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Professor Barbara Norman
Deputy Chair Regional Development Australia

‘Fund { RDAF ) Advisory Panel
]

Regional Development Australia Fund Advisory Panel Secretariat.
Program Delivery Division Department of Regional Australia,
Regional Development Australia and Local Government

GPQ Box 803 CANBERRA 2601

Dear Professor Norman

I am writing to you as a concerned ratepayer and citizen of the Sorell Municipality in
regards to the proposed C Cell site at Copping . . ,

As a member of the community the.C Cell does not have the support of the majority
of the Sore)l community, the surrounding areas and the broader Tasmanian
population.

Commuinity consultation for the proposed C Cell was practically non-existent. The
proponents, Southern Waste Solutions, barely met statutory obligations regarding
consultation.

I feel as though Sorell ratepayers are being treated as a non-entity and not worthy of
acknowledgement considering the Copping C Cell is proposed to contain hazardous
‘waste from the whole of Tasmania and potentially Antarctica waste from Australia,
France and possibly other countries. How are we supposed to carry such waste with
'no Quarantine facility available in Tasmania? If and when there is a spill, who pay’s
for the clean up? I as a ratepayer certainly do not support this C Cell and refuse to
pay for such a clean up. A

‘Tb t:ondude, the proposal is in direct opposition to the National Waste Management
Policiy2009- where landfill is the least desirable.

I call on you,asa Panel Member for the RDAF 4% Round to exclude the Tasman
application or request that the Tasman Council withdraw their application as it
does not meet the Rou guide’s criteria 5.

Sincere r



Professor Barbara Norman
Deputy Chair Regional Development Australia

Fund ( RDAF ) Advisory Panel -
*Reglo evelopment Australia Fund Advisory Panel Secretariat

Program Delivery Division Department of Regional Australia,
Regional Development Australia and Local Government
GPO Box 803 CANBERRA 2601

Dear Professor Norman

1 am writing to you as a concerned ratepayer and citizen of the Sorell Municipality in
‘regards to the proposed C Cell site at Copping. -

As a member of the community the C-Cell does not have the support of the majority
of the Sorell community, the surrounding areas and the broader Tasmanian
population.

Community consultation for the proposed C Cell was practically non-é:dstent. The
proponents, Southern Waste Solutions, barely met statutory obligations regarding
consultation.

{ feel as though Sorell ratepayers are being treated as a non-entity and not worthy of
acknowledgement considering the Copping C Cell is proposed to contain hazardous
waste from the whole of Tasmania and potentially Antarctica waste from Australia,
France and possibly other countries. How are we supposed to carry such waste with
no Quarantine facility available in Tasmania? If and when there is a spill, who pay’s
for the clean up? I as a ratepayer certainly do not support this C Cell and refuse to
pay for such aclean up.

To conclude, the proposal is in direct opposition to the National Waste Management
Policiy2009- where landfill is the least desirable.

I call on you, s 3 Panel Member for the RDAF 4t Round to exclude the Tasman
application or request that the Tasman Council withdraw their application as it
does not meet the Round 4 guide’s criteria 5.

Si




Mr Justin Hanney
Regional Development Australia Fund
( RDFA) Advisory Panel

Regional Development Australia Fund Advisory Panel Secretariat
Program Delivery Division Department of Regional Australia,
Regional Development Australia and local Government

GPO Box 803 CANBERRA 2601

Dear Mr Hanney

This letter is in régards to the opposed C Cell at Copping.
I, as many other community members, appose the development of the C Cell.

I strongly urge you, as a Panel Member, to request the withdrawal of the Tasman
Council application as it does not meet the Round 4 Guide’s criteria. :

We as ratepayers a_nil community members have not been respectfully advised on
this proposal. ' ‘

The landfill Sustainability Guide, 2004, recommends:

“the community should be provided with adequate information and opportunity to
comment. This may be provided through public meetings , pamphlets, information
booths at local events etc. The detail of information provided will vary from -
proposal to proposal but should always include an assessment of the potential
impact s of a proposal on the local community ( e.g employment opportunities,
altered traffic volumes, nolse and odour).” ' S

The impact on Sorell and surrounding communities is horrendous. The extra heavy
traffic on our narrow roads and two single lane causeways is a disaster waiting to
happen. To add, the “clean up” expenses and cost involved, if and when a spill
happens, should not be left up to the ratepayers of the community .

Please take time to hear the people’s voices.
We say NO to the Copping C Cell




Mr Justin Hanney v
Regional Development Australia Fund
( RDFA ) Advisory Panel

—
Regional Development Australia Fund Advisory Panel Secretariat

Program Delivery Division Department of Regional Australia,
Regional Development Australia and local Government
GPO Box 803 CANBERRA 2601

Dear Mr Hanney

This letter is in regards to the opposed C Cell at Copping.
I, as many other community members, appose the development of the C Cell.

I strongly urge you, as a Panel Member, to request the withdrawal of the Tasman
Council application as it does not meet the Round 4 Guide's criteria,

Weas ratepayers and community members have not been respectfully advised on
this proposal.

The landfill Sustainability Guide, 2004, recommends:

“the community should be provided with adequate information and opportunity to
‘comment. This may be provided through public meetings , pamphlets, information
booths at local events etc. The detail of information provided will vary from
proposal to proposal but should always include an assessment of the potential
impact s of a proposal on the local community ( e.g employment oppertunities,
altered traffic volumes, noise and odour).”

The impact on Sorell and surrounding communities is horrendous. The extra heavy
traffic on our narrow.roads and two single lane causeways is a disaster waiting to
happen. To add, the "clean up” expenses and cost involved, if and when a spill
happens, should not be left up to the ratepayers of the community .

Please take time to hear the people’s voices.
We say NO to the Copping C Cell.

Sincere regard



SECS

Comewoﬂon Sodaly -
Tosmania

10 Provence Drive
Cariton TAS 7173

14 March 2012

Mr Christian Zahra
g,haeredond Development Australia Fund (RDAF) Advisory Panel

Regional Davelopment Australia Fund Advisory Panel Secretariat
Program Delivexy Division Depariment of Regional Australia,
Regional Development and Local Govemment

GPO Box 803 CANBERRA ACT 2601

Dear Mr Zahra

Tasman Council has a minor share (8%) in the four Council Waste Management Authority,
Southern Waste Solutions (SWS). Also the proposed C ceil site in Copping is in the Sorell
Mmicapdity and not in the Tasman Municipality.

The Southem Beaches Conservation Society Inc, (SBCS), as a representative group from
within the Sorell community, has great concern regarding the Regional Development Australia
Fund (RDAF) Expression of interast (EOI) and subsequent Application by the Tasman '
Council for funding of the Controlied Waste C cefl in Copping, Souﬂanmarﬁa.

SBCS completely oppose this development going ahead and request that you urgently
-consider our concemns when reviewing any appllcation recelved for funding of the
Copping C cell development.

The reasons for cur concem are summarized below:
1) The proposed C celi does not have the support of the majority of the Sorelt
community and the broader Tasmanian population.

«  Community consultation for the proposed C call by the proponent was practically non-
existent. The proponents, Southem Waste Solutions (SWS), barely met statutory
obligations regarding consuitation, :

s Following a compiaint letter from a landowner adjoining the proposed site the

complainant was advised that the permit had already been granted. The land owner
took action and called a public meeting to adviss the Community of the intentions of
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SWS to construct a ‘Controlled” or hazardous waste C cslil at the Copping land fil
site. This was the first Information provided to the Community about the C cell. Over
two hundred peapie crowded into the iccal halt to hear about the proposed C cefl and
its implications for the Community. - '

From this initial meeting, the proponant SWS, arranged a public meeting at which
they insisted they had “done the right thing” in consulling with the community and that
they (SWS) would provide a month for feedback from the community, but as they
already had their permit to go ahead, nothing would stand in their (SWS) way to go
ahead with the development. Thay also advised that they distributed 500 leafiets
within the Community — none of which have ever been found,

Dump the Toxic Dump {DTTD), a group of concerned Community members, was

formed. This soon extended to become Southem Beaches Conservation Soclety Inc.

(SBCS). SBCS has grown exponentially over the ensuing months, mostly out of

community concem about the proposed C cell. This is fast becoming not just an issue

within the local Sorelf Community but is seen as an overall State issue. SBCS

mmn:&md support now includes interested parties from all over Tasmania and
& main :

Within one monih of the inltial community meefing, an anti-C cell petition, adhering to
Sorsll Council by-Jaws, was signed by over 20 per cent of the Sorall communily. The
petition was presented o Screll Councit on 5§ October 2012 and was accepted by
Councilors to be Included on the agenda for the next Council meeting on 16 October
2012. B

Following acceplance of the petition by Sorell Council, at the meeting on 16 October,
SBCS requested that Councll call a community meeting at which Cauncilors would
answer questions regarding the proposed C cell. The then acting Mayor agreed this
would ocour as soon as praciicable and December was mentioned as a possibility.

importantly, at the time of writing, even though Council has been approached on
numerous occasions regarding their agreament to hold a public community meeting,
nothing hae come of this request and no meetings or further distussion has been
held with the communily by Council. As one of the Joint owners of the proponent
(SWS), Sorell Councy are clearly showing their disregard for their own community, in
not responding to this petition by caliing a public meefting.

The Landfill Sustainability Guide, 2004 {P 17, Community Liaison), recommends: “the
community shouid be provided with adsquate information and opportunity to
comment. This may be provided through public meefings, pamphiets, information
booths at local events elc. the detail of information provided will vary from proposa to
proposal but should afways include an assessment of the potential impacts of a
proposal an the local community (e.g. employment opportunities, altered traffic
volumes, noise and odour).” -

The impact on the Sorell and surmounding communities will be horrendous. The extra
heavy vehicular traffic on the namow winding road of the Arthur Highway, over the
two singie lane causeways at Midway Point, following the Port Arthur tourist routs, is -
an accident waiting to happen. Already a high volume of trucks, carting waste from
transfer stations throughout the Southem Region, traverse this routs, driving up
gravel from the sides of the roads into the windscreens of other road users. -

Considering that the Copping C cell is proposed {0 take all the hazardous waste from
the whole of Tasmania and potentially Antarctic waste from Australia and France with
a likelihood of other countries being included (aithough how this is supposed to go
ahead with no Quarantine facility in Tasmania is questionable), with what ostensibly,
was no consultation, is treating Soreil ratepayers as non-entities, not worthy of
acknowledgement. This smacks of the USA in the 1970's, research by, Sanjour and of
the more recent Australian, ‘The Case against the South Cardup Landfill extension,
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2)

3)

in Westem Australia. Cophg'hasbeendesimmdasat.uw (Local Undesirable
Land Uses) or Sacrifice Zons. '

-The Copping waste disposal site was originally sefected for a B cell, general

household waste, from a number of sites around scuthemn Tasmania over 20
years ago. it has not been proven that the site is environmentally suitable for a
C cell, which will receive ‘spadeable’ heavy metal, oli and Industrial chemical
waste. Evidence points to the fact that it clearly is not a viable site, and has
only been chosen for convenience. ,

Thers has been no research provided by the propenent SWS or State Government
on the suitabitity of tha Copping site to take Controlled waste in the form of a C cell -
this in furn means that there has never been an environmental impact study on the
proposed C cell location at Copping.

Twenty years ago this was not required for the B cell. Twenty years ago Copping and
the surrounding area of Cariton and Dodges Ferry was a low population density, rural
area. Much has changed in the intervening years but riot as far as the proponents
and State Government are concemed. :

The population of the Sorell municipality has increased by 25 per cent in the last 10 -
years. The Southem Beaches is & popular location, 40 minutes from Hobart, with
many trades people, semi professional and professionals, electing o make beach
side living a prefermed environment in which to raise a family. The Copping site,
because of its size and because it already exists as a B cell landfill site operated by
the proponent, has been deemed the ONLY site available for @ C cell within
Tasmania. The C cell proposition has been accepted by Government, with no thought
of the changes to waste management requirements over the last 20 years and with
no apparent or transparent consideration for any other site  Accaptance of the C cell
will eandemn Tasmania to no changes to waste management into the future.

From day one of operation of the C cell an ongoling engineering risk mitigation
strategy features In the development of the C celf — a mitigation strategy that
will need to run for the life of the C cell and in-perpsetuity!

The proponent has proposed that an engineering solution of pumping the leachate to

'holding ponds for evaporation is in place from day one of operation, to mitigate the

risk of groundwater coming into contact with leachate from the C cell. How long this
pumping will be required, even after the closure and capping of the C cell, it Is not
possible to know but it will need to confinue in order to achieve reduction of the liquid
in the landfilt well into the future.

Risk mitigation strategies should be deployed where the risk has been deemed as a
high likellhood of occurring. Due to the geological and geographical nature of the
proposed site, the rigk of leachate ascaping into the surrounding environment is
deamed high by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and thecefore the
deployment of this risk mitigation strategy Is effective from day one for this proposal.

it is clsarly apparent from the proponents’ permit application (and subsequent
documentation), that due consideration of environmental impacis from leachate,
ongoing costs of maintaining this ‘mitigation’ sirategy and other risks such as
bushfires, have not been fully investigated and the site is being developad ONLY
becausa there is an existing B cell in operation already, with modifications (risk
mitigations) made to fit a C cell on site ~ not that this site is environmentally suitable
fora C ceil!

During the recent Forcett bushfires the Chief Executive Officer of SWS was quoted in
local media that the existing Copping B cell site was not impacted by fire, as if this
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was further testament to the safety of the facility. That the fire, though extremely
fierce, was very fickie and missed many places along its route, was not raised. The
fact that the Copping site had to be evacuated for some time and therefore effectively
shuidown, was also not mentioned.

The land surrounding the site is a heavily forested, fire prone location as recently
demonstrated. In the future event of the-existence of a C call, fires would be
catastrophic, not only causing the cover and liner of the C csll to disintagrate and
toxic gasses to escape into the atmosphere, but there wouid be no leachate pumping
as required to maintain a safe facility, thereby causing heavy metal contaminated
leachate to leak Into the surrounding land, into the water table and consequently the
Carfton River catchment, which has 2 huge fiow on effect to the Southem Beaches of
Frederick Henry Bay and Bruny Bio-Region.. ‘

SBCS conesiders that the C celt will fall to Sorell ratepayers, curent and future, to
maintain and remediate when the proposed C cell membrane ruptures and heavy
metal leachate permeates into the environment, including waterways. = -

o (Suppllers of all types of HDPE membrane wifl not guaraniee that there are

no faufts. In fact they advise that: the membrane will have smail holes; and

they cannot guarantee the weided joints when it Is used ag a lining material.)

SBCS research clearly arficulates that geologically and geographically, the Copping
mummammbdwamcm.lumoyoubmawpyamc'

'SBCS report: ‘A beifer Waste Management Future for Tasmania, 2012’ (available

Ly EUL

Tasmania does not have a Statowide Waste levy on controlied waste and
overall, a shameful record of meeting criterla and guldelines set outIn the
Naﬂor?lznv‘:::h Policy (2009), or the state Waste Management Sustainabliity

A question regarding the introduction of a State waste levy on Controlled Waste was
recantly put to the Tasmanian Stats Econamic Development Minister, the Hon. Davld
O'Byme MP, by SBCS members. The Minister could not say that a State per torme
levy on Controlled Waste would be charged in the foreseeable future, even though In
other States, very high levies are imposed as a deterrent to landfill in favor of
remediation (reduice, reuse, re-process). : ©

This is one area where Tasmania shamefully falls behind the rest of the Nation - t0
aliow controlled waste to be disposed of in landfill without ANY significant '
consideration and Investment into utllising waste as a resource is not regional
development but economic sustainabiiity suppression of the highest order. There is
no accountabiity for waste producers who will be able to cheaply dispose of their
toxic legacies into landfill.

There Is also no economic incentive for wasts as a viable business ta be developed
as alternatives to landfill. Those businesses who attempt to develop genuine waste
resource remediation opportunities in Tasmania will find themselves undercut by a

local Govemment owned entity (SWS), offering a cheaper and less efficlent method
for deaiing with Controlled waste. o

Tasman Council in their RDAF Application and SWS as the proponent of the C cell,
may furnish letters of support from indusiry and Government, State and Local, from
around the State. They have been heavily lobbying, advising that the C cell Isthe -
only viable way to clean up legacy waste in Tasmanda, but this Is in fact misleading
and covers the real fact that landelll is being sold as the only aiternafive to clean up
industrial toxic legacy waste and the only viable futurs optionl A sound business case
for the C oell development Is yet to be provided to the Tasmanian community by the
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Tasmanian Govemment and by the proponent, and the need for a C cell has not yet
been proven.

= There ars many other criteria through which the proposed Copping C cell does not
meet the current National Policy on waste management 2009, i is reliant on state
legislation the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1894, which is
19 years old, outdated and in confravention of National Govemment policy.

8) In closing, | would like to point out that the Tasmanian State Economic
ent Plan 2012, and particularly the Southern Regional Development
Plan 2012, purports to have consulted widely with the Tasmanian Community
on the major Economic Developments (which includes a C cell at Copping).

* We have found no évidence that any Sorell community member was consultad by the
Reference Group for the Tasmanian State Government Economic Development Plan
2012 or the Southem Region Reference Group for the Southem Region Development
‘Plan 2012, on the proposed Copping Controlled waste C cell. in fact consuitation for
both Economic Development Plans was at such a high level that no 'specific detail
was discussed during consultations. o

in conclusion | call on you, as a Panel Member for the RDAF 4™ Round to veto the
Tasman application or request that the Tasman Council withdraw their application as it
does not meet the Round 4 Guide’s criteria 5. ‘Evidence of community support’.

Please contact me If you require further information.

Angels Mink - extal: scgelaman @bigpend.com phoos: 0427 981 016



SBCS

. Southem Beaches
Conservafion Society -
Jasmania -

10 Provence Drive
Carlton TAS 7173

14 March 2012

Mr Brad Orgil |
Regional Deveiopment Austraa Furd (RDAF) Advisory Panel

Regional Development Australla Fund Advisory Panel Secretariat
Program Delivery Divislon Department of Regional Australia,
Regional Development and Local Covernment

GPO Box 803 CANBERRA ACT 2601

Dear Mr Orgill

Tasman Council has a minor share (8%) in the four Council Waste Management Authority,
Southemn Waste Solutions {SWS). Also the proposed C cell site in Copping Is in the Sorell
Municipality and not in the Tasman Municipality,

The Southsm Beaches Conservation Society Inc, (SBCS), as a represantative group from
within the Sorell community, has great concern regarding the Regional Development Australia

Fund (RDAF) Expression of Interest (EOI) and subsequent Application by the Tasman
Councll for funding of the Controlled Waste C cell in Copplng Southem Tasmania. .

SBCS completely oppose this development going ahead and request that you urgently
‘consider our concerns when reviewing any application recelved for funding of the
Copping C cell development,

Thoe reasons for our concsrn aré summarized below:

1) The proposed C cell does not have the support of the majority of the Sorell
community and the broader Tasmanlan popuiation.

= Communily consultation for the proposed C cell by the proponent was practically non-
existent. The propanents, Southem Waste Solutions (SWS), barely met statutory
obligations regarding consultation.

= Following a complaint ietter from a landowner adjoining the proposed site the

complainant was advised that the permit had already been granted. The land owner
took action and cafled a public meeting to advise the Community of the intentions of
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SWS to construct a “Controlied’ or hazardous waste C cell at the Copping land filt
site. This was the first information provided to the Community about the C cell. Over
two hundred peopie crowded into the local hall to hear about the proposed C cell and
its implications for the Cornmumity. : '

From this initial mesting, the proponent SWS, aranged a public meeting at which
they insisted they had “done the right thing” in consuiting with the community and that
thay (SWS) would provide a month for feedback from the community, but as they
already had their permit to-go ahead, nothing would stand in their (SWS) way to go
ahead with the development. They also advised that they distributed 500 leafiets
within the Community ~ none of which hava ever been found. -

Dump the Toxic Dump (DTTD), a group of concemed Community members, was

formed. This soon extended to become Southem Beaches Conservation Society Inc.

(SBCS). SBCS has grown exponentially over the ensuing months, mostly out of

commiinity concem about the proposed C cell. This is fast becoming not just an issue

within the local Sorell Community but s seen as an overall State issue. SBCS

w%s';in%nnd support now includes interested parties from all over Tasmania and
ma I

Within one month of the initial community meeting, an anfi-C cell psiition, adhering to

Sorell Council by-laws, was signed by over 20 per cent of the Sorell community. The.

petition was presanted to Sorelt Council on 5 October 2012 and was accepted by

20«m01 ors ta be included on the agenda for the next Councii meeting on 18 Qctober
2. ‘

Following acceptance of the petition by Soreit Council, at the meeting an 18 October,
SBCS requested that Council call a community meeting at which Councilars wouid
answer questions regarding the proposed C cell. The then acting Mayor agreed this
would occur 83 soon as practicable and December was mentioned as.a possibility.

importantiy, at the time of writing, even though Council has béan approached on
numerous occasions regarding their agreement to hold a public community meeting,
nothing has come of this request and no meetings or further discussion has been
held with the community by Council. As one of the Joint owners of the proponent
{SWS), Sorell Council are clearly showing their disregard for their own community, in
not responding to this pefition by calling a public meeting.

The Lendfill Sustalnability Guide, 2004 (P 17, Cammunity Liaison), recommends: “the
community should be provided with adequate infonmation and opportunity to
comment. This may be providad through public meetings, pamphiets, information
booths at local events ete, the detall of information provided will vary from proposal to
proposal but should always include an assessment of the potential impacts ofa
proposal on the local community (e.g. employment opportunities, altared treffic
volumes, noise and odour).”

The impact on the Sorel and surrounding communities will be horrendious. The axira
heavy vehicular traffic on the narrow winding road of the Arthur Highway, over the
two single lane causeways at Midway Point, following the Port Arthur tourist route, Is
an accident waiting to happen. Already a high volume of trucks, carting waste from
transfer stations throughout the Southem Region, traverse this route, driving up
gravet from the sides of the roads into the windscreens of other road users.

Congidering that the Copping C cell is proposed to take all the hazardous waste from
the whole of Tasmania and potentially Antarctic waste from Australla and France with
a likelihood of ather countries being included (although how this is supposed to go
ahead with no Quarantine facllity In Tasmania is questionable), with what ostansibly,
was no consuliation, is freating Sorell ratepayers as non-entities, not worthy of
acknowledgement. This smacks of the USA in the 1870's, research by Sanjour and of
the more recant Austratian, ‘The Case againsi the South Cardup Landfill extension’,
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In Westem Australia. Coping has been designated as a LULU (Local Undesirable
Land Uses) or Sacrifice Zone. . .

The Copping waste disposal site was originally selected for a B cell, general
household waste, from a number of sites around southermn Tasmanla over 20
years ago. it has not been proven thati the site is environmentaily suitable for a
C cell, which will recelve ‘spadeable’ heavy metal; oll and industrial chemical
waste. Evidence points to the fact that It clearly is not a viable site, and has
only been chosen for convenlence.

There has been no research provided by the proponent SWS or State Govemment
on the suitability of the Capping site to take Controlled wasta in the form of a C csll -
this in tum means that there has never been an enviranmental impact study on the
proposed C cell location st Copping.

Twenly years ago this was not required for the B cell. Twenty years ago Copping and

the surrounding area of Cariton and Dodges Ferry was a low population density, rural
area. Much has changed in the intervening years but not as far as the proponents

The population of the Sorell municipality has increased by 25 per cent in the [ast 10
years. The Southem Beaches is a popular iocation, 40 minutes from Hobart, with
many trades people, seml professional and professionals, electing to make beach
side living a preferred environment in which to raise a family. The Copping site,
because of its size and because it already exisis as a B cefl landfill site operated by
the proponent, has been desmed the ONLY site available for a C cefl within
Tasmania. The C cell proposition has been accepted by Govemment, with no thought
of the changes to waste management requirements over the last 20 years and with
no apparent or transparent consideration for any ofher site. Acceptance of the C csil
will condemn Tasmania to. no changes to waste management mto the future.

From day one of operation of the C celt an ongolng engineering risk mitigation
strategy features in the development of the C cefl — a mitigation strategy that
witl need to run for the [ife of the C ¢ell and in-perpetuity!

The proponent has proposed that an engineering solution of pumping the leachate to
helding ponds for evaporation is in place from day one of operation, to mitigate the
risk of groundwater coming into contact with leachate from the C cell. How long this
pumpling will be required, even after the closure and capping of the C cell, it is not
possible to know but it will need to confinue in order to achieve reduction of the liquid
in the landfill welt into the future.

Risk mitigation strategies should be deployed where the risk has been desmed as a
high fikelihood of occurting. Due to the geological and geographical nature of the
site, the rigk of leachate escaping into the surmounding environment is
deemed high by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and therefore the
deployment of this risk mitigation strategy is effective from day ona for this proposal.

It is clearly apparent from the proponents’ permit application (and subsequent
documentation), that due consideration of environmental impacts from ieachats,
ongoing costs of maintaining this ‘mitigation’ strategy and other risks such as
bushfires, have not been fully investigated and the site is being developed ONLY
because there is an existing B cefl in operation already, with modifications (risk
mitigations) made to fit a C cell on site — not that this site is environmentally suitable
fora C celll

During the recent Forcett bushfires the Chief Executive Officer of SWS was quoted in
Jocal media that the existing Copping B cell site was not impacted by fire, as if this
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- was further testament to the safety of the facility. That the fire, though exiremely
flerce, was very fickie and missad many places along its route, was not raised. The

fact that the Copping site had to be evacuated for some time and therefore effectively
shuidown, was also not mentioned.

The land surrounding the site Is a heavily forested, fire prone location as recently
demonstrated. in the future event of ihe existence of a C cel, fires would be
catastrophic, not only causing the cover and finer of the C cell to disintegrate and
toxic gasses to escape into the atmosphere, but there would be no leachate pumping
as required to maintain a safe fadility, thereby causing heavy metal contaminated
jeachats to leak into the surmounding fand, into the water table and consequently the
Carlton River catchment, which has a huge flow on sffect to the Southern Beaches of
Fraderick Henry Bay and Bruny Blo-Region.

SBCS considers that the C cell will fall to Sorell ratepayers, cument and future, to.
maintain and remediate when the proposad C cell mambrane ruptures and heavy
metal {eachate parmsates into the environment, including waterways.
o {Suppliers of all types of HDPE membrane will not guarantes thet there are
no faulfs..in fact they advise that: the membrane will have small holes; and
they cannof guarantee the welded joints when it Is used as & lining material.)

SBCS research clearly articulates that geologically and geographically, the Copping
site is not suitable for a controlied waste C cell. | urge you to read a copy of the
SBCS report: ‘A better Waste Management Future for Tagmania, 2012’ (available

Tasmania does not have a Statewide Waste levy on controlled waste and
overall, a shameful record of meeting criteria and guidelines set out in the
Natlonal Waste Policy (2008), or the state Waste Management Sustainabllity
Guide (2004).

A question regarding the introduction of a State waste levy on Controlied Waste was
recenily put to the Tasmanian State Economic Development Minister, the Hon, Pavid
O'Byrne MP, by SBCS members. The Minister could not say that a State per tonne
levy on Controlled Waste would be charged in the foreseeable future, even though In
other States, very high levies are imposed as a detemrent to landfill in favor of
remediation (recice, reuse, re-process).

This is one area where Tasmania shamefully falls behind the rest of the Nation - to
allow controlled waste to be disposed of in landfill without ANY significant
consideration and investment into utilising waste as a resource is ot regional
development but economic sustainability suppression of the highest order. There'is
no for waste producers who will be able to cheaply dispose of their
toxic Jegacies into landfilt.

There is also no economic incentive for waste as a viable business to be developed
as alternatives to landfill. Those businesses who alttempt to devalop genuine waste
resource remediation oppertunities in Tasmania will find themselves undercut by a
jocal Govemment owned entity (SWS), offering a cheaper and less efficient method
for dealing with Controlled wasts.

Tasman Council in their RDAF Application and SWS as the proponent of the C cell,
may furnish letters of support from industry and Govemment, State and Local, from
around the State. They have been heavily lobbying, advising that the C-cell is the
onlyviaﬁemybdnnmlemwublﬂmuia,bmmishfaumlsbadng
and covers the real fact that landfill is being sold as the only altemative to clean up
industrial toxic legacy waste and the only viable future optiont A sound business case
for tha C cell development is yet to be provided te the Tasmanian community by the
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been proven.

* There are many other criteria through which the proposed Copping C cell doss not
meet the current National Policy on waste management 2009. It is reliant on state
legislation the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994, which is
19 'years old, outdated and in contravention of National Government poficy.

8) In closing, | would Hke to point out that the Tasmanian State Economic
Development Plan 2012, and particularly the Soutiern Regional Development
Ptan 2012, purports to have consulted widely with the Tasmanlan Community
on the major Econontic Developments (which Includes a C cell at Copping).

= We have found no evidence that any Sorell community member was consuited by the
Reference Group for the Tasmantan State Govemment Economic Devalopment Plan
2012 or the Southem Region Reference Group for the Southem Region Development
Plan 2012, on ths proposed Copping Controlled waste C cail. In fact consultation for
both Economic Development Plans was at such a high level that no specific detail
was discuased during consujtations. '

In conciusion | call on you, as a Panet Member for the RDAF 4™ Round to veto the
Tasman application or request that the Tasman Councll withdraw their application as it
does not meet the Round 4 Gulde’s criterfa 5. ‘Evidencs of community support’.

Piease contact me if you require further information,

Angsla Mach - el el aewarals | @higpeced.cont plome: 0627 901 016



SIBCS

Southem Beaches
‘Conservation Soclefy -
Tasmonia

10 Provence Drive
Carfton TAS 7173

14 March 2012

Mr Justin Hanney .
Regional Development Australia Fund (RDAF) Advisory Panel
Cl- ' -

Regicnal Development Austrelia' Fund Advisory Panel Secretariat
Program Delivery Division Department of Regional Australia,
‘Regional Development and Local Govemment

GPO Box 803 CANBERRA ACT 2601

Dear Mr Hanney

~Tasman Council has a minor share (8%) in the four Council Waste Management Authority,
Southern Waste Solutions (SWS). Alsc the proposed C cell site in Copping is In the Sorell
Municipality and not in the Tasman Municipality.

The Southem Beaches Conservafion Socisty Inc, (SBCS), as a representafive group from
within the Sorell community, has great concern regarding the Regional Development Austraiia
Fund (RDAF) Expression of interest (EOI) and subsequent Application by the Tasman
Coundll for funding of the Controlled Waste C cell in Copping, Scuthem Tasmania.

SBCS completely opposa this development going ahead and requast that you urgently
consider our concerns when reviewing any pplication recelved for funding of the
Copping C cell development.

The reasons for our concern are summarized below:

1)  The proposed C cell does not have the support of the majority of the Sorell
community and the broader Tasmanian population.

= Community consultation for the proposed C cell by the proponent was practically non-
existent. The proponents, Southem Waste Solutions (SWS), barely met statutory
»  Following a complaint letter from a landowner adjoining the proposed site the

was advised that the permit had aiready been granted. The land owner
took acﬂonmdcaledapublicmeethq.toadﬂsemmmw of the intentions of
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SWS fo construct a ‘Controlled’ or hazardous waste G celf at the Copping land fill
site. This was the first information provided to the Communily about the C cell. Over
two hundred people crowded into the focal hall to hear about the proposed C cell and
its implications for the Community.

From this initial meeting, the proponent SWS, arranged a public meeting at which
they insisted they had “done the right thing® in consuiling with the community and that
they (SWS) would provide a month for feedback from the community, but as they
already had their permit to go ahead, nothing would stand in their (SWS) way 10 go
ahead with the development. They also advised that they distributed 500 leaflets
within the Community — none of which have ever been found. '

Dump the Toxic Dump (DTTD), a group of concemed Community members, was
formed. This soon exiended to bacome Southem Beaches Conservation Society Inc.
(SBCS). SBCS has grown expanentially over the ensuing months, mostly out of
commiunity concem about the proposed C call. This is fast becoming not just an issue
within the local Sorell Community but Is seen as an overall State issue. SBCS '
g\;m'i‘%.md support now includes interested parties from all over Tasmania and

Within one month of the initial community meeting, an anti-C celi petition, adhering to

Sorell Coundil by-laws, was signed by over 20 per cent of the Sorell community. The

petition was presented to Sorell Council on § October 2012 and was accepted by

goo;lmllbrsbbe inciuded on the agenda for the next Council meeting on 16 Oclober
2 ,

Following acceplance of the petition by Sorsll Councii, at the meeting on 16 October,
8BCS requested that Council call a community meeting at which Councilors would
answer questions regarding the proposed C cell. The then acting Mayor agreed this
would occur as soon as practicable and December was mentioned as a possibility.

Importantly, at the time of writing, even though Council has been approached on
numerous occaslons regarding their agreement to hold a public community meating,
riothing has come of this request and no mestings or further discussion has been
held with the community by Council As one of the Joint owners of the proponent
(SWS), Sarell Council are clearly showing their disregard for their own community, in
not responding to this petition by calling a public mesfing.

The Landfill Sustainability Guide, 2004 (P 17, Community Liaison), recommends: “the
community should be provided with adequate information and opportunity fo
comment. This may be provided through public mestings, pamphieats, information
booths at local events sic. the detail of information provided will vary from proposal to
proposai but should atways include an assessment of the potential impacts of a
proposal on the local community (e.g. employment opportunities, altered traffic
volumes, noise and odour).”

The impact on the Sorell and surrounding commumnities will be horrendous. The éxtra
heavy vehicutar traffic on the narmow winding road of the Arthur Highway, over the
two single lane causeways at Midway Point, following the Port Arthur tourist route, is
an accident walting to happen. Already a high volume of trucks, carting waste from
transfer stations throughout the Southem Region, traverse this routs, driving up
gravel from the sides of the roads into the windscreens of other road users.

Considering that the Copping C cell is proposed to take all the hazardous waste from
" the whole of Tasmania and potentially Antarctic waste from Australia and France with
a likelthood of other countries being included (aithough how this is supposed o go
ahead with no Quarantine facility in Tasmania Is questionable), with what ostensibly,
was no consultation, Is treating Sorell ratepayers as non-enfities, not worthy of .
acknowledgement. This smacks of the USA in the 1970's, research by Sanjour and of
the more recent Australian, "The Case against the South Cardup Landfill extension’,
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in Westem Australia. Coping has been designated as a LULU (Local Undesirable
Land Uses) or Sacrifice Zone. -

The Copping waste disposal site was originally selectsd for a B cell, general
household waste, from a number of sites around southem Tasmania over 20
years ago. it has not been proven that the site is environmentally suitabie fora
C cell, which wili raceive ‘spadeable” heavy metal, oil and Industrial chemical
waste, Evidence points to the fact that it clearly is not a viable site, and has
only been chosan for convenience.

There has been no research provided by the proponent SWS or State Government
on the sultability of the Copping site to take Conirolled waste in the form of @ C cell -
this In furn means that there has never besn an environmantal impact study on the

proposed C cell location at Copping.

Twenty years ago this was not required for the B cefl. Twenty years ago Copping-and”
the surrounding area of Cariton and Dodges Ferry was a iow population density, rural
area. Much has changed in the intervening years but not as far as the proponents

The popuiation of the Sorell municipality has increased by 25 per cent In the last 10
years. The Southem Beaches is a popular location, 40 minutes from Hobart, with
many trades people, semi professional and professionals, electing to make beach
side living a preferred environment in which to raise a family. The Copping site,
because of iis size anxt because it already exists as a B ceil landfil site operated by
the proponent, has been desmed the ONLY site available for a C cell within -
Tasmania. The C cell proposition has been accepted by Government, with no thought
of the changes to waste management requirements over the last 20 years and with
no apparent or transparent consideration for any other site. Acceptance of the Ccell
will condemn Tasmania to no changes to waste management into the future.

From day one of operation of the C cell an ongoing engineering risk mitigation
strategy features in the devsiopment of the C cell — a mifigation strategy that
will need to run for the life of the C cell and in-perpetultyl

The proponent has proposed that an engineering solution of pumping the leachate to
holding ponds for evaporation is in place from day one of operation, to mitigate the
risk of groundwater coming into contact with ieachate from the C ceil. How long this
pumping will be required, even after the closure and capping of the C cell, it Is not
possible to know but it will need to continue in order to achieve reduction of the liquid
In the landfilt well into the future.

Risk mitigation strategies should be deployed where the risk has been deemed as a
high likelihood of occurring. Duse 10 the geological and geographical nature of the
proposed site, the rigk of leachate escaping into the surrounding environment is
deamed high by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and therefore the
deployment of this risk mitigation stratagy is effective from day one for this proposal.

it is clearly apparent from the proponents’ permit application (and subseguent
documentation), that due consiieration of environmental impacts from leachate,
ongoing costs of maintaining this ‘mitigation’ strategy and other risks such as’
bushfires, have not been fuily investigated and the site is being developed ONLY
because there s an exisiing B cell in operation already, with modificafions (risk
mitigations) made to fit a C cell on site ~ not that this site | environmentally suitable
for a C celll e

During the recent Forcett bushfires the Chief Executive Officar of SWS was quoted in
local media that the existing Copping B cell site was not impacted by fire, as If this
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was further testament {o the safety of the facility. That the fire, though exfremely
fiarce, was very fickle and missed many places along its route, was not raised. The
fact that the Copping site had to be evacuated for some time and therefore effectively
shutdown, was also not mentioned.

The land surrounding the site is a heavily forested, fire prone location as recently
demonstrated. in the future event of the existence of a C cell, fires would be
catastrophic, not only causing the cover and liner of the C cell to disintegrate and
toxic gasses to escape into the atmosphers, but there woulkd be no leachate pumping
as required to maintain a safe facility, thereby causing heavy metal contaminated
leachate to Isak into the surmounding land, into the water table and consequently the
Carlton River catchment, which has a huge flow on effect to the Southern Beaches of
Frederick Henry Bay and Bruny Bio-Region.

SBCS considers that the C call will fall to Sorell ratepayers, curent and fulure, to
maintain and remediate when the proposed C cell membrane suptures and heavy
metal leachate permeates into the environment, including waterways. -
o (Suppliers of all iypes of HDPE membrane will not guarantoe that there are
no faults. In fact they advise that: the membrane will have small holes; and
they cannot guaranfee the welkded joints when it is used as a lining material.)

SBCS research clearly articulates that geologicaily and geographically, the Copping
site is not suitable for a controlled waste C cell. [ urge you to read a copy of the
S8CS report: ‘A beffer Waste Management utm_albr‘r. 2012’ (available

Tasmania does not have a Statewlde Waste levy on controlled waste and
overall, a shameful record of meeting criteria and guldelines set out in the
National Waste Policy (2009), or the stata Waste Management Sustalnabliity

Guide (2004). . -

A question regarding the introduction of a State waste levy on Controlled Waste was
recently put to the Tasmanian State Economic Development Minister, the Hon. David
O’Byme MP, by SBCS members. The Minister could not say that a State per tonne
levy on Controlled Waste would be charged in the foreseeable future, even though in
other States, very high levies are imposed as a deterrent to iandfill in favor of

remediation (reduce, reuse, re-process).

This is one area where Tasmania shamefully falls behind the rest of the Nation - fo
allow controlied wasts to ba disposed of in iandfill without ANY significant
consideration and investment into utilising waste as a resource is not reglonal
development but economic sustainability suppressian of the highest order. There is
no accountability for waste producers who will be able to cheaply disposa of their
toxic legacies into landfil.

Thera is also no economic incentive for waste as a viable business to be developed
as altematives to landfill. Those businesses who attempt to develop genuine waste
resource remediation opportunities in Tasmania will find themselves undercut by &
local Government owned entity (SWS), offering a cheaper and less efficient methad
for dealing with Controlled waste.

Tasman Councll int their RDAF Application and SWS as the proponent of the C cell,
may furnish letters-of support from industry and Govemnment, State and Local, from
around the State, They have been heavily lobbying, advising thet the C cell is the
only viable way to ciean up legacy waste in Tasmania, but this is in fact misleading
and covers the real fact that landfill is being sold as the aniy aiternative to clean up
industrial toxic legacy waste and the only viable future optioni A sound business case
for the C cell development is yet to be provided to the Tasmanian community by the
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Tasmanian Govemment and by the proponent, and the need for a C cell has not yet
been proven. ‘

» There are many other critesia through which the proposed Copping C cell does not
meet the current National Policy on waste management 2009. it is reliant on state
legisiation the Environmental Management and Poliution Control Act 1994, which is
18 years old, outdated arx in contravention of National Government policy.

§) In closing, | would Tlke to point out that the Yasmanian State Economic
Development Plan 2012, and particularly the Southern Regional Development
Plan 2012, purports to have consulted widely with the Tasmanian Community
on the major Economic Developments {which includes a C cell at Copping).

* Wae have found no evidence that any Sorell community member was consulted by the
Reference Group for the Tasmanian State Government Economic Development Plan
2012 or the Southem Region Reference Group for the Southemn Region Development
Plan 2012, on the proposed Copping Controlied waste C call. In fact consultation for
both Economic Developmerit Plang was at such a high level that no specific detait
was discussed during consultations. ‘

in conclusion | call on you, as a Panel Member for the RDAF 4™ Round to veto the
Tasman application of request that the Tasman Council withdraw their application as it
does not meet the Round 4 Guide's criteria 5. ‘Evidence of community support’.

Please contact me if you require further infarmation.

AngeluManh -ﬂimm”mﬁl 0l



SBCS

omervaﬂon SOdeiy -
Tasmania

10 Provence Drive
Carlton TAS 7173

14 March 2012

Professor Barbara Norman
Deputy Chair Regional Development Ausiralia Fund (RDAF) Advisory Panel
cr- - '

Regional Development Ausiralia Fund Advisory Panel Secretariat
Program Delivery Division Depariment of Regional Ausiralla,
Regiortal Developmernt and Local Govemment

GPO Box 803 CANBERRA ACT.2601

Dear Professor Norman

Tasman Councll has a minor share (8%) In the four Comel Waste Management Authority,
Southem Waste Solutions (SWS). Also the proposed C cell site in Copping Is in the Sorell
Municipality and not in the Tasman Municipallty. -

The Southern Beaches Conservation Society Inc, (SBCS), as & representative group from
within the Sorell community, has great concern regarding the Regional Development Australia
Fund {RDAF) Expression of Interest (EOI) and subsequent Apptication by the Tasman
Council for funding of the Controlied Waste C celf in Copping, Southem Tasmania.

SBCS completely oppose this development going ahead and request that you urgently
consider our concerns when reviewing any applleaﬂon recelved for funding of the

Copping C cell development. -

The reasons for our concem are summarized below;

1) The proposed C cell does not have the support of the majority of the Sorell
community and the broader Tasmanjan population.

«  Community consultation for the proposed C cell by the proponent was practically non-
existent. The proponents, Southemn Waste Solutions (SW8), barely met statutory
cbligations regarding consultation.

»  Following a comptaint letter from a landowner adjoining the proposed site the

complainant was advised that the permit had already been granted. The land owner
took action and called a public mesting to advise the Community of the intentions of
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SWS to construct a ‘Controlled” or hazardous waste C cell at the Copping land fil
site. This was the first information provided to the Community-about the C cell. Over
twoInndmdpeoplecrwdedlnmﬂnbealhaltohasaboutmamposedcmand
its Implicetions for the Community.

From this Initial meeting, the proponent SWS, arranged & public mesting at which
mmwmmw-mmmmmmmﬁmmmumymm
they (SWS) would provide a month for feedback from the community, but as they
already had their permit to go ahead, nothing would stand in their (SWS) way to go
ahead with the development. They also advised that they distributed 500 leaflets
within the Community — none of which have ever been found.

Dump tha Toxic Dump (DTTD), a group of concernad COmmunny members, was

formed. This soon extended fo become Southemn Beaches Conservation Saciety inc.
(SBCS). SBCS has grown exponentially over the ensuing months, mostly out of
community concern about the proposed G cell. This is fast becoming not just an issue
within the local Sorefl Community but is seen as an overall State issue. SBCS
membership and support now includes interested parties from all over Tasmania and
the mainiand.

Within one month of the initial community meeting, an anti-C cell pefition, adhering to
Sarel! Council by-laws, was signed by over 20 per cent of the Sorell community. The
petition was presented to Sorell Council on 5 October 2012 and was accepted by
Councilors o be included on the agenda for the next Councll meeting on 18 October
2012,

Fatlowing accepiance of the petition by Sorell Council, at the meeting on 16 October,
SBCS requested that Council call a community meeting at which Councilors would
answer guestions regarding the proposed C cell. The then acting Mayor agread this
would occur &% soon as practicable and December was mentioned as a possibility.

importantly, at the time of writing, even though Council has been approached on
numerous occasions regarding their agreement to hold a public community meeting,
nothing has come of this request and no mealings or further discussion has been
held with the community by Council. As ons of the Jaint owners of the

(SWS), Sorell Council are clearly showing their disregard for their own conmunlty,
not responding to this petition by calling a public meeting.

The Landfilt Sustainability Guide, 2004 (P 17, Commnmity Liaison), recommends: *the
community should be provided with adequate information and opportunity to
comment. This may be provided through public meetings, pamphiets, information
booths at local avents etc. the detail of information provided will vary from propoeal to

proposal but should always Include an assessment of the potential impacts of a
proposal on the focal community (e.g. emplayment opportunities, altered traffic
volumes, nolse and odour).

The Impact on the Sorsil and surrounding commurﬁeswmbe homrendous. The exira
heavy vehicular fraffic on the narrow winding road of the Arthur Highway, over the
two single lane causeways at Midway Point, following the Port Arthur tourist route, is
an accident walting to happen. Already a high volume of trucks, carting waste from
transfer stations throughout the Soutitemn Region, traverse this route, driving up
gravelfromuwsldesofm roads intoc the windscreens of other road users.

Considering that the Copping C odliswopoeedbmalmmmwmm
the whole of Tasmania and potenftially Antarctic waste from Australia and France with
a likelihood of other countries being included (aithough how this is supposed to go
ahead with no Quarantine facility in Tasmania Is questionable), with what ostensibly,
was no consultation, Is treating Sorell ratepayers as non-entities, not worthy of
acknowledgement. This smacks of the USA in the 1870's, research by Sanjour and of
the more recent Australian, The Case against the South Cardup Landfill extension’,
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in Westem Australia. Coping has been designated as a LULU (Local Undasirable
Land Uses) or Sacrifice Zone.

The Copping waste disposal site was originatly selected for a B cell, general
housshold waste, from & number of sites around southem Tasmania over 20
years ago. it has not baen proven that ths site Is environmentaily suitabis for a
C cell, which will receive ‘spadeable’ heavy metal, oil and Industrial chemical
waste. Evidence points to the fact that it clearly Is not a viable site, and has
only bean chosen for convenience.

There has been no ressarch provided by the proponent SWS or State Government
on the sultability of the Copping site to take Controlled waste in the form of a C cell —
this in turn means that there has never been an environmental impact study on the
proposed C ceil location at Copping.

Twenty years ago this was not required for the B cell. Twenty years ago Copping and
the surreunding area of Cariton and Dodges Feny was a low population density, rural
area. Much has changed in the intervening years but not as far as the proponents
and State Government are concemsd.

The population of the Soreil municipality has increased by 25 per cent in the |ast 10
years. The Southem Beaches is a popular location, 40 minutes from Hobart, with
many frades people, semi professional and professionals, electing to make beach
side living a preferred environment in which to raise a family. The Copping site,
because of its size and because it already exists as a B cell landfill site operated by
the proponent, has baen deemed the ONLY site available for a C cell within = . .
Tasmania. The C cell proposifion has been accepted by Government, with no thought
of the changes to waste management requirements over the last 20 years and with
no apparent or transparent consideration for any other site. Acceptance of the C cell
will condemn Tasmania 1o no changes to waste management into the future.

From day one of operation of the C cell an ongoing engineering risk mitigation
strategy features hﬁodwohpmntofmcool-amlﬂywonwm
will need to run for the iife of the C cell and in-perpstuity! .

Themponentrmpmposedthatan engineering solution of pumping the leachate fo
hotding ponds for evaporation is in place from day one of operation, to mitigate the
risk of groundwater coming Into contact with leachate from the C cell. How long this
pumping will be required, sven after the closure and capping of the C cell, it is not
possible to know but it will need to continue in order to achieve reduction of the liquid
in the tandfitl well into the future.

Risk mitigation sirategies should be deployed where the risk has been deemed as a
high likellhood of occurring. Due to the geological and geographical nature of the
proposed site, the risk of leachate escaping knto the surrounding environment is
deemed high by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and therefore the
deployment of this risk mitigation strategy s effective from day ane for this proposal.

It is clearly apparant from the proponents’ permit application (and subsequent
documentation), that due consideration of environmental impacts from leachate,
ongoing costs of maintaining this ‘mitigation’ strategy and other risks such as
bushfires, have not been fully investigated and the site is being developed ONLY
because there Is an existing B cell in operation already, with modifications (risk
mitigam:;ﬁ) mads fo fit a C cell on site —not that this site is environmentally sultable
fora C celif

During the recent Forcett bushfires the Chief Executive Officer of SWS was quoted in
local media that the existing Copping B cell site was not impacted by fire, as if this
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was further teatament to the safety of the faciiity. That the fire, though extremaly
fierce, was very fickie and missed many places along its route, wes not raised. The
fact that the Copping site had to be evacuated for some time and therefore effectively
- shutdown, was also not mentioned. ;

The land surrounding the sits Is a heavily forested, fire prone location as recently
demonsirated. In the future event of the existence of a C cel, firés would be
calastrophic, not only causing the covar and liner of the C oeil to disintagrate and
toxic gasses to escape into the atmosphere, but there would be no leachate pumping
as required to maintain a safe faciity, thereby causing heavy metal contaminated . -
leachats to leak into the surrounding fand, into the water table and consaquently the
Cariton River catchment, which has.a huge flow on effect to the Southem Béaches of
Frederick Henry Bay and Bruny Bio-Region. '

SBCS conslders that the C cell will fall to Sarell ratepayers, current.and future, to
maintain and remediate when the proposed C cell membrane ruptures and heavy
_metal leachate permeates into.the environment, including waterways. :
" o (Supplers of all types of HDPE membrane wil nof guarantee that there are
no faults. in fact they advise that: the membrane will have small holes; and
they cannot guarantee the weided joints when it is used 8s a fining matertal.)

SBCS research clearly arliculates that geologicaily and geographically, the Copping
gite Is not suitable for a contralled waste C-cefl. | urge you to read a copy of the
sslo':mon: ‘A belter Waste- ymént Future for Tasmania, 2012* (availeble
online at: hitos://docs.aooale comie/dRBWIFXW4Z DENDMhZzbURIDYY1 L@ RCIOGH
{printed coples to be forwarded as soon as avallable)).

Tasmanla does not havea wc Wasto levy on controlled waste and
overall; a:shamefud record of meeting criteria and guidelines set out in the
gu#mamm). Pollcy (2008), or the state Waste Mana gement Sustainabllity

A question regarding the infroduction of a State waste levy on Controlled Waste was
recontly putto the Tasmanian State Economic Development Minister, the Hen. David
O'Byme MP, by SBCS members. The-Minister could not say that & State per tonne
levy on Controlied Waste would be charged in the foresseable future, even though In
other States, very high levies are-imposed as a detement to landfill In favor of
remediation (reduce, mm-wfpm). i 4 lal e

This is one area whare Tasmania shamefully falls behind the rest of the Nation.- o
aliow controlied waste to be disposed of In landfill without ANY significant
congideration and Investment Into utlising waste as a resource is not reglonal
development but economic sustainabllity suppression of the highest order. Therels
fo accountahility for waste producers who wilt be able to cheeply dispose of their
toxiclegacies info.Jandfit. - - . - i

There Is also no economicincentive for waste as-a.viable business to-be developed
as alternatives to landfil. Those businesses who attempt to develop genulne wasto
resource remediation opportunities in Tasmania will find themselves undarcut by a -
focal Government owned entily (SWS), offering a cheaper and lees efficlent method
Tasman Council in their RDAF Application and SWS as the proponent of the.C cell,
mwmmmmmmwmmmmmmmm.mm
around the State. They have been heavily lobbying, advising that the C cell is the
onlyvlablevmtowmuplagathTmh.lmt!lisish-mmadm
and covers the real fact that landfil Is being sold as the only altemative to clean up
industrial toxic Jegacy waste and the only viable future option! A sound business case
forlhoCcoldwelopmm_ls.yettobeptwldodmhﬂamnlanmmumybytho
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Tasmanian Govmemmt’ymepmpmut andﬂ'oenaedforaccellhasnotyet
been proven.

* There are many other criteria through which the proposed Copping C cell does not
meet the curent National Policy on waste management 2009. Itis reliant on state
legisiation the Environmental Management and Poliution Canirol Act 1594, which is
19 years old, outdated and in contravention of National Govemment poticy.

§) in closing, 1 would like to point out that the Tasmanian State Economic
Devefopment Plan 2012, and particularly the Southern Reglonal Devalopment
Plan 2012, purports to have consulted widely with the Tasmanlan Community
on the major Economic Developments {which Includes a C cell at Copping).

* We have found no evidence that any Sorell community member was consulted by the
Reference Group for the Tasmanian State Government Economic Development Plan
2012 or the Southern Reglon Reference Group for the Southem Reglon Development
Plan 2012, on the proposed Copping Controlled waste C cell. In fact consuitation for
both Economic Development Plans was at such a high level that no spaclific detail

‘was discussed during consuitations.

In conclusion | call on you, as a Panel Member for the RDAF 4* Round to veto the
Tasman application or request that the Tasman Council withdraw their application as It
does not meet the Round 4 Guide's criteria 5. ‘Evidence of community support’,

Please contact me if you require further information.

Angala Mank ~email: angdamank! @higaood com pliome: 0427 931 016



Southem Beaches
Conservation Soclety -
Tasmanio

10 Provence Drive
Cariton TAS 7173

14 March 2012

Doctor Fiona McKenzie
gzgiond Development Australia Fund (RDAF) Advisory Panel

Reglonal Development Australia Fund Advisory Panel Secretariat
Program Delivery Division Department of Regional Australia,
Regional Development and Local Govemment

GPO Box 803 CANBERRA ACT 2601

Dear Doctor McKenzie

Tasman Council has a minor share (8%) in the four Council Waste Management Authority,
Southern Waste Solutions (SWS). Also the proposed C cell site in Copping is In the Sorell
Municipality and not in the Tasman Municipality.

The Southern Beaches Conservation Society Inc, (SBCS).asarewa_sentaﬂvemm
within the Sorell community, has great concem regarding the Regional Development Australia
‘Fund (RDAF) Expressicn of interest (EOI) and subsequent Application by the Tasman
Council for funding of the Controlled Waste C cell in Copping, Southem Tasmania.

SBCS completely oppose this development going ahead and request that you urgently
consider our concerns when reviewing any application received for funding of the
Copping C cell development.

The reasons for our concemn are summarized below:

1) The proposed G cell does not have the support of the majority of the Sorell
communly and the broader Tasmanian population. . .

= Community consudtation for the proposed C cell by the proponent was practically non-
existent. The proponents, Southem Waste Solutions (SWS), barely met statutory
obligations regarding consultation.

= Following a complaint letter from a l[andowner adjoining the proposed site the

complainant was advised that the permit had already been granted. The land owner
took action and called a public meeting to adv_ise the Community of the intentions of

Aagtis Mk = emiail: angslamarn i1 @ bigporsd.com plows: 0427 901 016



SWS fo construct a ‘Controlled’ or hazardous waste C cell at the Copping land il
site. This was the first Information provided to the Community about the C cell, Over
two hundred people crowded into the local hall to hear about the proposed C cell and
its implications for the Community.

From this Initial meeting, the proponent S8WS, arranged a public meeting at which
they insisted they had “done the right thing" in consulling with the community and that
ﬂny(SWS)madprovideamowrforfasdbadcﬂommemmmly. but as they
already had their permit to go ahead, nothing would stand in their (SWS) way fo go
ahead with the development. They also advised that they distribufed 500 leafiets
within the Community — none of which have ever been found. '

Dump the Toxic Dump (DTTD), & group of concemed Community members, was

formed. This soon extended to become Southem Beaches Conservatien Saciety Inc.

(SBCS). SBCS has grown exponentially over the ensuing months, mostly out of

community concem about the proposed C cell. This is fast becoming not just an issue

‘within the local Sorell Community but is ssen as an overall State Issue, SBCS

membemhip and support now includes interested parties from all over Tasmania and
8 mainland .

Within one month of the initial community meeting, an anti-C cell petition, adhering to
Sorell Council by-laws, was signed by over 20 per cent of the Sorell community. The
petition was presented fo Sorsll Council on § October 2012 and was accepted by
Coungilors to be included on the agenda for the next Council meeting on 16 October
2012. ' ‘

Following acceptance of the petition by Sorell Council, at the meefing on 16 Oclober,
SBCS requested that Councli call a community meeting at which Councilors would
answer quesiions regarding the proposed C cell. The then acting Mayor agreed this
would ocour as soon &s practicable and December was mentioned as a possiblility.

Importantly, at the time of writing, even though Council has been approached on
numerous accasions regarding their agreament to hold a public community meseting,
nothing has come of this request and no meetings or further discussion has been
held with the community by Council. As one of the Joint owners of the proponent
{SWS), Sorell Council are clearly showing their disregard for their own community, in
not responding to this petition by calling @ public meeting. -

The Landfill Sustainability Guide, 2004 (P 17, Community Liaison), recommends: “the
community should be provided with adequate information and opportunity to
comment. This may be provided through pubfic meefings, pamphlets, information
booths at local events etc. the detail of information provided will vary from proposai to
proposal but should always include an assessment of the potenfial impacis of a
propesal on the local community (6.9. employment opportunities, altered traffic
volumes, noisa and odour).” - .

“The impact on the Sorell and surrounding communities will be horrendous. The axira
heavy vehicular traffic on the narmow winding road of the Arthur Highway, over the
two single lane causeways at Midway Point, following the Port Arthur tourist route, is
an accident waiting to happen. Already a high volume of trucks, carting waste from
transfer stations throughout the Southem Region, traverse this route, driving up
gravel from the sides of the roads info the windscraeens of other road users.

Considering that the Copping C cell Is proposed to take all the hazardous' waste from
the whole of Tasmania and potentially Antarctic waste from Australia and France with
a likelihoed of other countries being inciuded (although how this Is supposed to go
ahead with no Quarantine facility in Tasmania is questionable), with what ostensibly,
was no consultation, is treating Sorell ratepayers as non-eniities, not worthy of
acknowledgement. This smacks of the USA in the 1870°s, research by Sanjour and of
the more recent Australian, ‘The Case against the South Cardup Lendfilf extension’,

Angels Mish - exally Wﬂ. phoos: mun'm



3)

in Weslem Australia. Coping has been designated as a LULU (Local Undesirable
Land Usss) or Sacrifice Zone. -

The Copping waste disposal site was originally selected for a B cell, general
household waste, from a number of sites around southem Tasmania over 20
years ago. it has not been proven that the site is environmentally suitable for a
C cell, which will receive ‘spadeable” heavy metal, oll and Industrial chemical
waste. Evidence points to the fact that it clearly Is not a viabla site, and has
only been chosen for convenience. .

There has been no research provided by the proponent SWS or State Government
on the suitability of the Copping site to take Controlled waste in the form of a C cell —
this in turn means that there has never been an environmental impact study on the

proposed C cell location at Copping.

Twenty years ago this was not required for the B cell. Twenty years ago Copping and
the surrounding area of Carlton and Dodges Ferry was a low population density, rural

. area. Much has changed in the intervening years but not as far as the proponents

and State Govermnment are concemed.

The population of the Sorell municipality has increased by 25 per cent in the last 10
years. The Southem Beaches Is a popular location. 40 minutes from Hobart, with
many trades people, semi professional and professionals, electing to make beach
side living a preferred environment in which to raise a family. The Copping site,
becauss of its size and because it already exists as a B cell landfill site operated by
the proponent, has been deemed the ONLY site available for a C cell within
Tasmania. The C cell proposition has been accepted by Government, wihnotmumu
of the changes o waste management requirements over the last 20 years and with
no apparent or transparent consideration for any other site. Acceptance of the C csll
will condemn Tasmania to no changes to waste managemant into the future,

From day one of operation of the C cell an cngoing engineering risk mitigation
strategy features in the development of the C cell - a mitigation strategy that
will need to run for the life of tha C cell and in-perpetultyl

The proponent has proposed that an engineering solution of pumping the leachate to
holding ponds for svaporation is in place from day one of aperation, to mitigate the
risk of groundwater coming into contact with leachate from the C call. How jong this
pumping will be required, even after the closure and capping of the C csll, it is not
possible to know but it will need to confinue in order fo achieve reduction of the liquid
in the landfill well into the future. »

Risk mitigation strategies should be deployed where the risk has been deemed as a
high likelihood of occurring. Due to the geological and geographical nature of the
proposed site, the risk of leachate escaping into the surrounding environment is
deemed high by the Environmental Profection Agancy (EPA), and therefore the
deployment of this risk mitigation strategy is effective from day one for this proposal.

It is clearly apparent from the proponents' parmit application (and subsequent
documentation), thet due consideration of environmental impacts from leachats,
ongoing costs of maintaining this ‘mitigation’ strategy and other risks such as
‘bushfires, have not been fully investigated and the sile is being developed ONLY
beeamothmbanuisﬁngaeelllnoponﬁonalready with modifications (risk
mitigations) made to fit a C cell on site - notthatﬂismlsmvimmnmmbie
fora C ceilf

During the recent Forcett bushfires the Chief Executive Officer of SWS was quoted in
local media that the existing Copping B cell site was not impacted by fire, as if this

AngeisM:nk - oonell: sogelamanh s @bigpond.coen phane: 0427 931 016
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was further testament to the safely of the facliity. That the fire, though extremely
fierce, was very fickie and miesed many places along its route, was not reised. The
fact that the Copping site had to be evacuated for some time and therefore effectively
shutdown, was also not mentioned.

The land surrounding the site is a heavily forested, fire prone location as recently
demonstrated. in the future event of the existence of a C cell, fires would be
catastrophic, not only causing the cover and liner of the C cell to disintegrate and
toxic gasses to escape into the atmosphere, but there would be no leachate pumping
as required to maintain a safe facility, thereby causing heavy metal contaminated -
leachate to leak into the surrounding land, into the water table and consequently the
Cartton River catchment, which has a huge flow on effect to the Southem Beaches of
Frederick Henry Bay and Bruny Bio-Region.

SBCS considers that the C cell will fall to Sorell ratepayers, current and future, to
maintain and remediate when the proposed C cell membrane ruptures and heavy
metal leachate permeates into the environment, including waterways.
o (Suppliers of all typss of HDPE membrane will not guarantee that thers are
no fauits. In fact they advise that: the membrane will have small holes; and
they cannot guarantee the welded joints when.it is used as a fining material.)

SBCS ressarch ciearly articulates that geologically and geographically, the Copping
gite is not suitable for a controfied waste C cell. | urge you to read a copy of the
SBCS report: ‘A belter Waste Management Future for Tasmania, 2012’ (available

RINDINNZOLIHDYY §

Tasmania does not have a Statewide Waste levy on controlied waste and

overall, a shameful record of meeting criterla and guidelines set out in the

:?uoml Wasto Policy (2009), or the state Waste Management Sustainabllity
ulde {2004). ‘

A question regarding the introductian of a State waste levy on Controlled Waste was
recently put to the Tasmanian Stste Economic Development Minister, the Hon. David
O'Byme MP, by SBCS members. The Minister could not say that a State per tonne
levy on Controlled Waste would be charged in the foreseeable future, even though in
other States, very high levies are imposed as a detervent to landtill in favor of
remediation (reduce, reuss, re-procass).

This is one area where Tasmania shamefully falls behind the rest of the Nation - to
aliow controlled waste to be disposed of in landfill without ANY significant
consideration and Investment into utllising waste as a resource is not regiona
development but economic sustainability suppression of the highest order. There is
no accountability for waste producers who will be able fo cheaply dispose of their
toxic legacies into landfill. )

There Is also no economic incentive for waste as a viable business to be developed
as alternatives to landfill. Those businesses who attempt to develop genulne waste
resource remediation opportunities in Tasmania will find themselves undsrcut by a
local Govemnment owned antity (SWS), offering a cheaper and less efficient method
for dealing with Controlled waste.

Tasman Council in their RDAF Application and SWS as the proponent of the. C cell,
may fumish letters of support from industry and Govermnment, State and Local, from
around the State. They have been heavily lobbying, advising that the C cell is the
only viable way 0 clean up lagacy waste in Tasmanla, but this is in fact misleading
and covers the real fact that landfill is being soid as the only alternative to clean up
industrial toxic legacy waste and the only viable future option! A sound business case
for the C cell deveiopment is yet to be provided to the Tasmanian community by the

Argebs Mrh - emialf; angetamarsh1@bignond.com phoos: 0421 941 016



Tammneommnemwbyﬂlapmponmt and the need for a C cell has not yet
been proven. -

= There are many other criteria through which the proposed Copping C cell does not
meet the current National Policy on waste management 2009. It is reliant on state
legisiation the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1984, which is
19ymoh,owalndandinmerﬂonomdiomleownmm

&) In closing; | would like to point out that the Tasmanian State Economic
Development Pian 2012, and particutarly the Southern Regional Development
Plan 2012, purports to have consulted widely with the Tasmanian Community
on the major Economic Developments {which includes a C cell at Copping).

=  We have found no evidence that any Sorell community member was consulted by the
Refarence Group for the Tasmanian State Govemment Economic Development Plan
2012 or the Southem Region Reference Group for the Southem Reglon Development
Plan 2012, on the proposed Copping Controlled waste € cell. In fact consultation for
both Economic Development Plans was at such a high level that no specific detail
was discussed during consultations.

In conclusion | call on you, as a Panel Member for the RDAF 4™ Round to veto the
Tasman application or request that the Tasman Council withdraw their application as it
does not meet the Round 4 Guide's criferia 5. ‘Evidence of community support’.

Please contact me if you mwlre further information.

Sincere regards .

Angols Mash =« emall; scgelamanh) Gblgpond.com phons: 0427 931 016
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