfill

many, many times a day will be dangerous on a major tourist route, which has few overtaking opportunities
between Armidale and the site.

Name~

Address:

NSW 2350

IP Address

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

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

Felicity Greenway

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

Powered_ by Internetrix Affinity
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Response

Stringent environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff, leachate
Containment and emergency storage wouki be implemented and would reduce the
likelihood of impacts to surface and groundwater.

The landfill and pond design are based on recommended DECCW Landfil
Guidelines Benchmark Techniques. The combination of composite landfill liner
with a leachate collection system ensures maximum prevention of laachate
leakage from the landfill into the surrounding environment.
Any toxicity of leachate would be detected in monitoring wells (refer Surface and
Groundwater Monitoring Program and Management Plan appended to the LEMP,
Appendix B of the EA) and appropriately remediated in order to prevent impacts
to the Gara River.

Council would be required to monitor the site until isachate generation ceases and
comply with other post−cIDsure conditions as specified by the EPL and/or approval
conditions. Council is committed to monitoring and rehabilitating the site and the
proposed offset ares post−closure for a time yet to be specified in any approvals.

Flooding and stormwater containment at the site are addressed in Section 8.3 of
the EA. The proposed landfill is located within the upper reaches of the catchment
and the diversion drains that collect both the "clean" and "dirty" stormwater runoff
will be designed to convey the peak flows from the 1 in 100 year Average
Recurrence Interval (ARI) storm event from the catchment, in accordance with
Australian Rainfall and Runoff guidelines. The proposed Dry Basin incorporates
adequate freeboard storage to contain the 24 hour duration, 1 in 100 year ARI
surface runoff volume (which equates to 153 mm rainfall or approximately 19 ML
of storage) from the entire disturbed catchment area of the site, without further
containment or storage actions needing to be implemented. This design event has
been chosen to minimise the risk of contamination of downstream waters.
The Water and Leachate Management Plan details all aspects of the design and
operation of the proposed water management system for the site including the
Leachate Pond, Sedimentation Basin and Dry Basin. The water management
system would contain all dirty and leachate water on the site. The Surface and
Groundwater Monitoring Program and Management Plan (appended to the LEMP)
details procedures for the management of surface water and groundwater
including water quality monitoring and reporting.

An assessment of biodiversity including potential impacts of the proposed landfill
facility on threatened species such as the Box−gum woodland and threatened
birds was presented in Appendix E of the EA and summarised in Section 8.8 of
the EA. The impacts will be minanised through implementation of the mitigation
measures outlined in Section 8.8.16 of the EA and Section 4 of the Flora and
Fauna Assessment. Mitigation measures proposed include minimising the extent
of clearing; staged approach to clearing; progressive rehabilitation and
revegetation of spent landfill areas; and provision of approximately 61 hectares of
compensatory habitat (biodiversity offset).

Impacts to threatened species will also be managed through implementation ofa
suite of management plans including a Vegetation Management Plan, Biodiversity
Offset Management Plan (Appendix H of the EA), Vegetation Clearing Protocol
and Native Fauna Management Plan. Further details of the contents of these
plans are provided in Section 4 of the Flora and Fauna Assessment (AppendixE
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

file://W:\20017605.00 ARMLANDFIL\Eng−Plan\Environment\Sut>rmssions Reoort\S... l ui1/2010
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practice guidelines and Recovery Plans for threatened species.

A Pest Management Plan will be developed to minimise the potential impacts of
pest animals such as rabb~ts, rodents, cats, crows and flies. This plan will include
measures such as provision of fencing, poisoning of pest animals, redistribution of
log piles, covering of waste and ongoing monitoring.

A Fire Management Plan would be prepared and implemented for the landfill site
(including the surrounding bushland) which would provide for monitoring of fuel
loads, fuel reduction techniques and other management controls. Suitable fire
fighting equipment would be kept on site.

Over 50 alternative sites were considered for the proposed landfill facility as part
of the site selection process, including sites within several of the surrounding
LGA's. Site evaluation included consideration of environmentai impacts, proximity
to sensitive receivers and their likeiy magnitude at each site. The final siting study
was appended to the EA (refer Appendix C of the EA) and concluded that the
current site was the most suitable with respect to the identified criteria.

Based on the RTA traffic count data, Waterfall Way has an estimated average
annual peak hour flow (two way) of approximately 97 vehicles per hour which
indicates that it is currently operating at a LoS A (based on the RTA's Guide to
Traffic Generating Developments). LoS A indicates that the operation of the road
is good, with minor vehicle delays and considerable spare capacity capable of
accommodating future growth in traffic.

Traffic modelling has been undertaken as part of the EA and has determined that
;Waterfall Way would continue operating at LoS A, assuming an increase in traffic

movements from the proposed landfill facility of 6 movements per day (one way),
of which only 4 would be heavy vehicles transporting waste from the existing
Armidals Waste Management Centre. Given that the volume of waste to be
directed to landfill is expected to decrease over time due to increasing recycling
rates (refer to Section 2.4), traffic movements to the proposed landfill facility will
remain stable or may decrease over t'rne and as a result potential impacts on
traffic generation are considered acceptable.

RE: Proposed Armidale bumaresq Reg ional Landfill, 06 0220

Dear Sir/Madam,

The proposed site for the new Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill is outrageousl N

This planned site is not suitable because of the inevitable environmental damage that
will result as it is close to a major waterway (Gara River) which leads to Oxley Wild
Rivers National Park.
Not only this but also detrimental effect to the surrounding environment and
residents, who will have an unsightly view and a foul odour from the nearby homes.
The Waterfall way is a major gateway into Armidaleand is an important tourism route
and is commented on as one of the most scenic drives in Australia, this would be rui~
by a dump visible from the highway.
There has been minimal community consultation and the landfill site is to be situate~

on a councillor's land, and a real estate agent asked to find a suitable site which
conveniently is his land and is certainly financially beneficial to the associated. M

I strongly object to the proposed landfill site, it would be a catastrophe if this
proposal proceeds!

Yours sincerely

file://W:\20017605.00 ARMLANDFIL\Eng−Plan\Environment\Submissions Report\S... 11/11/2010
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FinalReport (Maunsell, 2004) was appended to the EA (refer Appendix C of the
EA) and concluded that the current site was the most suitable with respect to the
identified criteria. Land on which the proposed landfill will be sited is currently
owned by a former Councillor and one of the real estate agents commissioned by
Council during the site selection process.



Felicity.Greenway@.planning.nsw.gov.au
Major Development Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

Armidale, NSW 2350

Submission objecting to the Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Landfill (06−0220)

As a land−owner, resident and ratepayer of the Arrnidale Dumaresq LGA I wish to lodge an objection to the
construction of anew landfill at the proposed Waterfall Way site. This proposal will fail to achieve an
economic and sustainable solution to the Armidale region's waste disposal needs.

My evaluation is based on the following grounds:

1. Waterway site

Twelve years ago, (1996−98) when ACC/ADC began its site selection process to cover future landfill needs, it
was anticipated that a Greenfield site would provide a low cost and long term solution for future capacity for
Armidale City/Dumaresq Shire and other potential regional requirements, with a good environmental
outcome.

The proposed new landfill site (12 km east of Armidale offthe Waterfall Way) wi l be high in cost to both
establish a d run and despite the incorporation of extensive and expensive safeguards, would still expose
both the Gara River and the adjacent World Heritage Area at Ox ley Wild Rivers National Park~ to g
unacceptable risk of contamination. l−−

The landfll component of waste charges levied by ADC on urban/rural dwellings will (9650 assessments)
have to rise by 480% (nearly 5 times) to cover the current estimated cost ofjust Stage 1 (10 years) of a new
Waterfall Way landfill (based on figures provided by ADC) ;−35

2. ADC Landfill Requirements

The combination of council/community education and the encouragement of recycling have halved landfill
input over the last 10 years (15,000 Tonnes/YRin 2008/09). Further waste separation at source and sorting
reward/penalty programs targeting both residential and commercial waste has the potential to reduce landfill
needs to around 10,000 tonnes/yr. If ADC was then to incorporate alternate waste technologies including
composting techniques this would produce a non−putrid output that would be easier to contain (reduced
volume, no !eachate) 2

3. Longswamp Landfill Site (see attached photo/diagram)

The current landfill cell (1) being utilized will be filled to capacity in approx imately two years (with putrid
material). The opportunity ex ists for ADC t o apply to the Environmental Protection Authority to extend the
capacity ofthis existing landfill site (29 ha) by construc tin g another cell alongside (2) wit in the ex isting
landfill boundary. An applica ion as a non−putrid cell (composted material) combined with surface water
diversion or containment: would be viewed favourabl y by the EPA. This additional cell would extend the life
of the current site by 10 to 1 5 years (inclusive ofGuyra/Uralla LGA)

The opportun ity also exists for council to purchase an adjoining block (3) (Lot 91 9 DP 755808) currently
listed for sal e. This 10 ha block) (zoned 'commercial') would provide council with the space required to both
practice AWT and store separated/rec ycled material prior to re−use/re−sale by ratepayers and/or commercial
clients.

Council also has the opportunity to assess the potential and capacity ofa large grave l quarry (4) situated less
than 1 km east of the current Longswamp Landfill site. The remediation of this quarry site appears to be an
ADC responsibility, hen ce it could be fl led with composted, non−putrid, stable landfil l and re−surfaced with
excess cle an fil l/topsoil/green waste, then replanted with na ive vegetation in a manner that would advantage
both neighbours and ratepayeni. |−−−−

4. Regional LandfiWWaste

Economic modeling currently indicates that a viable methane harvesting landfill (that would not be severely
penalized by a carbon tax) would need the waste from a minimum 100,000 population, preferably 200,000,
hence the entire New England region will need to combine to use a well located landfill utilizing rail or
backloading road transport.

The proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill at Waterfall Way would burden its residents and
ratepayers with an unnecessary economic drain and also an avoidable environmental liability. The
proposal should be rejected.

06/08/2010
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Community concerns have been noted regarding potential for pollution of the Gara
River through laachate migration from the landfill and these issues are addressed
in Sections 8.3 and 8.4 of the EA Section 8.12 of the EA addresses National
Environmental Heritage (Oxley Wild Rivers National PariC) which supports the
GRAWHA. Stringent environmental controls to manage dirty stormwater runoff,
leachate containment and emergency storage would be implemented and would
reduce the likelihood of impacts to surface and groundwater. In the unexpected
event that leachate enters the groundwater, diluted concentrations reaching the
downstream Gara River would not pollute the existing environment at the OWRNP
or have a significant impact on the World Heritage Area.

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

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

as landfill cells are developed and closed.

The need and strategic justification for the proposal is presented in Section 2 of
the EA. Council estimates that based on current trends recycling rates will
increase over the next few decades, however landfill space is required to provide
for the intermittent need for disposal of material for which stabilisation or
composting is not a practical option,

In order to supplement the diversion of waste to landtill, Council have considered
the implementation of various AWT technologies. Council has demonstrated its
commitment via its active pursuit of AWT processes oVer a number of years.
Council is currently trialling and evaluating AWT at the Long Swamp Road Waste
Transfer Facility before full scale adoption and implementation. Further facilities
and processes to recover materiais for re−use will be added in future as markets
and recovery costs dictate.

The option to continue long−term landfill operations at the current site was rejected

many years ago, hence the search for a new site commencing in the early 1990s.

Dear Felicity,

l understand that the web−based submission system has failed and we therefore need to re−send our
submissions by e−mail. This is most disappointing, as it means the number of objections and their views from
our community mobilisation efforts will be reduced. I wish to register my protest at this failure of DoP's
community consultation mechanisms, and seek your response as to how this failUrewill be rectified, as i find
it hard to believe our comments have just "vanished". |e

Herewith my comments and attached please find my certificate relating to political contributions.

l strongly OBJECT to the proponent's proposed regional landfill.

My concerns are:

1. Environmental: it is well−known that landfills inevitably produce greenhouse gas emissions and
−leachate. In this case, the environmental impact is especially problematic, as the proposed site N

adjoins a World Heritage−listed National Park.
2. Procedural: The site was chosen in a non−transparent mann er which favoured vested int erests (a

sitting Council!or and a real estate agent who was involved in site selection). Data were manipulated
to achieve the outcome favoured by Council. 2

3. Alternatives not fully explored: Coun cil has not fully explored either alternative sites or
technologies.

É

This week's Economist magazine states: "for years [we have] chucked rubbish into...holes in the ground,
rather than recycling or burning it. But waste in landfill emits greenhouse gases as it rots, and can poison
groundwater. Now...European Union rules are putting paid to new landfill." Why wouldAustralia approve an
obsolete technology, when other advanced economies, such as those in EUrope, recognise that there are
better alternatives? We must encourage a reduction in rubbish at production source; recycling of waste and
small−scale, locally−based alternative treatment technologies for the remairider. Approving a landfill does not
shift social priorities, it simply encourages "business as usual"− Esai

l urge the NSW Department of Planning to demonstrate real environmental leadership and reject the EA.

I would be grateful if you would please confirm receipt of this e−mail.

Yours truly,

i
file://u: wub Siioslo−08−10%euouc Subaussion 074 Ea uo_0220_ proposed krauuale r..: o/10/2010
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selection process.

Council has considered the implementation of various AWT technologies and has
demonstrated its commitment via its active pursuit of AWT processes overa
number of years. Council is currently trialling and evaluating AWT at the Long
Swamp Road Waste Transfer Facility before full scale adoption and
implementation. Further facilities and processes to recover materials for re−use
will be added in future as markets and recovery costs dictate.

The landfill and pond design are based on recommended DECCW Landfil
Guidelines Benchmark Techniques. The combination of composite landfill liner
with a leachate collection system ensures maximum prevention of leachate
leakage from the landfill into the surrounding environment. The LEMP will dictate
efficient operation and management of the landfill to ensure landfill structures are
used appropriately and the risk of leachate ioakage from the landfil$ site is
minimised.

The proposed new landfill is part of a strategy for managing waste produced h the
Armidale region in the long term. The proposed landfill forms a key component of
Council's Waste Strategy (2010), which has the objective of providing waste
collection and disposal services to maximise reuse of materials and to minirnise
waste to landfill in order to:

• Protect public health;

• Conserve scarce natural rosources;

• Take better care of the environment.



Page 1 of 2 Page 2 of 2

Dear Felicity,

This is my second submission, thefirst being sent via your website and it; not being registered as received in
DOP. This is extremely frustrating for those of us who have worked for years to raise public awareness about
the unsatisfactory location of the Armidaie Dumaresq Council iandfill (ADC). We had built the public ~
campaign to register commu nity disapproval of the landfill to a peak corresponding with DOP's submission
deadline and now we find the official website for public consultation is flawed. Since many of the submitters
are unknown toGVEPA and/or me personally I have no way to contact them to have them re−submit their
views via email. So some of the community views about the p roposed landfill and the degree of public

concem is lost.

I strongly object to the proposed Class 1 landfill for the following key reasons:

It: is inevitable that toxic chemicals in the leachate from the landfill will eventually find its way inta,
the Gara River and from there to the World heritage and National heritage Ox!ey Wild Rivers isors_2

National Park, an environment icon. Clay+ line rs (double or single layered) are now discredited as a
'fail−safe' means of contain ing leachate. In USA the EPA issued an opinion to this effect in 1991 and
the UK are about to place a moratorium on future landfills given the many serious negative
outcomes from them over time. I question why the Council has not been diligent examining AWT
options which would be much more environmentally benign, and with recent new technologies, Q
financially and economically cheaper to operate over the 50 years of intended use. Why start with a
dinosaur technology When so many better options are available? What hap pened to the mandatory

use of the 'precautionary prinCiple' When assesSing landfill risks and contingency plans?

As a social scientist and an economist I am seriously offended by the amateurish attempt by ADCto
provide DOP and the public with social and economic justifications for the landfill. The proposal islso75_41

not cost ed, there is no intelligent risk analysis and suitably detailed environmental safeguards to lsors_5j
ameliorate these, and the re was no professional effort to assess the social amenity (particularly
recreation and tourism) and community concerns. There was no meaningful €onsultation of the È

public by ADC at any step in the process identifying the site, designing the landfill and the plans for
operation and maintenance. The community had to resort to frustratingly complex 'freedom of É
information' enquiries that took over a year to pry information from the Council on key issues.
Council continues its disinformation campaign by insisting that the landfill will be used only for M
benign solid waste, yet its application is for a Class l 'putrescible' component.

l believe it is premature to be deciding ADC's management and financial capabilities constructing
and operating the landfill until the matter of the amalgamation of Uralla, Guyra and Armidale into a
'regional' government is resoived in the next few months. The NSW government has approved the
main recommendations of the recent Kibble Report that proposes amalgamation and it is now
following up with the Boundaries Commission on the details. Amalgamation will result in a very
different set of demands for landfill design (particularly with improved economies of scale for AWT~
options), it will increase considerably the options for landfil! location on the western watershed Ë

away from the complex of rivers flowing east into World Heritage an d National Heritage national
parks, and it will afford time for the appointed Administrator to address the lamentable poor
governance and financial condition of ADC.

Many thanks for hearing me out. i have tried not to repeat most of the points with which I firmly agree that
have been covered in other submissions. In view of the problems encountered with the DOP website I
should be grateful for an acknowledgement of receipt of my submission that includes as an attachment the
disclosure form.

Yours sincerely,

!
x 0/201 (,file://u: wuo Subslo−O8−10\Pubne :submission 075 FE_

r w'_ EA uo_0220_ proposed
...
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To whom this may concern,
I am writing to you to strongly oppose the proposed site

for the new rubbish tip for the Armidale/Dumaresq shire.
We live on a beautiful piece of land approx 108acres 6.5kms from Armidale.
Our address is 650 Waterfall Way the scenic path that joins the inland to the sea.
Armidale Dumaresq Council recommend tourist's to make this journey to enjoy the
natural beauty and magnificent gorges as an attraction.
We even have an attraction to go by chopper to witness the gorges from the air. I can
imagine how beautiful this will look with a rubbish tip in full view for no extra cost.
No one willingly keeps their rubbish in the front yard for all to view.
We can not make a mockery of nature's gift and be as greedy to use this magnificent
area for a giant mega rubbish tip of the entire shire.
Currently we drive past an electricity sub station and the shires treatment works; we
may be soon sandwich between these two and a mega rubbish tip.
The human race is realising the destruction our land has experienced through poor
decision making. We are a witness to these man made disasters everyday and in many
cases embarrassed. Very embarrassed.
It is very easy to go rushing in with earth moving equipment with all the right
intentions but when natural and historic sites are put under pressure the destruction
cannot be repaired.
The land needed for the site is, land that will not put what we are most proud of as a
community under threat.
The land needs to be in area that has been abandon like a disused gravel pit or land
that is not suitable for profitable farming and certainly not on a scenic drive with
wildlife and waterways with mag ificent waterfalls.
To use l and that has been once viable but is no longer would show great insight on the
council's part. It shows our forward thinking for a sustainable fut ure.
I do not feel as though I need to insult anyone's intellect as to the threat the rubbish
we generate everyday as a human race puts on waterways and the wide life that relies
on it.
Our property has Commissioners Waters running through it and for a waterway that is
supposed free from human waste and rubbish at times it is mystery why the water
seems so polluted. Imagine the pressure of a giant infrastructure built for rubbish
could create.
Council's assurance is heavy trucks and vehicles will be kepttua!ow minimum, But
this is not possible for a community that is growing and wi!l continue too.
How many heavy vehicles can we expect to come past our front door in 5 years, 10

years even 20 years? These are all considerations that are not being seriously
considered. It is my front door they will be coming past. Day in day out for ever, with
the 'occasional' spill of rubbish on the way.
Add a Mega tip to this area and we will all be a witness to the disaster. An irreversible
disaster.

Please help the residents of the Armidale Dumaresq to be spared from the decision of
placing the new rubbish tip in Gara Road Armidale.
Please help the Armidale Dumaresq realise the benefits to be most proud of when they
think of a sustainable future.

Yours Sincerel~
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To whom it may concern,

~dale N.S.W am opposed to project
application no. 06_0220 the proposed tip site in the Gara River catchrnent area. The area is 2
unsuitable on the grounds that such waste will contaminate areas in need of our protection. The site
beauti~lis ~so positionedregion:~in anundesirable area at the entrance to our city, causing an eyesore for our

file://D:\Pub Subs16−08−10\Public Submission 077 submission tip 06_0220.htm 8/10/2010
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From
Sent: Tuesday, 10 August 2010 7:58 AM
To: 'felicitity.greenway@planning.nsw.gov.au'
Subject: FW: Proposed Arrnidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220

From:
Sent: Friday, 30 July 2010 9:20 AM
To::~way@planning.nsw.gov.au'

Subject: Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfill, 06_0220

To whom it may concern,

Regional Landfi I 06_0220
ereby object to the proposal of the Armidale Dumaresq

Reasons;

1. We live here

2.twas rejected preyiously at a location 2kIrn upstream because of seepage into the river system, same dver
same land type; ¡se„_, |

3.Tourism, What a welcome to Armidale, A Landfill on the banks of the pristine Gara River and right besidelsoza 2|
Waterfallway. Main route from Coffs coast. −−−−−−

4.Habitatdegradation. What about the wildlife, they live here too. M

5,Health. I live on Gara Rd with Gara Gorge in eyesight, and a valley direct from the proposed landfill. Smell,
infections, greenhouse gases and litter. p

6.Cost, How much do I have to pay for something I don't want? 2

7. Planning/Council Who organized this, where did the land come from, why did they pay so much for the land
etc, etc? g

Regards,

filei://t): wub Suosio−08−10kruone Submission 078 b w_ rroposeu arrnidale uumaresq... on 0/201Ò
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On Page 93 of the Regional Landfill Sitting Study
Final Report March 2004

which is also page 395/520 of "Armidale VOLUME 2 Appendix A to D.pdf"

The proponents says

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

It is obvious we have the situation where Council are trying to make an unsuitable site [
'suitable' with no regard to the 'cost considerations'.
Mitigation measures required are at the extreme end of the scale due to the high environmental
cost of failure. [

Please reject this proposal.

Armidale Regional Landfill
Environmental Assessment − Submissions Report

AECOM

Submission S080
Issue Number

SO80_1

s080_2

Topic | Response

P2

As part of the site selection process, over 50 sites were evaluated since the mid−
1990s. Sites were identified through several preliminary investigations involving
consultation with Real Estate agents regarding availability for sale of appropriate
sites, consultation with the Department of Mineral Resources regarding the
availability of current and former extractive industry sites and consideration of
sites within appropriate geological areas. The principles outlined in the document
Landfilling − E/S Guidelines (DUAP, September 1996) were then used to develop
appropriate criteria and weightings for the assessment of the potential landfill sites
identified from the preliminary investigations.

The ranking process was determined giving weightings to those considered to be
of greater significance for design purposes but also to account for potential
environmental issues, costs and constraints. Comparative set−up and operating
costs were considered as part of the Regional Landfill Sifing Study Final Report
(Maunsell, 2004) which was appended to the EA (refer Appendix C of the EA).

A full description of the rankings and weightings has been included in Maunsell
,(2004). −lhe study concluded that the current site was the most suitable with

respect to the assessment criteria determined as part of the site selection
process.

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
would be sorted at the existing Waste Management Centre prior to transportation
to the proposed landfill

Mitigation measures are required for al developments likely to have an impact on
the environment. Mitigation and design measures of the proposed landfill have
been prepared in accordance with DECCW Benchmark Techniques and
guidelines. The costs forr 'npiamenting the mitigation measures proposed in the
EA have been incorporated into the cost estimate for the proposed landfill. The
proposed landfill facility would operate within its EPL granted by the DECCW and
the conditions of approval, if granted by the Minister for Planning.
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||llillllNINiilllllllli
STOP ARMIDALE

COUNCIL
DAMAGING THE

WORLD HERITAGE
OXLEY WILD RIVERS
NATIONAL PARKl!!

AZ"d: ncil wfatnhteto build a

Way next to the Gara River.
The dump site is immediately upstream from the World Heritage−listed Oxley Wild Rivers National Park. Council have
submitted an Environmental Assessment (EA) which requires approval from the NSW arid Federal Governments.

Please urge the NSW Department of Planning to reject CoundVsplan by sending an objection letter or making an
on−line submission at: http://maiorproiects.planning.nsw.gov.au/index.pl?action=view job&job id=81

Written submissions must contain:

• Your name and address;

• The project name and application number
(Proposed Armidale Dumaresq Regional Landfi!l,

06_0220);

• A statement declaring your objection to the

proposal; and,

• The reasons you obje ct to the proposal.

Submitting your statement.
E−moll: Felicity.Greenway@planning.nsw.gov.au

Fox: (O2) 9228 6466
Post: Major Development Assessment

Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Make your voice heard NO fATER THAN 6 AUGUST 2010!!! 4„...w.m„a...e4
The Landfill now also requires Federal Government approval as it was deemed (under the EPBC Act) that the
proposal *will, or /s likely to havesignlfIcant import on World Heritage Properties', The landfi|l must not proceed.

The new landfl11:
• Will be an environmentoldlsasteri!!
• Wil1Increase your ratesi!!ond cost atleast$35 million dollarslll

• Has been located based on o/dand questionable data and designed using discredited technologyli!

• W1l1 be on land owned by a Councillor' and a Real Estate Agent" who was involved in siteselection!ll
•for the ~meof coundt'sappucorton)

Key Points
Damage to World Heritage Notional Parks

Council wants to dump household waste including rotten food, dead animals and other animal by−products,
soiled nappies, grease trap waste and other hazardous and toxic waste into the landfill. This kind of waste
undergoes chemical changes inside a landfill and the leachate ("garbage juices") that develop attack the
landfill liners, so that sooner or later, toxins will escape Into the groundwater, then into the river system.

For further information, Please see our website:

www.worldheritagedump.com.au
Gara Vaney Environment Pressivation Association Incorporated (GVEPA)

05/08 2010 08:31 FAX 6788 8007 CASTLEREAGH IMAGING TAMW @002/003

• This means that contamination of the Gara River is likely to occur. The Gara flows into the Gondwana
Ralnforests of Australia World Heritage Area,

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

• The Federal Govemmentfound that 'weeds and rubbish were likely to escape from the landfill and enter the
World Heritage and National Heritage area'.

Habitot Degradotion

• If the landfill is built adjacent to the Gara River, it will require substantial clearing of habitat which In turn will
further harm already threatened wildlife and degrade a critically endangered bush environment.

• Examples include: koalas, rare birds such as the Diamond Firetail and Speckled Warbler, and critically−
endangered Box Gum woodland.

Mea/th Issues

• The dump will emit greenhouse gasses and other toxic chemicals. Landfill gas from breakdown of rubbish is
about 40−60% methane and the rest carbon dioxide.

• Council is considering flaring the landfill gas. However, when combusted, this gas contains highly toxic and
carcinogeniccompounds, such as dioxin and mercury.

• Dumps produce offensive noise, odour, litter, dust, insects and vermin which will be coupled with a modified
and scarred landscape.

Tourism 1mpacts

• The dump will be visible from the Waterfall Way, one of the top three drives In Australia and a major
contributor to tourism in Armidale and the New England region.

• 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, Wollomombt and Ebor Waterfalls plus the National Parks which rnake up
the World Heritage listed "Gondwana Rainforests of Australia".

• 3km downstream from the proposed landfill site is the "Blue Hole", swimming and recreation area.

mp Pocket impact

• CouncU won't say, but GVEPA estimates it will cost at least $0.35 million to buiid the dump.

• Your waste removal rates could increase by more than 100% to pay for this,

Your Council Is Not Plonning Properlylll

in 2008, when Cr Beyersdorf (former Chair of the Council's Waste Committee) learned about the EPBC ru|ing
he told the Armidole 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. |
Council hasn't properly explored alternative technologies or better locations. Council has been advised :hat
the Gara Valley site is NOT necessarily the best site avallabie.
Council is not~ookingto the future. New landfill levies are being introduced across the State, to reduce
waste generation, encourage recycling and reduce landfill sizes. A forward−thinking Council would plan fora
minimum landfill solution to minimise costs to ratepayers.

For further information, Please see our website:

www.world heritagedump.com.au
Gara Valley Environment Preservation Association1ncorporated (GVEPA)

i
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I had heard that Council was looking for a new tip some years ago but had decided

to expand the current one. I was surprised and disgusted that the Waterfall Way

property is still being looked at.

I wish to voice my strong opposition to the site chosen for the planned Armidale

landfill on the following grounds.

1. I am not convinced that the chosen site was selected on merit. Many

articles have appeared in the local newspapers suggesting inappropriate

dealings. I am concerned that if Councillors are claiming not to be

informed about the project then the rest of the Comunity' has little hope.

2. The chosen site is in an environmentally sensitive area. The Armidale gorge

area is only a couple of kilometres away and the Gara River is just too@
close to the proposed site. I have hiked down the Macleay Gorges and I wish

to keep the downstream waterways pristine.

3. Tips should be out of public view and located in areas with little (
environmental impact. It appears that the over riding requirement was for

the tip to be as close as possible to Armidale. Eastern fall country close

to the main road is a poor location.

4. Choosing a site that requires clearing is illogical when the majority of

the tablelands has already been over−cleared. Surely a better option
E

exists.
5. Locating a tip site on a tourist route is ridiculous. J g
6. The EIS makes it clear there are potential problems with the site. Why not

take the threat away from the area to ensure no environmental impact?

7. $0.35 million dollars !.. Luckily I now live in Tamworth 5

Submission S081
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contents of these plans are provided in Section 4 of the Flora and Fauna
Assessment (Appendix E of the EA). These plans will be developed during
detailed design of the landfill and prior to construction. The plans would be
prepared in consultation with relevant government agencies (e.g. DECCW and
DSEWPC) and in accordance with best practice guidelines and Recovery Plans
for threatened species.

The proposed landfill facility would utilise the Waterfall Way as an access route. It
is noted that the Waterfall Way is a National tourist drive and this is acknowledged
in the EA. It is also noted that the Waterfall Way is an existing haulage route for
several existing facilities in the region. It is considered views from Waterfall Way
would be partially masked by existing vegetation and further masked by
vegetation of the offset area once matured.

It is not expected the proposed landfill facility would significantly affect or impede
tourism in the area. Armidale Dumaresq Councii supports the promotion of
tourism in the region through the Tourism Information Centre, provision of funding
for local community infrastructure including public facilities for tourists and
sponsorship of events to promote tourism in the region.

The estimated cost for the construction of the landfill is $0.14 million for the first two
cells (which includes water and leachate collection and management systems,
access road, amenities) and $0.10 milion 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.
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Introduction

Note:
Yellow highlighting is text highlighted by the author
of the submission.

/Orange highlighting is text highlighted as part of the
[response to the submission

My family had 1500 acres on which to build a house yet Council approved our dwelling 600 metres
from, and overlooking the proposed dump site and access road. We were not told of 'handshake
deals' between Council officers and the vendors which included a sitting Councillor and a Real Estate

agent involved in site selection. We were not told of plans to construct the dump within 50m of our
property, or that a road for trucks to haul waste would hug our fence line for 1.8km.

We have serious concerns for our local amenity, future and current land use, bore water quality,
olive and feijoa orchard, livestock and property devaluation.

It is irresponsible for Council, whatever deals may have been previously negotiated, to pursuea
location in such an environmentally sensitive area.

The proponent has spent to date over 1 million dollars attempting to justify the proposed site.

This will require the MAXIMUM environmental safeguards that will then only REDUCE the
environmental risks. A further minimum of 35 million dollars will be required to construct the dump,
due to its sensitive location.

The EPA sum up the necessary requirements in the NSWSolid Waste Landfilling Guidelines when it
states;

'Judicious location of a landfill is the single most effective environmental management
tooi. The aim is to avoid the needfor impact mitigation and ongoing management by
selecting a site where natural barriers protect environmental quality and where there will
not be adverse impact on existing andfuture development.'

The guidelines have clearly not been followed by the proponent.

The proponent has nominated at least 13 separate 'environmental plans' and over 1600 pages of

assessment, modeling and proposed mitigating techniques. It is obvious that any proposed site that
requires 1600 pages to justify is not a 'judicious site' selection.

The potential risks are magnified with the realization that a World Heritage Area, which is part of the

Gondwana Rainforests of Australia is less than 4km downstream Very few areas within Australia

can lay claim to having a World Heritage Area on their doorstep. Armidale is one.

The Gara River which lies immediately below the site enters the Oxley Wild Rivers National Park
3.6km away.

The Gara Reserve is directly opposite the proposed site is described by NPWS as an area of 'key
habitat'. Thousands of trees require clearing, affecting habitat for many endangered flora and fauna

species, and affecting linkages to other areas of environmental significance.

We have now been assured in this EA that there will be no negative impacts on us or the

environment because of the 'stringent safeguards' put in place and the quality of the 'modelling'
used by the proponent. We are not reassured by Council's commitments to satisfy every conceivable

issue that may arise in the future, as most of the plans are yet to be devised and are not included in
the EA.

The unfortunate truth is Armidale Dumaresq Council has an appalling Environmental track record, is
in afinancial crisis and will soon be under the control of an administrator, and amalgamated with
Uralla and Guyra Shires. Its record does little to encourage placing any trust in its pretensions.

The EA is an advocacy piece. AECOM has a conflict of interests. Its desire as a business to continue to
accept ratepayers' money and continue its association with Council could influence the tone of its

report. The list of superlatives to highlight the positive aspects of the proposai are endless, yet
negative aspects are left without conclusion− requiring the reader to investigate further through

rnountains of data.

AECOM's brief from Council was to pursue a landfill option and to 'reweight' and evaluate three
previously 'selected sites'.

There has been little attempt to find more suitable sites, AND NONE IN THE LAST 9 YEARS.

Council has tried over the last 12 years to justify a corrupted landfill site selection decision by
manipulating and modifying selection criteria. Ten years of Council 'sitting on their hands' is not an
'exhaustive' 10 year site search. The selection criterion has been modified to fit the site rather, than

the site fitting the selection criteria.

Council has attempted to quell public opposition to the site by releasing false and misleading

statements pertaining to the integrity of waste containment. Council's 'future plans' have been
portrayed to the Community as a done deed.

The overriding issue that the proponent has failed to address is the environmental impacts resulting
from an astonishingly poor and dodgy site selection.

With local knowledge of the severe flooding that has been known to occur in adjacent catchments,
and the lack of assurances on leachate containment, the proponent concedes that toxic leachate will

at some time in the future enter nearby waterways.

Council didn't consider environmental issues important when 'weighting' selection criteria, choosing
instead to favor a 'cosy' deal on an RTA funded road, with willing vendors who apparently had
serious 'conflicts of interests'.

In the proponents own words the selected site is not an 'ideal site'. I would conclude it is close to the

worst possible site.



Armidale Dumaresq Council's proposal to build a Regional Waste dump on the Waterfall Is opposed
on the following grounds.

1. Corruption of process and procedures in site selection method.
2. Inaccurate, aged and subjective data used in site selection process.
3. Misinformation disseminated to the Community, and an information 'vacuum' created by

Council.
4. Significant environmental impacts, Including contamination of the Gara River and World

Heritage listed Oxley Wild Rivers National Park.
5. Unacceptable and understated local Amenity impacts.
6. Landuse Conflicts.
7. Detrimental tourism impacts.
8. Lack of EA content, including Landfill Design and mitigation measures.
9. General EA anomalies.
10. No financial information and alternative option details.

1. Corruption of process and procedure in site selection.

a) Site Ownership.

The proposed site is owned by Ken Waters at the time a sitting Armidale Dumaresq Councillor1, and
the proprietor of lJ Hooker Real Estate A ency2Derry Crisp. Derry Crisp was requested by Council

to identify sites for sale that would be suitable for iandfilling. He proposed his own and Cr Waters

parce ls of land as a suitable option for €ouncilto purchase. Surely there is a major conflict of interest

in these simple facts.

Derry Crisp represented the vendors ata Councii Workshop offering their land to Council, Derry
Crisp also asked that 'nobody'[ igure 25] be informed of his offer. The secretive process culminated
in a 'handshake deai' at 8 times market value with a previous Council General Manager.

Significant 'conflict of interests' appear to exist in this most inappropriate and alarming coincidence.
It appears beyond the realms of reasonable chance that the 'best site in the region' happens to be
owned by someone involved in the site selection process and a sitting Councillor.

Following the 'handshake deal' Council sought legai advice from solicitor Hugh Piper as to the nature
of the deal.

31 October 2001, Mr Piper advised

"Council has not entered into a legally binding contract with elther of the prospective vendors."
and "that In the event that Council resumes either site in thefuture, then the negotiations may be
acceptedas valuation evidence by a Court or Mediator. It is not possible however, to determine

the significance or weight of these negotiations in compensation proceedings before the Land and
Environmental Court".3

It is concerning that Council had previously agreed to purchase the properties for an undisclosed

sum and the nature of existing agreements are also unknown. The vendors have signed the
Preliminary Environmental Assessment (PEA) in 2007 stating they consent to the proponent making
the application their behalf.

AECOM state in the project plan that land sale negotiations are to be undertaken in 2010, 3 years

after the PEA signatures. The evidence appears to suggest offers have already been made to the
vendors. It would be unimaginable that a landowner would consent to a dump being builton their
land without an indication of the financiai rewards. The precise nature of the deal between councii

and the vendors needs to be investigated by an independent body.

b) Site Identification and initial selection anomalies.

Initial site identification was based on regional geology, and availability of land that was for sale.

'The site selection process was based on:

−Consultation with Real Estate agents regarding availability for sale of appropriate sites.

− Consultation with the Department of Mineral Resources regarding the availability of

current andformer extractive industry sites.

−Consideration of sites within appropriate geological areas."4

The key selection criteria that the s ite should come from properties that were for sale created
possible conflicts of interest,and dramatically reduced the available potential sites in the required
,w~ ..... ........ ...... ..... ............ ....... ....... ....'window of time' to very few. It is unclear if more than two Real Estate Agents were involved in the
site selection process, but it is disturbing that one of the Real Estate Agents involved was offering his

own property to Council.

One has to question the fairness and defensibility of this process.

A host of errors were rnade in initial site selections and assessments. These errors were perpetuated
due to the reliance on the alleged accuracy of the original data.

The initial site assessment for site 7 [Figure 26 ] was of extremely poor standard. The diagram clearly

boundary. This resulted in the conclusion that a suitable property buffer existed and thatsuitable

* Ken Waters was a sitting Councillor at time of application. He has since failed to gain re−eleCtion. 3 Landfill Workshop Discussion Paper page 19
2 Derry Crisp has since sold U Hooker Real Estate Agency 4 EA page 43



on 25/11/2003 the boundary remained

c) Site Selection Committee membership irregularities.

tative Committee to 'reweight' existing data to re−evaluate site suitability of the

tes on

Council also ignored its own'sunset clause' and disbanded the Committee immediately after it had
provi ed Council with a recommendation, long before the stated new 'landfill commences
operation' as stated in the T rmsof Refer nce. This raisesdoubts as to the 'reai' purpose of the

Council's Terms of Reference for the Committee was to're−weight' the evaluation rankings of3
selected sites. There was no attempt to look for genuine site options as pro mised by GM Shane

d) Council Policies, procedures and actions

Failure to follow Recommendations

The basis for selection of sites which received consideration in the project was flawed and in no way
was ever going to deliver the 'best site in the region' as stated by Council.

THIS DID NOT OCCUR

CortnerT Workshop − Strateggfor Obtaining a Sitefor a New Regional LandfiU−
Discus sion Paper − Febnorr 2002

9. THE WAY TORWARD

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

This has limited Council's investigations to properties that owners are wilhng to negotiatea
sale Many owners are not wilLing to sell land to Council for a landfdl site for fear of
criúcism by fanuly and:or neighbours Some have even intimated that they would fear
reprisal from neighbours

However with de option to resume a site, a totally new altemative is available to Conneil.

Firstly, jhe total stea can be revisited and the absolutely best location selected: Then any
responsibility is completely removed from the property owner if Council compulsorily
resumes the site leaving the owner no altemative and for which he can be apportioned no
blame

Also by resuming a selected prope_rty or portion thereof at a Just Terms Price_ a site with
sufficiera buffer zone can be selected to ensure there is little if any impediment to neighboms
or the pubhe, that is completely out of public view and which provides the ability to operatea
supplementary commercial actnaty on the land surrounding the landfill facility Tins could
provide an oppormnity for alternate income to off.set some of the operational expenses of the
landfill

Alarmingly the proponent, contradicting Council's recommendation proceeds to say;

'This does not necessarily mean that it is the best available site in the region, nor does it
mean thatitis an ideal site.

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

it

s Regional Landfill Siting Study − Final Report − Conclusion Page 93



Inaccurate Record Keeping

An example of Council's inability to keep accurate records is highlighted by the fact the proponent is
unable to confirm how many sites were investigated. At different times officers have claimed 40, 50
and over 150 sites were investigated.

There appears to be no record of the majority of sites Council claim they have assessed.

Council contends in the EA that;

'since the early 2990"s council has investigated over 40 potentialland~llsites in an

Later in the document they state;

'A site selection process was undertaken since the mid 1990's which identified a total of

over 50 sites for investigation.'

More recently council are on record saying they looked at 'over 150 sites' in a recent NBN Television
media release. There is no evidence or data presented by the proponent that confirms the 90
missing sites. No doubt Council's intention was to create the public perception that an 'exhaustive
search' had actually been undertaken.

Council's record keeping and documentation of this project is obviously not up to an acceptable
standard.

Inappropriate behavior

During the lastCo uncil election Mayor Ducatse nta letter to candidates [ Figure 37] prior toa 'meet
the candidates' forum at the Armidale City Bowling Club. The letter was sent on a Council letterhead
urging candidates not to comment onthe proposed landfill as they did not have access to all the
information. Such ana ttempt to stifle debate on a contentious issue beca use of Council's reluctance

situation can only be viewed as bizarre. Mayor Ducat was also standing at this election and his
actions appear inappropriate and probably against loca l government protocols.

It is extraordinary that Council who have publically stated their process has been 'honest, open and
transparent' are then able to contend that not all information has been available to the public

s EA Page xxiii
7 Environmental Assessment − Armidale Regional Landfill 4.2.1 1andfill Siting Studies p43

%

Cr Beyersdorf, former chairman of the Waste Management Committee resigned due to 'being kept

in the dark' over the landfill project. Eight months after the EPBC decision was handed down the
Chairman of the Waste Management Committee had still not been informed of the decision. This
lapse in communication reveals either incompetence by Council or its officers, or a deliberate
withholding of information from elected councillors by Council Officers.

In the Armidale Independent newspaper in 2008, Cr Beyersdorf was quoted as follows;

9 am afraid that the fact that thisfive−page assessment was effectively hidden from
Councillors and the Waste Management Committee, as well as from the general public,

including residents potentially directly affected by this scheme, does not give me any
confidence in the process so faG and I call upon Council to halt any further progressing of
this particular proposal until it has been subject to a thorough transparent public review,"
Cr Beyersdorf said.'

This was the second time that Cr Berersdorf believed that Council Officers were deliberately
withholding information from the committee.

An incomplete list of inappropriate actions is listed below;

Armidale Dumaresq Council intends to build a new multi−million dollar landfill on a site (site
7) that is currently part−owned by a sitting Armidale Dumaresq Council Councillor, Mr Ken
Waters (at time of Council application). The site has previousiy been ruled out, failed to
meet initial selection criteria and immediately prior to formation of the ADLCCC was not the
selected site.

(of L J Hooker) identified over half
te agents to identify suitable landfili sites. Mr Derry Crisp

iperty owned by Councillor Waters. He then
ind also acted as agent for the v ndors (himself and

• Ken Waters failed to declare a pecuniary interest in at least one meeting in March 2001

e Mr Crisp and Councillor Waters concluded a 'handsh ke' deal with the then General
Manager of Armidale Dumaresq Council, Mr Peter Straw, to purchase their combined
properties as the new landfill site for 800% more than the land market value. (March 2002);

e Later legal advice from Hugh Piper (ADC's solicitor), advised that

"Council

had noten ered

e Council approved construction of a new dwelling in PlZ (Primary impactZone) on our
property adjoining Site 7. We were not told of any €urrentor previous purchase



negotiations, handshake deals nor given any indication that; the dweliing wou id overlook the e
landfill area.¸

Councillor Waters intended to address a Council Workshop on the new landfill, with the
intention of outlining reasons why his property was best suited as the new landfili site. This
intention was defended by Mayor Brian Chetwynd, while being condemned by other
Councillors (Councillor Beyersdorf) as a matter of pecuniary interest. Councillor Beyersdorf
demanded Cr Waters invitation to address the April 8 2002 workshop be revoked. It is
believed Mr Derry Crisp addressed the workshop.

influence change on selection criteria.." Results in s ite 7 now being the 'most suitable' site
using changed selection criteria.

« A later application for a vacant position on the committee by a neighbouring prop rty owner
~

was rejected with minutes showing Derry Crisp (owner site 7) objected. Council refused to
release information on how the Committee was selected.

« Letter of protest to ADC General Manager Shane Burns regar ding inappropriate selection of
the site owner, D rry Crisp, to a position on the committee resulted in the response that no

e Perceived conflict of interest with Maunsell (AECOM) being employed by Council to project

ein a~
manage and undertake the Environmental Assessmenton the new landfill site, will also
being in partnership with Council to advise them of waste management strategies.

• Maunseli (AECOM) also undertook the project to 're−weight' existing data with changes to
ADLCCC selection criteria, that changed the recommendation from site 9 to site 7.

e) AECOM conflict of interests.

AECOM is not in a position to provide an impartial document in the eyes of the community due to its
employment by the Council to manage the proposed site. AECOM has been engaged by Council to
project manage the proposed landfill site until commissioning, and atthe same time to undertake

the Environmnetal Assessment of the site. There are obvi us financial incentives for AECOM to gain
approval so they may procee d to gain furtherpaymentfor design and commissioningof the dump.

How can the company who is acting in partnership wit h Council to recommend the way forward for

undertake an EA, and paid by Council to project manage the proposed landfill? It would not be in
their interests to recommend pursuing alternative landfill options such as transporting waste to tëhe
nearby Tamworth Reg ional Landfill. Not many companies would willingly severe the ir contract and
lose millions of dollars of income by recommending options so de cisively opposed to their interests

The current May or Peter Ducat has stated that over $1million dollars has already been spent on
consul tants [Figure 27] indicating the vast financial remuneration th at is available for continuation of
services:

2. Inaccurate, aged and subjective data used in site selection process.

a) Failure of site to satisfy initial site selection criteria.

Initial technical requirements for site selection were detailed in the Preliminary Regional Landfill
Siting Study as indicated in the Landfill Siting Study − Aerial Photographic Survey"

A number of selection requirements were to be met for sites to be deemed suitable for use asa
landfill. From the below evidence it is clear the proposed site failed the vast number of required
selection parameters.

Slope

Preliminary Landfill Siting Studies PRLSS [Figure 29] state that

Sites with slopes> 5% discorded.

s EA AppendixJ



(2.1.1 Site Selection Criteria) AECOM note that some of the proposed site 'contains relatively steep
gradients of up to 30 %"

Criterion 7 −Site Features
Topography/Terrain Stoping site from maximum 990 metre elevation to 96O metres:

Some of the site oontains relatively steep gradients of¸ ug te 30%;

Capacity To Accept I Capacity between 50 and 100 years could be made available subject to detailed
Defined Waste~~ I design and analysis−~

aegma Lano si:ng ~iuay

459

Simple graphical analysis [Figure 28] proves slope is well over 5 %. The intermittentfirstorder
watercourse which flows through the middle of the site, filling the two farm dams in the valley is
indicitive of the sloping nature of the site.

The proponent acknowleges slopes of up to 15% on site when highlighting the soil stability
problems.

•Slopesof up to 15% occur on the site.,sa

Again, the site failed to satisfy basic criteria.

Flooding

Preliminary Landfill Siting Studies PRLSS [Figure 29] state that the requirement for the site to be
flood free.

'Adequate road access Elevated, f'/oodfree, alignment.

Elevated Floodfree'

Of serious concern tois an observation of the site by Armidale Dumaresq Council's own consultants:

'Flooding − Site is located mld−cotchment therefore potentia!forfloodlng exists;"

Previous evidence offlooding:'

Regional Landfill Siting Study− Final Report Page 69
i0 EA Page 137
11 Regional Landfill Siting Study site 7 'Sherraloy' Page 67

Flood prone locations are a prohibited location as listed under the Solid Waste Landfill EPA
Guidelines and it is clear that as the pr0 posal is to construct culverts over the 2 waterways on the
entrance road. Hardiy a 'fiood free, alignment'.

The use of an 'equation' to estimate localised flooding and waterfiows is disturbing noting the
importance of th is criterion with regards to site selection.

I
fence (Western)

Figure 1Below proposed site after 54mm of Rain

Local eviden ec suggests that the proposed dams and ponds are not capable of holding the

Figure 2 Adjacent smaller catchment (Quaife 2007)



'Nofloodstudies have been conducted in this area, insteaë calculations using Manning's
equation were used to estimate the 100 year A verage Recurrence Interval (ARI)flow and
the 100 year flood level in these creeks. The results of these calculations indicate that the
proposed landfill site is well outside the extent of the 100 yearfloodplain

The designfor the landfill andstormwater ponds (dry basin) incorporates adequate
freeboard to contain 100 year ARlflows on site.'"

The nearby Timbarra mine disaster highlights the inadequacies in management controls to respond
to our rapidly changing and erratic climate. The tailings dams at Timbarra were designed for a 1in
400 year rain event, yet within two months of opening had failed to contain a rainfall event,
contaminating the environment. The mine was then closed.

The Timbarra mine is only 2 hours drive from the proposed landfill site.

The landfill has bee n designed with a proposeds ite life of 50 years and incorporated freeboard to
contain a '100 year ARI' event. By definition the landfill has been designed with less than a one in
two chance of 'over−topping' and contaminating the environment.

It is clear that the proposed management of floodwaters have been insufficiently addressed.

Compatibility with adjoining development

Prelirninary Landfill Siting Studies PRLSS [Figure 29] state an adequate buffer distance of greater
than 1km is required.

'Adequate buffer distance> 1 km approx.'

It is clear from [Figure 30] that buffer distances are well under 600m to the site, 900m to the tipping
face and the site should have been rejected on these grounds. This of course assumes a deal with
the vendor as his house is even closer.

The inconsistencies in the selection process are again highlighted below. The proponent states that
it considered 2krn 'adjacent' when considering other sites for selection and was ruling sites out on
this basis.

'Visually exposed and adjacent (− 2km) closely developed area. West orientation not
desirable. Proximity and access to Armidale good. Not recommended'."

12 EA 8.3 Surface Water P 144
13 Landfill Siting Study− Aerial Photographic Survey P4

There are significant implications on our local amenity due to the inadequate buffer zone that will be
addressed in section 5.

b) Dubious 'reweighting' of site selection criteria.

Reweighting A nalysis

An analysis of the flaws and subjective judgements with the 're−weighting' and ranking system
employed by AECOM is demonstrated below.

When Maunsell's draft report 'Regional landfill Siting Study was released there was a significant

e_rror that was pointed out to Maunsell (AECOM), notably thatSite 4w as wrongly accessed as NoT
being in a target geological area when in fact it was, It then had a criterion rating of 3.

After the error had been corrected the criterion rating in the final report was changed to 4.

As part of the selection process AECOM deemed that being in a 'targetge~ logical area', (and site
being for sale) was a primary criteria for site selection.

It seems inexplicable thata major change in primary criteria such as this was only worth an increase
in score from 3 to4 i

A simple example of the fatally flawed process is illustrated below.

As is illustrated A ECOM have documented almost identical assessme nts for Criterion 9−
'Operational Costs' for the two sites used in this example, sites 4 and 7.

The score diff rence of 3 between these two sites cannot possibly be justified on the basis of
AE COM's data. Multiply by a weightingfact°r and significant errors are apparent.

Site Assessmentfor Site 4 'Annerleey' P346 voi2

Criterion 9~− Operational tosts
__Compaction Presence of suitable ec~.,er materels Dn site: sutgect 4D furt~her inYestigatKm:

Compaction costs will be lower than those sitesahere intermeeste daily cover is

not readily avaiiable:

Transfer Operatens Haulage costs arragst the bwest of the sites evaluated due to lower distoces to

areas servicealtakire into accost average haulage leve−ls,~ and good gilty road

~e~~access:

Operation and Cover and cce−struction materials appear to beagailatee in the sh«t to medun
Maintenance term, but detaded investigation is require=d:

Topsoils noted~ neeci to be cafected and stored for futurs use in rehabilitation:

Criterion Ranking 5Crinerion Ranking



Site Assessment for Site 7 'Sherraloy' P372 Vol2

Criterion 9~− Operational Costs
__

Compaction Presence of suitable cover mate~rals on site; sutvect to further investigatm;
Compaction costs will be_ lower than those srtes where intemmate daily cover is

not readily available;

Transfer Operataons Haulage costs amongst the lowest of the s tes evaluatea due to lower distances tD
areas serviced (takæg into a.cco.~.T~~t average haulage levels) and good quaRty road

OT~=~raaccess;

Operation and AB base materials appear to be in good sulprAy
Maintenance__~ Topsoils woked~need to be cd~ected and stored for f'uture closure and rehabëtation;
Criterion Ranking å

The above is not an isolated example of subjective data judgements being inconsistent with data
provided. It is endemic in the presented site selection ratings. When a multipiication factor is then
applied, already suspect ratings are further exacerbated.

Council's hypocrisy with regards to Criterion 4 'Local Amenity and Environmental Considerations', is
highlighted by thefact that this category wasgive n a weighting of 6out of 10. !t isalsoalarming that
'environmental considerations' were also not considered important enough even to have its own
'crIterlon'

Of a total possible score of 590, environmental €onsiderations,even if they were absolutely perfect,
would only accountfor 60/590 = 10% of the total score. Yet €ouncilannounce on their website.

The weigh ting system employed by the prop onent makes the evaluation of this vitally important
criterion almost insignificant, contrary to Council's sta ed 'focus'.

serious concern as this committee changed the site criteria, weightings and recommendations. The

has been demonstrated that committee members have been able to influence

At least 5 of the 9 sites (1, 4, 7, 8, 9) had previously been the 'selected site' with site 9 being
described by Council €onsultantsas being 10% better than all other sites in 'a!most all

respects'[Figure 31]. After dubious 'reweighting' of existing data, ADC's new consultants Maunsell
(AECOM) revealed that site 7 was better by 10% than all other sites. This 20% turnaround using the

same base data demonstrates the ease in which sites could suddenly be the 'best site in the region'.

c) Selective use of available data

Land Classification

Council has attempted to portray the land quality in the district of being poor quality. They have
attempted to misrepresent the Land Class capability Mapping inferring that there is a 5 class system
when in ; fact there are 8 classes of which up to 6 are suitable for production.

Council's current sewerage irrigation site is on class 4 !and. i would refute that 'overall level of
production is comparatively 'low'. Compared to what? If the comparison was with areas West of the
site which does not drain into the World Heritage Area then, due to the increased rainfall, the level

of production on the proposed site would be comparatively high.

'The majority of the surrounding land within a two kilometre radius of the Project Site (as
well as the majority of the land within the proposed landfillfootprint) Is classifiedby Dll as
"sultability Class 4", defined as "landsuited to grazing but not cultivation Overall levelof
production is comparatively low due to major environmental constraints".'"

The selective use of extracts from the NSW DPI Land classification guidelines is predictable but
disappointing. The DPI state in Agfact AC.25[Figure 39] (Emery) for Class 4 land that.

'comprises the better classes of grazlng land of the state and can be cultivated for an

"Class 4 lands play an important role in some agricultural industries: for example, fine

The Land & Water Conservation 8 class Rural land capability classification system considers that the
top 5 classifications are suitable for; production purposes, only classes 7 and 8 are unsuitable for

This 'change on selection criteria' resulted in the 'selected site' being changed from S ite 9 to site 7.
14 EA page 16



oy', 'Strathaven' and most other surrounding prop rties in this relatively high

'Pasture land for Intermittent cattle graz/ng"

Landf!lling over designated watercourse (Prohibited)

The Department of Wat r and Energy; mad a clear point of this in their DGR's

Although Part 3A Major Projects are exemptfrom requiring a controlled activity approval
(s91 of WMA), the assessment is required to take into account the objectives and

Note: Recommended Core Riparlan Zones (as applicable):

_ Minimum of 10mfor any intermittentlyflowing 1storder watercourse;"
is EA page 15
1~ Department of Water and Energy General Assessment Requirements for Major Project Proposals Under Part 3A of
Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979 Page5

Figure 3 Designated Watercourse

It is clear from the above 1:25,000 map that the recommended core riparian zone objective for
landfill exclusion has notbeen met.

A " order waterway is designated as a 'blue' watercourse on the 1:25000 map. Thejoining of two
1" ord r Waterways result in a ~ order Waterway which is also apparent on the North Eastern site

Council intends to landfill the valley over 1"'order wate rcourse. This is not acceptabie.

The EPBC decision (Rishniw, 2007) handed down by Tania Rishniw in 2007 also made

drainage line on which a leachate pond wi# be constructed. Ifound that a geotechnical
assessmentprovided with the referra!indicates that the solls on the site are potentially



dispersive with high erosion hazard and that this has potential implicationsfor the
proposed compacted clay cupping and liner as weft as for water storage embankments.'

Figure 4 1st Order Watercourse viewed from Landfill Western Boundary

Fault Line

There appears to be much confusion over the potential fault line running through the site.

Dr Paui Ashley in his conclusion; states;

'It is considered that thefaultshown on the map has no basis infact, at least in the
proposed landfillsite area andfor 1−2 km along strike to the northeast andsouthwest.'"

'As shown on the 1992 gDorrio−Coffs Harbour geological map, thefault is Indicatedto cross

" Geological report on proposed Armidale Dumaresq Council landfili site, with emphasis on investigation of a possible
geological fault − Condusion

The map he is referring to is the 1992 Dorrigo−Coffs Harbour geological map. Unfortunately this was
that map that the 'Targeted Geological Locations' that formed the basis for all initial site
identifications in the Preliminary Landfill Siting Study (PRLSS) came from.

If errors in the mapping or mis−interpretation of data of this magnitude are possible then the whole
site selection process may have been severely corrupted.

It is extremely concerning that although experts have been employed by Council to substantiate
their claims, basic and important areas of the assessment remain unaddressed.

An example of the unknown underlying geology is given below.

'A hydrogeological investigation undertaken in 2007 (Appendix F) reported the
abandonment of two bores during drilling near the southern boundary of the Project Site.
It was reported thatconfiningpressure was lost due to a subsurface void or possibly afault
in the rockstructure.'"

it is €learthat the information provided in the EA with the unknown subsurface geology, Unknown
quantities of construction material but known soii profile which lists, permanently high water tab ies,

gully erosion risk, high erodability and dispersive soils that there is a high likelihood of pollution and
sedimentation making its way from the proposed landfiii site into the Oxiey Wild Rivers National

Park.

Soils

Clearly previous studies on the proposed landfill site have highlighted the dispersive and unstable

nature of the soils and the unknown quantities of such materials.

'As demonstrated by the presence of the incised gully and Emerson Class results of 3.3 for

both samples, soils exposed in the investigation area were readily erodable though with
slight dispersive potential.' "

Aithough the proponent acknowledges the soil limitations of the site, THEY ARE NOT
ADDRESSED. Again the proponent has included a commitment of a future 'plan' to address the
issue~

•'If there are insufficient volumes of appropriate clay material availablefrom site

1s EA page 140
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Erodability of the area is obvious from pictures included in the EA, and the more obvious fact

that the proposed site is on the rim of a gorge with many hundreds of feet of waterfalls and
cascades.

The Environmental Assessment accepts the potential for slope destabilization.

'Soil Stability

There is some potentialfor the existing slopes to become destabilised during vegetation
clearonce and construction. Slopes of up to 15% occur on the site. Due to the dispersive
nature of the existing soils on the site, there is the potential for slope instability.
Appropriate controls will therefore need to be in place to retain soils on site.'"

Yet Council grossly understates the engineering hazards produced by the dispersive nature of the
soils, high erodability, high volume water flows and other limitations highlighted below under the

and bulk movement of soils reveal the potential for high levels of pollution to enter the Gara River.

'Soil Landscapes

A soilsurvey of the area undertaken by the (former) DNR (now DWE) indicates that the

Project Site occurs predominantly within the two soil landscape groups 'Argyle' and

'Middle Earth'. A small section of the site, located along the drainage gullies, is classified

as 'Commissioners Waters'. A description of these soil landscapes is presented in the Table
23.'"

Council has used selective data extracted from the DNR soil profile survey (King) to populate Table
23 on page 127 of the Environmental Assessment.

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

A_rRYle

'Qualities and Limitations − Hardsetting (localised − lower slopes), poor seedbed conditions
(localised), Shallow (localised − upper slopes), strongly acid soils, high organic matter
(localised − topsoils), high erodability, sodicity (localised), rock outcrop (localised), steep
slopes (localised), sheet erosion risk, gully erosion risk, water repelience
(localised)acidification hazard (very low pH buffering capacity.'

21 EA page 137
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Middle Earth

'Qualities and Limitations − Hardsetting soils of lo wfertility, severe gully erosion (locolised−
lower slopes/ depressions), high organic matter (localised), rock outcrop (localised), sheet
erosion risk, shallow soils (localised), Iow wet bearing strength, sodicity/dispersibility

(Iocalised, high shrink−swell potential (localised),acid soils (localised)'

Commissioners Waters

'Qualities and Limitations − High water erosion ho zard, loose, incoherent soils (localised),

high organic matter (localised), permanently high water tables, gully erosion risk,

engineering hazard, sodicity (localised) high erodibility (localised).

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

site specific factors are unknown. The proponent assures us that this will be addressed once
construction and the 'detailed design phase' commences. This does not satisfy the Director
General's Requirements, nor reassures me.

3. Misinformation disseminated to the Community, and an information
'vacuum' created by Council.

a) Restriction of information dissemination

Council' s effort to inform the community of a ny as pect, including the location of the proposed
landfill, has been nothing short of appalling. The proposed site had been offe red to Council over 16
years ago, the last minute rush to 'tick the boxes' is not acceptable.

Efforts to restrict information dissemination include.

• A website maze that required navigation through multiple pages to obtain information. (A

nice site has now been created as part of this submission).

• During the Council elections in 2008 the standing Mayor requested all candidates not to
comment on the proposed landfill.

• 'Palming Off' of all Community contact to a sub−contracted Community Liaison Officer
distanced from Council, with no ability/permission to answer queries, offering only 'lip

service

• Community claims refuted with mis−information in order to halt public opposition ie

Kempsey Council told that site would be 'inert', Class 2 or any other type of landfill except
putresible.



• Failure to signpost proposed site as promised during the public submission period.

• Legal action to force me to remove a mobile sign in my property highlighting the proposed
sites location.

• 3 press releases in the last 8 years. None of which mentions proximity to the Gara River,
World Heritage Area or potential impacts.

• Repeated requests to gain site access for independent flora and fauna experts were denied
by Council. These requests have been noted in the EA, council claiming

'Discussions relating to site access would be undertaken only after land acquisition.'"

b) Inadequate and deceptive Community Consultation process

After promises of newsletters throughout the process none had been received until GVEPA members
requested action on Council's promise. A 'concept design' stand at the local mall also required
GVEPA to insist that the promised activity was undertaken, albeit a photograph of the proposed site

was far short of the promised 3D concept design model.

Any material released by the proponent has been misleading to the point of deliberate deception or
at best total incompetence. Please note the reoccurring themes of a promise of an inertClass 2
facility and the promise of rejection of the project if there was the 'siightest chance' of damage to
the environmente

There are multipie examples of this claim, in press releases [Figure 34] and in discussions with

35]~ a false and misleading statement.

There are muitipl~exa~ples of
Kempsey Council (downstream Council).

More recently the current Chairman of the Waste Management Committee, Cr Whan claimed in The
Armidale Express in May 2008 that Council was proposing a €lass21andfill [Figure 5].

if there is such a proposa! it is not supported by evidence and is totally misrepresenting Council's
application.

"Their call notto increase waste
charges and to abandon
plansfora new landfill is
irresponsible because the only
alternative to a new class two
landfill− which is what we are
planning− is to ship your waste
somewhere else"

− WHAN

23 EA page 118

Figure 5 Whan Class 2

Some more examples of the public misrepresentation are highlighted below.

Theformer Mayor Brian Chetwynd claims a 'class 2' 'inert' iandfil! in a letter to Tony Windsor MP

[Figure 35.]
Other Cl~ imsof an 'inert' ian dfill appeared both asa press release in the local newspaper and on
Council's website titled 'New tip to be eco−friendly as Council seeks high−tech alternatives'. Six years
further on and Council is still applying for 'solid waste− putresible' iandfill. [Figure 34]

The~efinitibn ~ine~waste asextractedfmm~heEPA'sEnvironmenta~GuideiinesiSbiidwaste
Landfiiisps2

'lnert waste

Wastes which do not undergo environmentally significant physical, chemical or biological
transformations and have no potentially hazardous content once landfilled. This waste from
building and dem°liti°n includes bricks, concrete, glass, plastics, metal and timber. They

must not be contaminated or mixed with any other material.'

it is clear that Council's application for a putresible landfill ( Defn: Waste being food or animal

matter (including dead animals or animal parts), or unstable or untreated biosolids.) is significant!y

different from the 'high−tech', eco−friendly inert landfill that Council has told the public they were

proposing.
In response to a letter on GVEPA's behalf to the Member for New England, Tony Windsor on the 14"

Dec 2006

The new Mayor Peter Ducat stated;

'Unfortunately, our previous mayor had a tendency to use the term inert when what he

was reaily meant was that the waste material would be processedsuch that it could be
considered "stabilized" before placement ln the landfill'.

This disgraceful attempt by Council to distance th emselves from community promises has continued
the deceitful tactics used to date by Councli. We are ure that a member of the waste management

committee, Staff member, Councillor or even a AECOM contractor may at some stage have tried to
correct the Ma or on this issue. Unfortunately it never happened. In the same letter Mayor Ducat
stated;

Unfortunately, although council may never have been proposing an 'inert landfill' it has been €learly



ipsey Council was informed by GVEPA members ofthe proposed landfill.

Article appeared in the Macleay Argus, 2 '" July 2004 again quoting the Ar idale Mayor

'But Cr Chetwyndsaidit was the council's aim to develop a landfill that would take only
inert material and thus prevent contamination.

"And even though recommendations are to have a landfill in the area we're looking at a

In April 2007 the Chairman of the Armidale Dumaresq Council waste Management Committee,
Herman Beyersdorf resigned from the Committee.

One must ask the question if the Chairman of the WMC says there has been little attempt to inform
and consult with councillors' what can be said for their consultation with the public ?

The chairman of the Armidale Dumaresq Council's waste management committee,
Herman Beyersdorf, has resignedfrom the committee.

He claims to have been kept in the dark over changes which could lead to a multi−million
dollar blowout in the construction costs of Armidale's proposed new landfill.

Councillor Beyersdorf says he has not been properly informed of changes in the council's
planned new landfill that he says could add up to $0.04 million to thefinal cost.

He says he was provided with a one−page briefing and little subsequent information on
changes to government regulations which would lead to the blowout.

He says he has not been told of the new legislation involving construction of a buffer zone
around the landfill.

He wants to know when the new laws were passed, and why council officers seemed not to
have known about them earlier than last month.

He says there has been little attempt to inform and consult with councillors.'

After reading the PEA i noticed some irregularities and contacted the Aboriginal Elder, Rhonda

Kitchener, who was; involved in the writing of the indigenous report.
Rhonda told me that she had found Aboriginal artifacts and was told by a Council Officer with a
Scottish accent not to tell the public or any neighbours of the find.

She was surprised when I told her Council were still planning to proceed with the site as Council had
told her that this was not to be the case.

i believe there may be more to this story.

r itstill has 8 monthsofavailabl

Council ha s continuously stated that 'there is no time' to look for another site. After hearing thisfor
10 years questions must be as Ckes ofouncil in respect to theirhonesty and integrity.

4. Significant Environmental Impacts, including contamination of the
Gara River and World Heritage listed Oxley Wild Rivers National
Park.

a) Groundwater Contamination

Impact on Ecosystems

When the EPBC handed down their decision, ruling that Armidale Dumaresq Council's proposed
landfill was 'likely to have significant impact on World Heritage Properties', Tania Rishniw stated the
following as one of her reasons for declaring the proposal a controlled action' (Rishniw, 2007)

'l found that values in Oxley Wild Rivers National Pork are highly dependent on
groundwater and river water entering the park, I alsofound that based on the

information provided by the proponen% the design of the leochote pond appears to be
inadequate to deal with heavy rain and, even in the absence of heavy rain, it appears likely

that leochote will be able to enter the groundwater.'

The Federal Government found that the World Heritage Values were highly dependent on
groundwater and surface water yet the proponent has found there are 'no groundwater dependent

ecosystems.'

'No groundwater dependent ecosystems have been identified in the study area or in the
Oxley Wild Rivers National Park downstream of the proposed new landfill (DNR 2002).

Thus, the proposed new landfill is not likely to have any impacts on groundwater
dependant ecosystems in the study area orfurther downstream in Oxley Wild Rivers
National Park."

Council basing their conclusion on their own inadequate investigations is not what a UNESCO body
would expect under Australia's World Heritage Obligations.

24 Flora and Fauna Assessment Page iii



Groundwater Presence

The proponent acknowledges the presence of significant groundwater.

'The area of elevated topography at the southern part of the Project Site is expected to act

as a local groundwater recharge location with infiltrating watersforming spatially and

temporally transient perched groundwater at the shallower depths. Additionally, deeper

percolation of groundwater is expected to recharge the deeper oquifers observed on site in

thefractured mudstone. Review of regional bore data indicates that this is likely to be

underlain at greater depths by afructuredgraniteformation which also acts as a regional

groundwater body. The main expression of groundwater at the Project Site is anticipated

to be both in the areas of higher permeability, that is, where sands and gravels have been

identified, as well as at depths within thefractured mudstone of the Sandon Beds.,2s

Our registered 'Stock and Domestic' bore only 80m from the site is waterbearing at 7m. The standin
water level is about 30m. The bore suggested pumping rate is 2700 litres/hr.

The required selection requirements for the site as detailed in the Regional Landfill siting Study
Criterion 3 − Ground a nd Surface Water Environment makes it clear that €ouncil require a site with

'Hydrology/Groundwoter − Solls to have o low hydraulie conductivity, wlth little or no local
potentioifor exploitotion of connected groundwoter;"

!t is clear thatalthough Council claimed they were a dvocating a site with little groundwater potential
they did not make the mselve s aware that 80 metres from the site a considerable aquifer exists
which is licensed for domestic and stock water.

Monitoring may require a significant commitment by Council, but if future monitoring exposes a
contamination is uei i~ wll be too late. Costly remediation measures are required in the DGR's, but

are notincluded in the EA.

A cknowledgement of Contamination Possibility

Council acknowledge the potential for contamination to enter the groundwater aquifers.

A World Heritage area is at stake, along with Australia's obligations to preserve the area. The
potential for contamination, 'albeit limited' should be enough reason under the 'precautionary
principle' to reject the project.

25 EA page 157
26 Regional Landfill Siting Study Final Report Page7

j

The proponent states;

'There is potentla( albeit limited,for defects to occur during the construction of the landfill

liner, resulting in potential leaks to the groundwater. During operation, a well−deslgned
and Insta#eduner may be expected to experience some degradation or aging with time
that would eventuaRy lead to localisedfallure. Degradatlon mechanisms include swelling,
ultraviolet degradation, temperature, environmental stress cracking and biological and
oxidative degradation (refer Appendix I).'"

The 'Unknown life' of liner materia! must also be questioned. Obviously line r iife has only been
tested in a hypothetical environment, based on a 'modelling' system to speed the aging process.

'The available alboratory andfield evidence, combined with modelling, indicates that
primary teachate Collection and Conveyance Systems in municipal solid waste landfills
have afinite service life, which couldrangefrom less than 70 years to more than a century
depending on the sdeign, waste characteristles,material and exposure conditions and
mode of operation. A typical HDPE liner should have an operatlonal life of approximately
200 years if appropriately maintained."

Acknowledged by the proponent is a finite service life which in fact could allow ieachate
contamination to occur possibly immediately, but for certain at some stage.

'Potential impacts to underlying groundwaters may arise from leachate infiltration
through a landfill's liner materia( primarily where the liner has not been installed
appropriately, or hos since become compromised in some manner."

Unknown Geology

It is apparent that Council really don't know the underlying geology of the site, otherwise we would
not be relying on a series of 'concept designs' and commitments.

An example of this is the presence of a 'subsurface void' on the site. Could there be more of these,
how would Council know? It appears beyond the realms of any possibility that with only a dozen or
so holes drilled on site that the proponent can drill into the only 'subsurface void' on site.

It appears the proponent's sub−contractor Dr Paul Ashley (Ashley) has come to the same conclusion
where he states that it is unlikely that he has been able to obtain a representative sampling of the
steeply dipping sedimentary rocks of the proposed landfill site'.

27 EA page 158
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Possibly more concerning is his conclusion that the chances of intersecting 'major faulting' are
minimised as the boreholes are also vertical. Alarmingly they managed to drill directly into a vertical

As the borehole was vertical, It is unukely that it has been able to obtain a representative
sampHng of the steeply dipping sedimentary rocks of the proposed landfinsite. Maybe this
is of Uttle consequence as it is Hkely that other rock types to be expectedin the district (e.g.

mudstone, chert, etc.) wouldnot be greatly differentin composition, structure or

•Most

This obviously has massive repercussions for Council's a ssertions relating to the length of time stated
for contamination to reach the Gara River and then the World Heritage Area.

ed on the amount of Investigation undertaken to date. 1ffurther
thefault/subsurface vold is required, it is recommended that additlanal
nd hydrogeological investigation be undertaken in the vicinity of the

Water movement at various depths also appears at odds with Council assertions relating to the
stated 700−80032 years for contamination to reach the Gara River.

'While no standing groundwater was detected during the shallow soil drilling
investigation, the soil profile had evidence of transient sub−surfaceflow within the
shallower soils.'"

Unknown Groundwater Flow

30Vol4 page 150 Geo Investigation
31Hydrogeological Investigation Page 15
32Literature Review and Leachate Report\Leachate Report− Final Page 19
33 EA Page 151

l cannot accept that my domestic water bore only 80m from the site will not be impacted by the
proposed dump. Figure 6 Registered Bores and Waterways]

if the standing wa iter leveln my bore is 30m and has also transientflows at7m itappears obvious
that it is further down the hydraulicgr adientof the proposed site.

i'It should be noted that all bares arei~! located In different catchments to thiat of th ie

(rivers or streams). It Is therefore expected that gmundwaterfrom the Project Site would

Councii claim that they do not expect impact on nearby bores because theyare se parated from the

site bywate yrwa They are wrong, unlessour property boundary fence is nowa river. It isclearly

established therefore that th ere may be impacts on our bore as it is only 80m from the site.

Considering the statement below it is again clear Council is ignorant of, or confused regarding what
is happening under the surface of the site.

'It is considered likely that the water sampledfrom BH5 is representative o1 or is being
impacted by a separate oquifer 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 wells in this section of the Project Site, groundwaterfiowdirectioncouldnotbe
accurately interpolated. However, the estimation of groundwaterflow direction, based on
the available data and the observed topography, is considered to give a valid
representation of the flow direction in the northern section of the site."s

Unknown Chemical Sources

Other 'unknowns' are listed below. They contribute to a quite comprehensive list.

The uncertainty of Council's assessment and an alysis certainly does notfiii me with any confidence

in their ability to undertake and manage their commitments.

'Chioroform was detected in very low concentrations in wells BH9 and BH11. The wells

are on opposite sides of the site and do not have the some geochemical
characterisation. Despite thepotentialsource 0f the chloroform being unknown, the
chioroform detected is not considered significant given the low concentrations'"

~ EA Page 160
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Wo likely source of phenols was observed in the vicinity ofBH5. 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.'"

'The Total Organic Carbon concentrations detected in all wells is considered relatively
low except for BH5. The TOCconcentration in BH5 has risen markedly (740%) since
measured in October, 2006. No apparent reason for this rise was observed'"

...........
~"coM

,t~r

i
i
!a

One of which is of serious concern is No. 15, Leachate Containment. The risk factor is 'leakage of
leachate to surrounding groundwater' the consultant states the likelihood as ~high' and the impact
'critical~.

This highly critical report provoked Council's current consultants to produce a 'new' risk analysis.

Figure 7 'Risk Analysis' DPWR1

b) Surface water Contamination

Figure 6 Registered Bores and Waterways

Council's previous consultants produced a 'risk analysis' for site 7 [Figure 7 Dep't Public Works Risk
Analysis Site7]. The unflattering analysis highlights a number of risks.

37 EA Page 157
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The NSW National Parks & Wildlife Service (NPWS) has issued a Plan of Management covering Oxley
Wild Rivers National Park, Cunnawarra National Park and Georges Creek Nature Reserve.

From the Plan of Management the NPWS express a concern about a vehicle accident posing a threat

to water quality.

'The New England Highway, Oxley Highway and Waterfall Way cross the headwaters of

most of the major streams thatflow into Oxley Wild Rivers National Park at points close to
the park boundaries. A vehicle accident involving a chemical or fuel spill would pose a
major threat to water quality.



Vehicle accidents are unavoidable but the piacement of a Regional Dump in the proposed location drainage lines which would be designed so as not to impedeflows generated by a l in 100

undoubtedly poses a far greater threat to the environment, and it is avoidable. year storm event."

The below photo [Figure 8 Adjacent smaller Western Catchment 2007] shows the adjacent yet much
smaller and less steep catchment after only 50 mm of heavy rain.

Figure 8 Adjacent smaller Western Catchment 2007

It is clear thatthe presence of dispersive soils, slopes up to 30% and undefined water management

plans that downpours will not be contained.
This can result in 'overtopping' of the ]eachate pond and will cause increased and uncontrolied

sediments to enter the Gara River.

This has not been addressed in the EA as the plans are only commitments atthis stage.

Landfilling over designated watercourse (Prohibited) has been addressed in section 2.

Council claims in the below statement that;

Figure 9 2nd Entrance Culvertfrom Quaife Property Deck

Unless 54mm of rain is a l in 100 year rainfall event it is clear that Council's proposed culverts must
be bridges. There is no way that they havecontemplated the vast quantities of water that will flow

through the site.

The above picture would indicate a yearly event. A i i;n 100 year event would be 'impressive'.

The use of a calculation to estimate flooding levels is inappropriate at a site which has such high
environmental significance.

equation ewer used to estimate the 100 year Average Recurrence interval (ARI)flow and

the 100 yearflood level in these creeks. The results of these calculations indicatethot the
proposed landfill site is well outside the extent of the 100 year floodplain.The design for
the landfill andstormwater ponds (dry basin) incorporates adequatefreeboard to contain

The proposed on−site access roadway would traverse a number of creek crossings and

drainage lines. Adequately sized culverts would be provided at all creek crossings and

Of serious concern is an observation of the site by Armidale Dumaresq Council's own consultants:

39 EA page 68
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the slte is located mid−catchment, with potentialfor flooding and there is previous
evidence offlooding at the site'. "

Flood prone locations are a prohibited location as listed under the Solid Waste Landfill EPA
Guidelines.

Council have not satisfactorily addressed ground and surface water impacts.

c) Loss of Habitat

The Department of Environment and Conservation included the following statement (EA, Appendix
H) page 2:

'Nevertheless, it is clear from the nature of landfilling that impacts to biodiversity are
intense and that they will span time scales that are at least inter−generational, if not
permanent. Furthermore, the losses that will occur at the landfill site also contribute to
the already significant level of cumulative loss that has occurred at a regional scale on the
Ne w England Tablelands

The proposed action will involve clearing which will result in a reduction in the area of
woodland and grassland habitat that supports native flora andfauna, includingfive
threatened species, one ROTAPspecies and one EEC. Hollow−bearing trees will be lost in
the Box Gum Woodland in the TSR."

It is very concerning that with all the other negative aspects of the site that it also requires the
removal of 1000's of trees.

Figure 6 Site viewed from the North showing trees to be deared

The actual species that may be impacted by the loss of habitat are described in [Appendix 1 EPBC
Report 5km Buffer].

It would be reasonable to presume that the destruction of 20 hectares of vegetation will result in
significant impacts on flora and fauna species which reside or travel through the site that were not
identified in the 'snapshot survey'.

'The proposed development would entail clearing of approximately 20 hectares of
vegetation, including"

d) Threatened and Endangered Species

i am notsure why t he proponentdecided to choose a 20km buffer for its EPBC threatened S pecies
search but I would suspect it is an attempt to d ivert attention from the immediate site vicinity.

'The EPBC Act Protected Matters Search Tool Identified 14fauna species listed as
threatened under the EPBC Act that may occur within a 20 km radlus of the study area

The Department of Environment and Heritage list.s at least 21 threatened or endangered species or
species habitat that is, or is likely to occur within the 5km buffer zone. Italso list s 7 migratory bird
species that are known to occur within the area (see linkbelow).
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me. Please be

lix1shows the same EPBC search at a 5km site buffer which is more in accordance with

s that 14fauna species are listed as thre atened under the EPBC ct with a S km buffer, the

e) Ecosystem destruction and alteration

The nature of putresible waste dumps ensure the attraction of undesirable wildlife including vermin,
insects and aggressive predatory birds such as crows which are destructive of sheep production. Any
artificially created food source will have detrimental impacts on the natural ecosystem of the area,
with desirable native species being displaced by artificiaily large numbers of undesirable species.

The acknowledged destruction of habitat involving the clearing of 20 hectares of land cannot be
offset by a mass plantation of seedlings.

'Approximately 25% of the Stringybark Woodland within the subject land will be cleared
for the landfill site"

It is also noted that

'a high proportion of this grossland community meets the definItion as the Box Gum
Woodland EEC. The cleared grasslands do not have sufficient non−grass native understorey
species to qualify for inclusion under the EPBC Act, but does qualify under the broader
description of the TSC Act (Appendix J). The proposed development willrequire on access
route through the grassland community that will occupy approximately 3.3 ha."

Removal of Box−Gum Woodland which carries CEEC status under the EPBC Act cannot be
compensated for using the Habitat Offset strategy. This remains to be addressed by the proponent.

43Flora and Fauna Assessment Page 23
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A list Df the species found by the proponent in the 'snapshot' survey is still very impressive. Species
which may be impacted are;

Birds−

The assessment of the study area identified 80 bird species (1 exotic), as shown in Table D1,
Appendix D. Two threatened bird species, Speckled Warbler Pyhrrolaemus (now Chthonicola)

sagittata and Diamond Firetali Stagonopleura guttata (75C Act − Vulnerable), were detected

on the study area in both the TSR beside Waterfall Way and in the Stringybark Woodland"~s

MammalS−

Thefauna survey recorded 15 species of mammals of which 4 were exotic (Appendix D). Two
threatened mammal species were detected on the study area: A single Koala (TSC Act−
Vulnerable) was observed in the Box Gum Woodland in the TSR beside Waterfall Way in
2005."

There are regular sightings of Koalas with 2 being killed recently on the Waterfall Way opposite the
site, presumed hit by cars. The 'snapshot' survey as described below will be the reason for the

unusually low sightings by the proponent.

Amphiblans −

ÏNdåÑBånenesejjeddenererecordedon thysite (Appendix DE No threatenedfreds were

l suggest thatfrogs will be impacted by the removal of the farm dans and the addition of a pond
filled with toxic leachate.

Reptiles−

'ÎÉSlîÑNNedeNof ee tileïenseeNÚeSfÑÑÏiee (Appendix D) i No th~eatenedrepti/bswere

f) Inadequate flora and fauna 'snapshot' survey

The proponent admits the snapshot nature of the survey was only likely to have detected a
proportion of the actual number of species on the site.

'The main limitation of the survey was its 'snapshot' nature meaning that onlya
proportion of the full species diversity was likely to be detected."

4s Flora and Fauna Assessment Page 29
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An illustration of the acknowledgment by the proponent of the 'snapshot' nature of the survey is the
flora study undertaken on the site. This occurred for a day on the 3rd April 2005 a day on the 15th

October 2005 and a day 18th September 2006. Some of this data is now also 5 years oldi

The study was inadequate but still managed to identify a number of threatened or endangered
species in the very small survey area. If the proponent is correct and they have only identified a
'proportion' of the species that may be in the survey area then it can be concluded that the area is of
high environmental and conservation value and maybe be better used as a nature reserve and scenic
'lookout'.

It is inconceivable that the proponent was not required to undertake investigations of species in and
around the Gara River downstream of the proposed site.

g) Wildlife corridor severance

The below extract highlights the wildlife corridors that will be impacted by severance and impacted
by artificial ecosystem modifications, such as the large increase in predatory birds such as crows and
habitat destruction.

'The study area is located 5.5 km east−north−east of the Imbota Nature Reserve, 4.2 km
southeast of the Yino Nature Reserve, and 4 km north−north west of Oxley Wild Rivers
National Park. The land between the study site and these nature reserves and the national
park is largely cleared and used for grazing livestock, however there ørescattered
fragments and patches of woodland that, taken together, form a network of
connectivity.'49

These isolated remnants of woodland provide potential habitat to enhance connectivity of
wildlife populations and help some species to overcome the consequences of habitat
fragmentation (Wilson & Undenmayer 1995). Thus every patch of woodland in this area
potentially plays an important role in facilitating dissemination of propogules and genetic
material of native fauna andflora that helps to maintain vlable populations within the
local area. The study area is close to two major corridors (Figure S) identified by the NPWS
Key Habitat and Corridor mapping project (NPWS 2006). The "Gara Remnant Sub−regional
Corridor" that links Gara River and Midas Gully passes 2.7km to the east of the study area.
The "Mt Killalee Regional Corridor" that links Booroolong Nature Reserve and Tilbuster
Ponds passes 7.6 km to the north−westof the study area. The area of Box Gum Woodland
in the TSR beside Waterfall Way is identified as "key habitat" by the NPWSKey Habitat
and Corridor mapping project.

w Flora and Fauna Assessment Page 23
" Flora and Fauna Assessment page 11
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Figure 11 NPWS key habitats and corridors east of Arrnidale
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5. Unacceptable and understated local Amenity impacts

a) Dust and Odour

The proponent's conclusion that 'off site' odour impacts from the landfiil will be at 'acceptable
levels' is not justified by the data so far submitted.

The proponent states;



•Odour impacts due to the landfill operations are predicted to be at acceptable levels"°

Dust and odour emissions are based on ideal management scenarios. Such as when assessing dust
impacts the proponent assumes;

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

When assessing odour emissions the proponent assumes

'The tipping face has been calculated as being an area of 32 square meters for daily tipping,s2

The conclusion that has been drawn based on the ideal management practices relies on many
assumptions on landfill operation and management that historically Council have failed to achieve. It
also appears to ignore odour and gassesfrom other potential sources such as landfill gas leakage,−
again it assumes perfect management.

One odour unit (OU) of a sample would prompt 3 out of a group of 6 panelists to reliably detect the

presence of an odour when compared to clean air.

Extracted from the 'Assessment and management of odour from stationary sources' DEC (NSW,
2006)

'Offensive odour

In practice, 'offensive' odour can only be judged by public reaction to the odour, preferably
under similar social and regional conditions. The nuisance level can be as low as 2 0U'

The proponents Figure 22 [Figure 12 OU of 50 in neighbouring property] has bee n modified below to
magnify an inset of the 'off site' odour levels projected by the proponent. As can be clearly seen,
neighbouring properties will be subjected to odour levels of 30−40 OU and 3 houses and the
Waterfall Way Gara Reserve picnic area subjected to Odour Units (OU) of greater than 3.

If the nuisance ie~ el of odour can be as iowas 2 OU, i believe that 50 OU level predicted in our

so AIR QUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT− DRAFT PROPOSED ARMIDALE LANDFILL Conclusions P12

si Air Quality impact Assessment 5.2 P8
sz Air Quality Impact Assessment Page7

The proposed 50m buffer from our property to the operational area of the landfill is inadequate and

a disgraceful impost to have thrust upon us. It is clear the inappropriate buffer resulted from an
awful error by the proponent as described in [Figure 26]

INSET
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Figure 22 − Maximum odour levels (ou) due to landfill operations − Staging 40−50
Years

Armidale Landfill DRAFT_rev2.doc

Figure 12 OU of 50 in neighbouring property

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

performance criteria for the assessment of od r. The population density should be significantly
increased fro m the 'single residence' goal due to the number of persons that actually stop at this
picnic area or travel along the scenic Waterfall Way.

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT− DRAFT

PROPOSED ARMIDALE LANDFILLP6



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

some distance from my property boundary. Our argument appears supported by the proponents
own definition of 'offensive odour' which states that the odour may be described as 'offensive' when
it interferes with the comfort of a person 'outside the premises from which it is emitted'.

Extracted from Council's proposed LEMP

'Offensive Odour

The definitions that pertain to NSW Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997
define on

"offensive odour" as an odour:

(o) that by reason of its strength, nature, duration, character or quality, or the time at
which it is emitted, or any other circumstances:

(i) is harmful to (or is likely to be harmful to) aperson who is outside the premisesfrom
which it is emitted, or

(ii) interferesunreasonaby with (or is likely to interfere unreasonably with) the comfort or
reposeof a person who is outside the premises −from which it is emltted, or

(b) that is of a strength, nature, duration, character or quality prescribed by the
regulations or that is emitted at a time, or in other circumstances, prescribed by the
regulations"s'

Due to current and future developments on affected properties, a host of issues remain unassessed
in relation to additional impacts of insects and changes to ecosystems due to odour issues. Issues

appear to only have been assessed at 'receiver' ievel whilst significant 'on' property impacts are
obvious and have not been addressed.

sa Armidale Regional Landfill Facility − Draft Landfill Environmental Management Plan Page xiv

An example, our neighbouring 'Cellar Door' Olive an d Feijoa sales and orchard tours which will be

creating a sensory conflict on guests due to the documented landfill odour and noise impacts. This
significant impact is not considered 'off site' for purposes of the EA evaluation as only houses are
considered 'receivers'.

Dust impacts on farming activities such as on pollination of fruit trees remains unassessed. As is the

impact from insects and vermin which will be attracted to the odours.

Due to the proximity to Arm idale, availability of services such as town water, power and arterial road

access, the area has significant and probable future subdivision potential. In light of th e following
statement by DEC NSW, the odour criteria applied by the proponent should be at the 'boundary of
the facility', otherwise future landuse pote ntial will be compromised.

Technical framework: assessment and management of odour from stationery sources in NSWp9

Department of Environment and conservation NSW

'These criteria should not be exceeded at the nearest sensitive receptor (both existing and

any likely future sensitive receptors). If a receptor is, or Is likely to be, located near the
boundary of afacility, then the criteria should be applied at and beyond the boundary of
the premises'

PhotoShowing .:]00mm Wate~Main(fbtureSundivie0n potential)

LandWI Erwlformental Maragement Plan

Figure 13 Watermain (subdivision potential)

A number of small allotments exist opposite the proposed site already. It was only in Councii's latest
2008 LEP that Council's Rural 1(b) (Rural Arterial) zoning was revoked. Future decisions by Council

are unknown. This leads me to conclude that the areas high level of service and proximity to




