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I am a Moss Vale resident and live 2.1kms from the proposed Plasrefine plant. 

I object to the proposed plastic recycling refinery in Beaconsfield Road, Moss Vale on the following grounds 

1. The plant is classed as heavy industrial and yet the site is within approximately 200 metres to 
residential housing, in close proximity to schools and the Garvan Institute.  

2. We have seen multiple plastic recycling sites experience massive fires, billowing black toxic chemicals 
into the air. The risk to residents and their property from fire, heat and toxic chemical fallout is deeply 
concerning. The fragility of the Garvan Institute from this risk has far reaching effects due to the nature of the 
Institute, and I believe our rural environment will suffer enormously.  

3. Moss Vale has one fire truck and an unmanned station supported by volunteers and therefore our 
community is at significant risk when a fire breaks out.  

4. Hundreds of truck movements each week will degrade our roads and create significant noise pollution. 

5. I am particularly concerned about the vast amounts of water usage, the potential contamination of 
our water ways from water wastage and subsequent contamination of Sydneys catchment area. 

6. This is a rural community. We have seen a recent increase of residential housing and businesses. A 
push to encourage families and retirees to enjoy a rural lifestyle. People have made significant investments and 
lifestyle choices. This refinery has the potential to create mental health issues as families grapple with potential 
air and water pollution, and the possibility of relocating away from here.  

7. The community thrives on tourism, viniculture, fine produce, clean air and a healthy lifestyle. The 
refinery threatens our environment, employment opportunities and visitors. 

8. This is not a heavy industrial area. This is not the right sight. 
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	1 I wish to formally register my objection to SSD-9409987 (the Application) for the reasons outlined below.
	Inadequate and inconsistent information provided to enable proper assessment of impacts
	The facility will not be fully enclosed during operation
	2 The Assessment Report prepared by the Department of Planning and Environment (Department) dated October 2023 makes multiple references to the operations of the proposed Plastic Recycling Facility (PRF) being ‘fully enclosed’. The Department relies o...
	 Table 9 on p.46 – “All plastic recycling and processing activities would occur within enclosed buildings, with no plastic coming into contact with stormwater that is released offsite.”

	3 In respect of the PRF’s noise and vibration impacts, the Department’s assessment report recommends that “stringent” conditions are imposed requiring the preparation of a TNMP [Traffic Noise Management Plan] that “ensures all doors are closed when no...
	4 This reliance on the PRF being fully enclosed was repeated to the IPC by the representative of the Department, Mr Chris Ritchie (Executive Director of Energy, Resources and Industry Assessments) at the Public Meeting held 23 October 2024:
	 [15] – “As I noted earlier, there will be no traffic coming in and out of the site, no heavy vehicles apart from a shift changeover because obviously staff coming in and out at the start of a shift. The operations are inside. So once all the waste h...
	 [20] – (addressing site suitability) “… The thing that obviously we look at in terms of the proximity are a lot of it is aimed at amenity issues and one of the key things with the proposal is it is fully enclosed. So, in terms of managing air, in te...
	 [40] – “In terms of air quality, everything, as I mentioned, will be in an enclosed building. There will be hoods above machinery, collecting any emissions and it will be put through air pollution control devices to clean those.”
	5 These statements in the Assessment Report and at the Public Meeting and the efficacy of the conditions proposed by the Department having regard to the same are totally undermined by contradictory information provided in the Application and by the Ap...
	6 When the Department was specifically questioned during the Public Meeting about the doors being opened for 5 hours per day, the response by the Department was one of surprise and in the first instance reference to “fast acting doors” was made by Mr ...
	“I mean, generally from an acoustic point of view, the facility, I mean there [SIC] doors that will primarily be closed, but our conditioning will be saying that only while those doors are closed can the site be operating. So from a noise impact, from...
	7 Contrary to what Mr Ritchie indicated to the IPC, the Department’s recommended conditions of consent do nothing more than require the preparation of an Air Quality Management Plan and Operational Noise and Vibration Management Plan that “identify co...
	8 Having regard to the above, the IPC cannot be certain that any of the assessment reports supporting the Application, nor the Assessment Report prepared by the Department, accurately reflect the true extent of the PRF’s impacts or suitable management...
	9 The Department’s representations in the Assessment Report that it has looked at this aspect of the proposal “carefully” ([15] of Assessment Report) is disingenuous given the Department does not appear to have even turned its mind to how long the doo...
	10 It must be concluded, based on the Assessment Report and information provided on behalf of the Department during the Public Meeting, that the acceptability of a number of the PRF’s amenity and environmental impacts, including noise, vibration and a...
	Impermissible deferral of mandatory consideration of impacts to post grant of consent
	11 The Department’s Assessment Report states (p.47) the following:
	“The Department acknowledges the public’s concern regarding microplastics in the environment, however, is satisfied these can be restricted to an acceptable level.”
	12 The questions that must be asked include, what is this so called ‘acceptable level’ in the absence of baseline data being included in the Application? Who has assessed this level and deemed it to be appropriate and are they qualified to do so? This...
	“Require the Applicant to:
	13 It is apparent that these conditions seek to defer consideration of impacts that are required to be considered by the consent authority before the grant of consent, to a later stage after consent has been granted.
	14 The absence of baseline data in the Applicant’s EIS (and amended / additional documentation) makes this approach particularly concerning. Despite such baseline data being a requirement of the Planning Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requiremen...
	15 In relation to the Applicant’s opinion (provided by Dr Mark Bowman in a letter dated 30 October 2024) on the potential for the facility to release unsafe levels of microplastics into the surrounding environment being “not significant”, it is tellin...
	16 I urge the IPC to undertake its own independent research on the effectiveness of the mitigation measures proposed to mitigate the impact of microplastic pollution associated with the PRF. By way of example, I refer to a relatively recent article pu...
	“Plastic recycling facilities (PRFs) use processes whereby plastics are separated by type, broken down and granulated, and then pelletised for re-processing. The use of mechanical friction, abrasion, or equivalent methods to breakdown the plastics wit...
	…
	Although there is increasing research on the effluence of MPs from point sources such as wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs), little is known on the creation of MP pollution by plastic recycling processes. No legislation or standard exists within the ...
	17 I also refer to the following publication in the National Library of Medicine (National Centre for Biotechnology Information) dated February 2024 titled ‘Innovative technologies for removal of micro plastic: A review of recent advances’.0F  This re...
	“…
	The DAF method is a three-stage procedure that involves the separation of solid particles (flakes) that are suspended in a liquid medium (water) through the action of microbubbles of gas (air). These air microbubbles cling to the flakes' surfaces, amp...
	18 In respect of microplastics, the Assessment Report at [106] states that “…although microplastics are an emerging contaminant, currently there is no legislative requirement to manage the complete removal of microplastics in wastewater. Any industria...
	19 The Assessment Report relies on the proposed description of the WTP given by the Applicant (at [46] on p. 15):
	“… process water from plastic washing activities would contain microplastics, however, the DAF system at the WTP would capture more than 90 % of the microplastic particles in dewatered filter cake. This filter cake would be taken to landfill as genera...
	20 This said, as highlighted above, the actual ‘final design’ of the WTP has not been confirmed and the Department has suggested that this will occur after development consent is granted. I submit that consideration of such matters are jurisdictional ...
	21 I submit that the Application and Assessment Report’s approach to microplastic pollution in the context of the proposed PRF is totally inadequate to enable a proper assessment of these impacts as required by s4.15(1)(b) of the Environmental Plannin...
	Disregard for the Principles of ESD
	22 The Department’s approach to the PRF’s microplastic pollution impacts is inconsistent with the principles of ecologically sustainable development (ESD).
	23 When looking for the Department’s assessment of the PRF having regard to the principles of ESD, the only detailed comment the IPC will find constitutes two paragraphs at Appendix D (p.66) which provides:
	24 Having read The Honourable Chief Justice Preston of the NSW Land and Environment Court’s publication on the Principles of ESD1F , it is difficult to understand how the Department appears to take the view that, in summary, all the development must d...
	(a) be on land zoned for general industrial use;
	(b) be for the purpose of waste recycling;
	(c) provide jobs;
	(d) install some rainwater tanks and solar panels.

	25 In the context of microplastics, an emerging global environmental concern, the precautionary principle would in my view provide that microplastics and their potential harmful effects should be restricted in the context of this Application, despite ...
	(a) the Application provides no accurate or complete assessment of the impacts of the PRF (many of the impact assessments having been tainted by the erroneous reliance on the facility being “fully enclosed”);
	(b) latest research is overwhelmingly indicating that there is clear evidence of harmful effects from microplastic pollution on a global scale, which includes “…harm to wildlife, harm to societies and cultures, and a growing evidence base of harm to h...
	(c) the Application seeks to defer consideration of such impacts and how these will be effectively managed and mitigated until a later stage, relying heavily on there currently being no legislative requirement to manage the complete removal of micropl...

	Site unsuitable for development of the nature, scale and intensity proposed
	26 Subsection 4.15(1)(c) of the EP&A Act requires the IPC to take into consideration the suitability of the site for the development. The Department summarises its approach to this mandatory consideration in its Assessment Report as follows (Appendix ...
	“The development is a resource recovery facility located on E4 General Industrial zoned land which is permissible with development consent.”
	27 This response from the Department is a troubling oversimplification of the matters that go towards determining whether a site is suitable for development.
	28 I submit that the IPC could not be satisfied that the site is suitable for the largest plastics recycling facility in Australia in circumstances where it would:
	(a) be located within 220 metres of residential homes and other sensitive receivers, including childcare centres and the adjoining Garvan Institute of Medical Research Facility;
	(b) be situated within the Sydney Drinking Water Catchment;
	(c) generate microplastics through the physical, chemical and biological fragmentation of plastic, the environmental impacts of which are at this point in time not properly known and fully understood and the management of which is proposed to be impro...
	(d) have a development footprint which covers 77% of the site’s area for no other reason than because this is what is required for the facility to operate at the scale and intensity proposed;
	(e) involve, once operational, and conservatively, based on the Department’s assessment report, 120 light vehicles (60 in 60 out) and 10 heavy vehicles (5 in 5 out) every hour, during both the AM and PM peak times during operations;
	(f) be located on the fringe of the Southern Highlands Innovation Park (SHIP) Master Plan, the draft of which has been the subject of extensive community consultation and is currently on public exhibition and underpinned by a key objective of encourag...
	(g) be located within the proposed ‘Research and advanced manufacturing’ Precinct of the SHIP Masterplan, despite providing no evidence of how the proposed development will involve such research or advanced manufacturing;3F  and
	(h) comprise two large, generically designed warehouses and three ancillary buildings standing just over 15 metres high, a design incongruent with the vision articulated in the draft SHIP Masterplan which seeks to provide opportunities for high qualit...

	29 For the above reasons, I believe that the Application should be refused.
	Sincerely,
	E. A. Ross-Smith
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