Environment and Planning Directorate
Customer Service Centre
PO BOX 158
CANBERRA CITY ACT 2601

HUME WASTE PLASTIC TO FUEL FACILITY – DRAFT EIS
Dear Environment and Planning Directorate
Thank you for the opportunity to provide a written submission in response to
the draft EIS for proposed Hume Waste Plastic to Fuel Facility.
This submission represents a collection of the thoughts, ideas, comments and
concerns of a number of local residents living in Gilmore and adjacent areas.
In our opinion, the overall idea of the FOY Group Waste Plastic to Fuel Facility is
good. We support the thrust of the proposal in principle. Its global objectives are
commendable and the amount of work already done by the FOY Group to come
up with such a proposal is acknowledged.
On the other hand, the proposal may also potentially create serious and longterm local problems for many people living and working in nearby Tuggeranong
suburbs, Hume and surrounding areas both in the ACT and in NSW.
We wish to make it clear up front that most of the objections raised in this
submission are not about the FOY proposal itself, rather, it is the close proximity
of the Facility to local residential homes that is the main concern (the nearest
homes being about 1.3 kms from the plant).
Many of us have lived in the area for 25 years or more and raised our children
here. We as a community have never felt such a groundswell of grass-roots
public concern about any other issue. People are very concerned about the lack
of proper consultation and concern shown for the people thus far.

Summary of Concerns
The residents main concerns can be summarized as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Air quality risks including odours, emissions and other pollutants
Long-term health considerations (such as the effect of heavy metals like
mercury and cadmium)
Very high fire risks (both structural and bushfire)
Concerns about the consultation process itself, including the need for
much wider public consultation; and
Loss of property values.

At the public consultation meeting held at Rose Cottage Inn on 30 Aug 2016,
residents were surprised to learn that the proposal has been under
consideration for a few years, and that the land had already been purchased,
before we even knew anything about it or the EIS was issued as a draft.
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The consultation process on this issue to date appears to be fundamentally
flawed and is in need of an independent review.
If the FOY Group were able to find another site, located elsewhere in the ACT or
NSW a safe distance from residential areas, we think they would have a really
good solution. That would be a win-win solution for all parties.
Detailed questions and comments for your consideration are provided below at
Attachment A .

DETAILED COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS - ATTACHMENT A
1. AIR QUALITY AND HEALTH
1.1 The EIS is narrowly focused and makes no mention of the approximately
100,000 people living in Tuggeranong valley and surrounding areas, starting
with people living as close as 1.3km from the Facility.
1.2 There is a potential significant affect on people’s health, not just the
environment. The impact on people must be considered as part of the EIS.
Can further demographic information be added to the EIS, to give it some
greater context? The most affected suburbs will be:
Suburb
Macarthur
Gilmore
Chisholm
Fadden
Total

Population (2011 census)
1460
2843
5238
3083
12624

1.3 Can a larger scale map also be put into the EIS which shows the context of
the location, i.e. show all affected areas between Lake Tuggeranong and Googong
Dam area, and from Hume down to Old Cooma Rd, near Royalla. For example,
something like this image:
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1.4 It should be noted that the Gilmore residential area starts about 1.3km from
the Facility. Macarthur, Chisholm, Fadden, and Gowrie are also impacted directly
by this proposal.
1.5 Is there any possibility that the health of our families or local workers in the
area will be affected in any way? Is so, please describe the likely risks.
1.6 Will it be safe for us to eat home grown produce?
1.7 Will we still be able to safely drink from our own rainwater tanks?
1.8 Will there be any acid rain? Is so, who will fund the replacement of our roof
gutters or anything else subject to corrosion by acid rain such as pergolas, shade
sails, caravans, aluminum boats etc.
1.9 Will there be any smoke haze in Tuggeranong Valley, and if so what density
and color is it likely to be? Will temperature inversions result in a haze deeper in
the Tuggeranong Valley going all the way down to Greenway?
1.10 What impact will the Facility have on people with asthma, other chronic
respiratory and/or chronic cardiac diseases?
1.11 What impact will there be on pregnant women, horses and other animals?
Is there any risk of birth defects due to long exposure to these pollutants?
1.12 What independent air quality monitoring is currently being undertaken in
the Tuggeranong area and by whom? Is this data publicly available? (This is
something different to the air monitoring described at the Facility site level.) Will
air quality monitoring be undertaken in the future if the proposal proceeds?
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1.13 Will any air quality data being collected be sufficient to identify, study and
monitor any long term health issues or trends linked to the Facility? The
measurements need to be taken not only at the Facility, but also in the
surrounding suburbs, i.e. both local and more distant measurements.
1.14 It is understood that there were a lot of concerns raised at the Rose Cottage
meeting about the AUSPlume report at Appendix K. Can this be summed up in
layman’s terms? For example, the diagram of mercury emissions below – is this
good or bad or well within international standards for prolonged intake of
mercury (think of the fish example)? Appendix K also notes that FOY believes it
can commit to a reduced emission concentration at the outlet stacks but does not
indicate that FOY will commit to this.
1.15 An example of just one of the images of concern is below:

1.16 The Appendix K to EIS- Air Quality Report needs to be reviewed and
validated as per the geologist’s oral comments at Rose Cottage. We think the
debate needs to be had. See links here for more graphs
http://www.planning.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0012/918993/6Appendix-K-Air-Quality-Report-MJM-Part-1-of-4.pdf
http://www.planning.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/918990/6Appendix-K-Air-Quality-Report-MJM-Part-2-of-4.pdf
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1.17 Will FOY or the ACT Government be seeking advice on the proposal from
any independent medical professionals, the ACT Department Health or NSW
Department of Health? If so, can these reports be made public prior to this
proposal being approved?
1.18 What is more important - 100 jobs or the health and well being of approx.
13,000 people who live just over the hill in Tuggeranong? Also consider Hume
workers and other residences located in NSW.
1.19 If the proposal proceeds at Hume, will either FOY or the ACT Government
pay for the costs of any health issues caused by this Facility?
1.20 Could all residents in the affected areas have an annual health checkup to
measure things like mercury levels etc.? If so, would this be at FOY expense?
Could ACT Department of Health develop a central register to keep records of
actual numbers of health issues and their type to measure any emerging issues?
1.21 If any health issues arise in future years which are foreseeably attributable
to FOY pollution or fire or any other consequence of having the facility there, will
FOY pay compensation?
1.22 What happens if this proposal is approved, and it then turns out that
emissions exceed standards or contracted values, will there be any penalties? Is
so, what will be their magnitude?
1.23 Will there be a contingent liability fund set aside by FOY to cover liabilities
for any future costs of health issues arising from the Facility? Will this fund be
sufficient to cover either individual claims or a possible future class action by
residents?
1.24 To measure the actual impact on peoples health, could the ACT Health
Department please coordinate a base-level set of measures for people to have
their annual test recorded against, i.e. to get the actual baseline data set, by
individual (voluntary of course) to prove that health issues are not being caused
by long-term ingestion of pollutants.
1.25 What impact will there be on local flora and fauna such as birds, frogs,
lizards and plants etc.?

2. FACILTIY FIRE RISK
2.1 Will the Facility be able to operate safely during periods of catastrophic fire
weather conditions (e.g. 40 degree C with > 100kmh NW winds)?
2.2 Is it technically feasible to shut down the Facility on days of predicted
catastrophic fire weather at very short notice (e.g. ahead of an advancing
bushfire threat in order to reduce fire risk)?
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2.3 Are you able to include a diagram of the expected blast zone and describe the
radial distance (e.g. 1.3km) of the blast zone associated with 1840KL of liquid
fuel on-site ? Please list any businesses, homes and other structures that may be
affected by such a blast?
2.4 What secondary fires are likely to be caused to surrounding businesses in
the event of a major fire at the Facility? i.e. what will the ‘domino effect’ be on
others?
2.5 What mechanisms will be used to alert local residents and local businesses
when a major incident is in progress (e.g. sounding of air-raid warning sirens
across Tuggeranong and Hume)? (Note: A similar case example is the Mitchell
Industrial fire a few years ago which required evacuation of several suburbs –
alert texts were sent out in the middle of the night to residents to get out. Lots of
confusion ensued.)
2.6 If there is a fire or other major incident at the Facility, what measures are in
place to deal with loss of precinct access for Hume, i.e. everybody will need to be
evacuated due to toxic chemical smoke?
2.7 What evacuation plans for the local community will be put in place by FOY?
2.8 What is the fire risk to the Gilmore Electrical Sub-Station and all the large
trunk electricity poles for south Tuggeranong, which are located just behind
Rose Cottage Inn? This is located about 500 meters from FOY Facility. Is this in
the blast zone? Refer to diagram below:

Map: Gilmore Electrical Sub Station, Rose Cottage Inn and FOY site.
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Gilmore Sub-station is located just behind Rose Cottage Inn. The Foy site is to the left of the crane shown in
the distance behind the big poles.

2.9 What are the consequences to Tuggeranong and Hume if the Gilmore
Electrical Sub-Station, or any of the big poles located on both sides of the Monaro
Highway, are knocked out of action e.g. power blackouts in Tuggeranong?

Trunk Electricity Poles at Gilmore– these actually are the main supply feeders into Tuggeranong. The poles
run along the ridge along the NSW side of Monaro Highway and then cross over the Monaro Highway and
then run down into the Gilmore Sub-Station. Both the poles and sub-station are in the fire zone. The image
here is looking from the Gilmore Sub-Station back towards the Monaro Highway crossover.
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2.10 Two of the main arterial roads for South Canberra and Tuggeranong are
Monaro Highway and Isabella Drive – these will be blocked in the event of an
incident at the Facility. What will be the impact on road access to Tuggeranong
during any emergency incident relating to the Facility?
2.11 What are the health risks to local residents and businesses if there are
clouds of toxic gases emanating from the Facility during a major fire (consider
the recent Piallago fire which burned for more than a week)? Who would have to
be evacuated? Identify which suburbs must be evacuated and where they should
assemble or head towards. How long potentially could any such evacuations
could persist in terms of duration, e.g. days – would require an emergency
evacuation center in Greenway maybe?
2.12 Consideration also needs to be given to the National consequences in the
event of the loss of any Government data centers located in Hume. For example,
Centrelink payments not being made to pensioners. Suggest further consultation
with Canberra Data Centre Pty Ltd and stakeholder Government agencies that
host data services from Hume.
2.13 What happens if there are any lightning strikes on the Facility itself e.g.
lightning hitting one of the four chimneystacks?
2.14 If the sprinkler system on the perimeter fence is manually operated, then
how will the operator know there is a fire coming? Will there be a line of sight of
surrounding areas?
2.15 The nearest ACT Fire and Rescue Station is located at Chisholm, about 2 km
from Hume. Will any HAZMAT fire-fighting vehicles be stationed there? Will ACT
Fire and Rescue rostering and resourcing allow for the extra fire risk in the local
Hume area?

3. BUSHFIRE RISKS
3.1 There are really two fire scenarios. Either:
a. a fire approaches the Facility caused by bushfire, road accident or from
another nearby structural fire; or
b. the Facility itself experiences an incident and then becomes the ignition
point for a subsequent major fire, posing a fire threat to the surrounding
community.
3.2 The Bushfire report at Appendix L seems to assume a more localized
bushfire threat scenario, rather then a major catastrophic bushfire approaching
from either the South-East areas or North-Westerly areas. The last major fire in
the Hume area was in 1988. Suggest that the risk needs to be reviewed again
from more of a catastrophic fire event perspective rather than from a smaller
local fire caused by, say, a car or truck fire.
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3.3 The prevailing winds during catastrophic weather conditions are mostly
North Westerly, so the bushfire risks are in practice most likely to be to those
residents who live over the hills in the Burra, Royalla and Googong areas behind
Queanbeyan heading towards Captains Flat. These people really need to be
consulted and will definitely need to re-assess their bushfire plans.
3.4 It may only take a few minutes for a fire to reach them from Hume, in the
event of a fire incident starting at the Facility or surrounding area. See image
below:

Bushfire Threats from the South / South-East / East
3.5 Alternatively, a major bushfire threat in catastrophic weather conditions
coming in from the South-East direction would most likely be caused by a
lightning strike on nearby mountain ridges or in the Tinderry Ranges. This is a
similar scenario to the Canberra Bushfires 2003 where the Brindabella’s were lit
up by fires caused by dry lightning strikes. Winds often change direction in this
area and such fires can be deadly. It may actually take a few days for the fires to
reach Hume from the Tinderry Ranges. It took 10 days for the fires to reach the
suburbs, ie the Canberra Firestorm on 18 Jan 2003.
3.6 The following fire photos were taken in 2009 at the Tinderry Ranges, near
Michelago. Decision makers need to comprehend the scale of the risk of an
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ember attack should such a fire run towards Hume. The following photos are
shown here to emphasize that point.

Michelago Fire 2009 – Tinderry Ranges behind – (Copyright)

Photo: Michelago Fire 2009 – Tinderry Ranges – this is major fire risk from the South – (Copyright)
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Melrose Valley Pine Plantation
3.7 The Melrose Valley Pine plantation is a high-risk fire area and is it located
nearby at Johnson Drive roundabout, near Calwell. There have been a number of
arson attacks along these ridges and around Theodore over the years. Can all the
above points be mentioned in the report and be evaluated as well? May need to
re-do the Appendix L bushfire report, or add to it. See very high local bushfire
zone diagram below:

Love Grass
3.8 Another serious bushfire hazard is the widespread proliferation in the
Monaro region of a noxious and invasive weed called African Love Grass. This
grass is highly flamable and is really dangerous in fire weather. Refer to
http://actlandcare.org.au/node/1709
Bushfire Research
3.9 It is suggested that some further bushfire research and modeling be
undertaken by a bushfire research organization, such as the CSIRO, in relation to
this particular site at Hume. Studies and modeling of the various scenarios that
could occur in the event of a major fire either starting at Hume, or threatening
Hume from external sources, needs to be undertaken.
3.10 Further CSIRO information about bushfires is here:
http://www.csiro.au/en/Research/Environment/Extreme-Events/Bushfire
3.11 Another research organization called The Bushfire and Natural Hazards CRC
could also be contacted here http://bnhcrc.com.au/
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4. IDENTIFICATION OF ALL STAKEHOLDERS
4.1 Much wider consultation is required with other stakeholders not listed in the
original draft EIS. For example, the following additional stakeholders should be
consulted:
•

All local residents in Tuggeranong surrounding areas (radius of say
10km) should be informed by media or advertising of some kind, not just
those living in Macarthur and Gilmore

•

NSW Fire and Rescue (Queanbeyan Brigade)

•

NSW Rural Fire Service Brigades (Jerrabomberra Creek, Burra, Michelago,
Captains Flat)

•

Local land developers and residents at e.g. at South Jerrabomberra,
Environa, Tralee, Googong estate, Royalla, Burra and Captains Flat areas

•

Local businesses and all employees in Hume (not just the lessees)

•

People who are in the process of purchasing other blocks nearby (they
should be informed, e.g. Rose Cottage site redevelopment)

•

Consultation with local schools - Gilmore, Fadden, Chisholm, and Isabella
at least.

•

Child Care and Day Care Centers – e.g. Macarthur, Chisholm shops

•

Businesses at local shopping centers e.g. Chisholm, Gowrie and
Richardson

•

ACT and NSW Departments of Health; and

•

Local medical professionals.

5. CONSULTATION ISSUES
The FOY Flyer
5.1 Purdon Planning, a local ACT firm, was engaged by FOY Group to be the
consultants who managed the public consultation process.
5.2 A letterbox flyer was distributed on or around 19 or 20 Aug 2016 inviting
residents to a public meeting to be held at Rose Cottage Inn at 7pm on 30 Aug
2016.
5.3 The flyer asked for comments on the proposal by 8 Sep 2016 (less than a
week to look at a 947 page document!).
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The Rose Cottage Inn Public Meeting – 30 Aug 2016
5.4 Approximately 60 people showed up for the public meeting. Notably, there
were no representatives from the Planning Development Agency to guide the
public as to the processes that were to be followed, nor the timing of the decision
points.
5.5 There were no handouts, only a set of PowerPoint slides on a screen people
could hardly read. There was a general reference made to “all information is on
the Planning website”.
5.6 At the meeting, the attendees were advised by Purdon that all dwellings in
Macarthur and Gilmore had been given the flyer.
5.7 The facts are that the Flyer was not given wide distribution. Only a sub-set of
the approx. 1600 dwellings in Macarthur and Gilmore actually received letterbox
drop of flyers. Lots of people living in those suburbs say they most definitely did
not get the flyer. Many other people were asked to check their junk mail from the
week before and they are adamant that there was never any flyer in their mail in
the first place.
5.8 Unfortunately, the flyer itself was also misleading. Its title was “Landfill
Diversion Facility” instead of “Waste Plastic to Liquid Fuel Facility”, or similar
description. It would have received a lot more attention had a more accurate title
had been used.
5.9 Residents are understandably suspicious that this misnamed title was an
attempt to avoid people noticing the proposal, (i.e. hope they don’t notice). Given
that we found out later that this proposal has been under consideration for
several years, these does seem rather odd.
5.10 The original flyer headed “Landfill Diversion Facility” is shown here as
evidence for the public record:

The Planning Website
5.11 The www.planning.act.gov.au home page says “Have your say on a draft
EIS”. It does not actually say what the EIS is about until you read the fine print.
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5.12 The description should probably have read “Have your say on the draft
EIS for the Hume Waste to Plastic Facility”.
Here is what the link looks like:

Read the fine print.

Then you have to click “More” on the next page before landing on the
main draft EIS page. Three clicks.
5.13 To the average resident, it looks as if the general public was not meant to
easily find out about this proposal. This is what local residents are saying and
this has added to suspicions that this whole process is already a “done deal”
prior to the EIS or community consultation having even taken place.
5.14 Many Hume businesses and staff have not been advised – one resident
picked up a load of garden materials in Hume recently and the staff had no idea
of the existence of the FOY proposal.
A Second Draft EIS and Consultation Round?
5.15 We suggest that after this first draft EIS proposal has been collated and
updated with comments received by 23 Sep, there be a second draft EIS. Also,
at what stage does it become a “Final EIS”?
5.16 This should be followed by a more thorough consultation process,
supervised by independent advisers, to ensure that every stakeholder has been
identified and that their views are accurately collected in the Second Draft EIS
round.
5.17 A new wider letterbox drop, media advertising, public meetings, and more
written submissions would ensure better communication and understanding of
people.
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5.18 Can we please also have a set of public “Town Hall” style meetings at a
much larger venue such as Gilmore Primary School or larger venue. These should
start after 23 Sep and prior to 15 October, i.e. the ACT Election date.
5.19 We would also like to suggest that there be a separate public meeting prior
to 15 October election, where any or all candidates for the ACT Election can
stand up, have their say to the people and state what their position on this
particular issue is.

6. INDUSTRIAL ZONING
6.1 Many of us have lived in Gilmore for than 25 years. We only learned last week
through the FOY Frequently Asked Questions brochure that West Hume had
been re-zoned for Heavy Industry some time ago.
6.2 This is the first time many residents have heard about this re-zoning. Again,
what was the consultation process for this and when did this occur? Something
appears on face value to be fundamentally wrong with LDA consultation
processes and this probably warrants some sort of independent review. There
appears to be a systemic problem about consultation.
6.3 The FOY proposal seems to be more like a heavy industry rather than a light
industry? Where is this defined?
6.4 Can this Hume industrial estate be re-zoned back to light industrial, with
strict guidelines about air quality, noise, and other concerns. Otherwise, every
few years, residents are going to have to go through exactly the same sorts of
battles with other companies. This proposal seems very similar to the previous
proposed Gas Power Station at Mugga Lane, which was eventually terminated.

7. ALERNATIVE SITE LOCATIONS
7.1 What other locations were considered besides the 3 blocks in Hume, e.g.
other ACT or NSW facilities such as Goulburn, Tarago, Yass, Mitchell, Majura,
Williamsdale and Michelago?
7.2 Suggest FOY have a close look at all railway sidings along the railway line
between Goulburn, Tarago, Bungendore, QBN and Cooma. The old railway line to
Cooma does need maintenance – but this could be a good investment by
ACT/NSW Governments. Rail transport would minimize the use of heavy
vehicles on local roads.
7.3 Was Mitchell considered as an alternative? If so, why was it ruled out as an
option? What is the difference between Mitchell and Hume? Mitchell is closer to
Sydney and Melbourne.
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8. PROPERTY VALUES
8.1 Will FOY Group be paying any compensation to property owners for loss of
value if the Development Application is approved?
8.2 Will the ACT Government be paying any compensation to property owners
for loss of value if a Development Application is approved?
8.3 Will our rates property values and notices be adjusted downwards?
8.4 Will our annual rates bill go down? If so, effective from what date (i.e. it is
anticipated that property values will drop from the day the DA is approved).
For your consideration.
Yours sincerely,
A Group of Gilmore Residents
Date: 23 Sep 2016
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