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SSD-9409987 - Plasrefine Moss Vale, NSW 2577 

As a local resident who lives within 5km (downstream and downwind) from the proposed development, I 
strongly oppose the development on the following bases: 

1.   

 
 

  

2. The various methods proposed to contain gross plastic waste during the receival process are inadequate and 
cannot guarantee plastic waste will be confined to the site.  These methods in essence include closing a roller 
door behind trucks entering the facility before unloading, and also sending employees to collect any material 
that escapes the enclosed dock area in the event that it does.  If the primary method is effective (closing the 
roller door), presumably there should be no need for a secondary plan to collect any rubbish thereafter.  It is 
inevitable that gross plastic waste will increase as a result. 

3.  The various methods proposed to contain and remove microplastics and other harmful chemicals from any 
water discharged from the facility are inadequate.  The proponent and it's agents have not demonstrated that 
they will meet the Trade Waste requirements or comply with Water NSW regulations in regard to water 
discharged from the facility and they have not provided the IPCN with full and comprehensive technical analysis 
detailing the initial scope and subsequent management of the filtration processes involved in regard to water 
intended to be discharged into the local sewer system.  Any filtration method employed by the proponent 
(gravity, pressure, vacuum, chemical / rotary drum, plate, sand etc) will emit microplastics into the filtered 
water.  No qualitative measure of emissions contained in the water intended to be discharged into the sewer 
system has been provided by the proponent (for instance, 'microplastics above 5 micron will be filtered out' / 
'microplastics below 5 micron might remain in water intended for discharge into the sewer system').  The 
proponent's agents GHD have only referred to the nature and quantity of these emissions as 'negligible' in 
every public communication when these emissions are, in fact, not only estimable but calculable. 

4.  Volatile airborne compounds will be generated during the operation of the facility during plastic melting 
processes and the proponent has not demonstrated that adequate filtration mechanisms will be employed so 
as not to breach the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997. 

See:      

The pollution characteristics of odor, volatile organochlorinated compounds 

and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons emitted from plastic waste recycling 

plants’ by Chung-Jung Tsai, Mei-Lien Chen, Keng-Fu Chang, Fu-Chang and IFeng Mao dated February 2009, 
published by National Library of Medicine (National Center for Biotechnology Information) 
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19091382/>  



  
 

In conclusion, close proximity to the Wingecarribee River (and in turn the Sydney water catchment) and also 
residential areas of Moss Vale and Berrima makes this proposal unacceptably risky.  Given the proponent's 
history of environmental breaches in multiple countries, the methods proposed to contain, remove and 
minimise contaminants issuing from the facility, and the inevitability of an increase in land, air and water 
contamination makes the proposal an unacceptable risk, particularly at this location. 

With respect I request the Commission consider an alternative site and an alternative operator. 

  

Kind regards, 

Will Mathews 

 

 

 
 

 



















EXHIBITION OF STATE SIGNIFICANT DEVELOPMENT  

PROPOSED MOSS VALE PLASTICS RECYCLING FACILITY 

residents 500 m from the facility. Those 900 m away were also considerably 

more likely to report experiencing eczema (4.6, 1.4-14.9). Air pollution was 

found responsible for significantly increased reports of mucocutaneous and 

respiratory symptoms among nearby residents. Our findings confirm the effects 

of pollutants emitted from recycling facilities on residents' health and clarify that 

study design differences did not affect the results.” 

→ “The pollution characteristics of odor, volatile organochlorinated compounds 

and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons emitted from plastic waste recycling 

plants’ by Chung-Jung Tsai, Mei-Lien Chen, Keng-Fu Chang, Fu-Chang and I-

Feng Mao dated February 2009, published by National Library of Medicine 

(National Center for Biotechnology Information) 

https://pubmed ncbi nlm nih.gov/19091382/>  

See the following extracts: 

“Plastic waste treatment trends toward recycling in many countries; however, the 

melting process in the facilities which adopt material recycling method for 

treating plastic waste may emit toxicants and cause sensory annoyance. The 

objectives of this study were to analyze the pollution characteristics of the 

emissions from the plastic waste recycling plants, particularly in harmful volatile 

organochlorinated compounds, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), odor 

levels and critical odorants. Ten large recycling plants were selected for analysis 

of odor concentration (OC), volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and PAHs 

inside and outside the plants using olfactometry, gas chromatography-mass 

spectrometry and high performance liquid chromatography-fluorescence 

detector, respectively. The olfactometric results showed that the melting 

processes used for treating polyethylene/polypropylene (PE/PP) and polyvinyl 

chloride (PVC) plastic waste significantly produced malodor, and the odor levels 

at downwind boundaries were 100-229 OC, which all exceeded Taiwan's EPA 

standard of 50 OC. Toluene, ethylbenzene, 4-methyl-2-pentanone, methyl 

methacrylate and acrolein accounted for most odors compared to numerous 

VOCs. Sixteen organochlorinated compounds were measured in the ambient air 

emitted from the PVC plastic waste recycling plant and total concentrations were 

245-553 microg m(-3); most were vinyl chloride, chloroform and 

trichloroethylene. Concentrations of PAHs inside the PE/PP plant were 8.97-

252.16 ng m(-3), in which the maximum level were 20-fold higher than the 

levels detected from boundaries. Most of these recycling plants simply used 

filter to treat the melting fumes, and this could not efficiently eliminate the 

gaseous compounds and malodor. Improved exhaust air pollution control were 

strongly recommended in these industries.” 

→ ‘The odour of burning wakes us’:inside the Philippines’ Plastic City’ by 

Carmela Fonbuena, dated 8 July 2019 , published by The 

Guardian,<https://www.theguardian.com/global-

development/2019/jul/08/waste-recycling-smell-pollution-philippines-plastic-city  

See the following extracts: 

“Two months after environmental officers visited Cunumay West, residents are 

still suffering from the pungent smell.“The odour is repulsive,” says Benjamin 

Lopez, 50. “It woke us up at 2am one time. I had to spray perfume in the room. 

Others had taken to spreading Vicks VapoRub under their noses.” Residents 

believe the smell is responsible for five-year-old girl Shantal Marcaida 

contracting pneumonia, which led to her hospitalisation. 

→ ‘Bowral waste facility fined by EPA for poor management practices’, dated 23 

June 2021 published by the NSW Environmental Protection Authority 

<https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2021/epamedia210623-

bowral-waste-facility-fined-by-epa-for-poor-management-practices>  
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- The NSW Government’s Social Impact Assessment Guidelines clearly set out how social 

impacts should be identified, evaluated, responded to and, if appropriate, monitored and 

managed. It also notes that a SIA is not a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach. Noting that it is 

compulsory for all SSD applications to now be accompanied by a Social Impact 

Assessment (as of October 2021) due to the Department’s recognition that this is critical 

to identifying, predicting and evaluating the likely social impacts of a proposal, it is 

unacceptable that no such assessment has been carried out having regard to the 

significant scale and nature of the proposal.  

- With some small exceptions, Section 18.2 could have been taken from any report about 

any regional community. It is generic and contains no real analysis or understanding of 

the specific nature, context or impact of this proposal on this community, or their specific 

concerns and repeated requests for meaningful information and detail about the proposal.  

- The EIS’ lack of detail and rigour reflects poorly on the proponent’s genuine willingness 

to understand, consider and address the community’s concerns and demonstrates little 

respect for the community, surrounding landowners, nearby residents and businesses, the 

local school and childcare centre, or the very real safety issues associated with 

construction and operation of a proposal of this scale and impact. 

- This provides the community with no confidence that our concerns or perspectives have 

been listened to or considered. This is evidenced by the nature of the proposal and its 

numerous unacceptable impacts.  

 - Without an adequate, respectful and meaningful engagement or Social Impact 

Assessment process, the proponent cannot enjoy the trust of the community. Without 

trust, the proponent can have no social license to operate within the community and there 

is no acceptance of the project by most community and stakeholders. 

- It is submitted, and noting that there is an absence of any evidence from the proponent 

demonstrating anything to the contrary and based on our own independent social 

engagement activities, that the proposal will have a variety of negative social impacts 

that have a high-extreme risk rating that cannot be mitigated or managed.  

- The lack of quality of the EIS demonstrates that the proponent/GHD have no interest in 

understanding the full extent of these impacts and have instead simply focused on 

promoting purported and unsubstantiated ‘benefits’, meaning that there has been no 

efforts made to address in a tangible way the serious concerns of the community (e.g. in 

relation to the traffic, visual, noise, odour, air quality and other environmental and 

amenity related impacts).  

- Where the very purpose of a Social Impact Assessment is to identify, evaluate and weigh 

both the positive social impacts as well as the negative social impacts, and no such 

assessment has been undertaken, this suggests that it is likely the proponent is aware that 

any positive benefits of the proposal are far outweighed by the significant negative 

impacts that will be caused which should, we submit, be sufficient justification for the 

refusal of the proposal.  

- In respect of the EIS’s claim that the proposal will generate local employment 

opportunities, this is highly questionable and there is insufficient information available to 

support the accuracy of this statement. For example, we note taking into account the 

increased automation and digitisation of the waste industry this may in fact have labour 

displacing effects.  

Furthermore, the proponent has made public statements indicating that specialised staff 

from overseas would be employed to operate the facility. Regardless of any moderate 

positive social impact that the proposal may (but will likely not) have on the local 

economy, it remains the case that the significance of any such impacts would be 

countered by the negative social impacts.  

- For example, there are serious concerns held for the tourism industry in the Southern 

Highlands because of the proposal in circumstances where the scenic nature of Moss Vale 

and surrounding townships and villages is at the heart of many businesses and why people 

choose to live in these areas.  
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stakeholders with an 

opportunity to ask 

questions and 

identify areas of 

concerns re proposal 

4. provide direct 

feedback to the 

project team during 

all stages of the 

proposal and 

develop solutions to 

address community 

expectations, where 

possible 

5. identify and manage 

issues, effectively 

and proactively 

6. manage stakeholder 

feedback and 

complaints in a 

timely, respectful 

way 

7. satisfy engagement 

requirements of 

SEARs 

8. monitor and 

evaluate stakeholder 

feedback to measure 

success 

build community and 

stakeholder confidence in 

Plasrefine Recycling and the 

decisions it makes through 

transparency and ongoing 

commitment to working in 

partnership with the 

community. 

- A petition on the Change.Org website has just under 5,000 signatures (4,850 as at 21 

March 2022) and the community has clearly articulated its dissatisfaction with both the 

proposal and the EIS process through this outlet. 

- GHD advised that 27 people in total attended the 6 sessions held in Exeter on 9 and 10 

March. 

- The capacity for each session was capped at 25 people (no real explanation was provided 

as to this limit and the venue being 12km distance from Moss Vale).  

- It is clear that the community has realised that the sessions were a simple tick box for 

GHD and that answers provided to questions raised were often in contradiction of the EIS 

with many apparently invented on the spot.  

Ensure that a broad range of local community and stakeholders are informed about the 

proposal and given the opportunity to provide feedback: 

- It is difficult to provide feedback on a State Significant Development with such little 

detail or substance.  

- The lack of community knowledge of, or information about, the proposal led to the 

establishment of the Moss Vale Matters Facebook page by community members as a 

means of providing information to the community about the proposal. 

- In many cases this was the first time people had heard of the proposal, including some 

sensitive receivers who until then (and as recently as January/February 2022) had no 

knowledge of what was proposed on land adjacent to their own properties (e.g. Adrian 

and Mary Maggiotto of Elwood Park Beef Cattle Enterprises, who neighbour the 

proposed site and who are providing their own objection submission). 

- Wingecarribee Shire Council (WSC) recently advised the community (via a community 

session held on 17 March) that they have asked for an extension of time to provide a 

response to the EIS, noting that they have been unable to assess all documents within the 

exhibition period timeframe.  

- GHD has repeatedly claimed to have been in regular contact with WSC during the pre-

EIS and EIS exhibition phases of the SSD process, which was countered during a 

community information session with Council (who noted they had met with GHD three 

times from pre-EIS to EIS exhibition) and evidenced by Council’s request for an 

extension of time to consider and provide a response to the EIS.  

Had Council been regularly ‘informed about the proposal’ and given the ‘opportunity to 

provide feedback’ there would have been ‘no surprises’ in the EIS documentation and 

they would feel informed enough to prepare a response within the exhibition period. 

- Similarly, had the community been adequately informed about the proposal, and given 

meaningful opportunity to provide feedback and ask questions during the EIS preparation, 

there would have been no need for information about the proposal to have been provided 

to the community by the community (via Moss Vale Matters Facebook page, local media, 

social media), there would have been no need for the community to organise its own letter 

box drop of 10,000+ flyers (conducted 10-15 March) to advise the community about the 

proposal and how to make a submission, and there would have been no need for us to 

organise our own community information session (held on 16 March at Moss Vale 

Services Club and attended by just over 100 community members) in order to provide 

information and answer questions (as best we could). 

Provide the community and stakeholders with an opportunity to ask questions and 

identify areas of concerns re proposal: 

- It should be noted that many community members asked for an extension of the mandated 

28-day exhibition period (23 February to 22 March 2022) to review the EIS 

documentation lodged by GHD, noting that this was the first time we had seen any 

meaningful detail of the proposal.  

- This was also requested as the exhibition period was punctuated by some of the worst 

floods on record for NSW, with many areas of Wingecarribee inaccessible and deluged 

by floodwater in February.  
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- Despite these difficulties, our request for an extension (made to the Department and also 

to Wendy Tuckerman MP and Anthony Roberts MP) were not accommodated and we 

have been compelled to review the EIS documentation, and assess and lodge our 

objection/submission under extremely difficult circumstances.  

- Similarly, requests to GHD to postpone their scheduled EIS Exhibition in-person events 

(held w/c 7 March) to later in the exhibition period when community members could be 

better prepared and recovered from flood events, went unheeded. Hard copies of the EIS 

documentation did not appear in the local library until early March. 

- GHD’s in-person sessions were held in Exeter, 12kms from Moss Vale. Requests for 

sessions to be held in Moss Vale (a) at a later date once impacts of floods had reduced, 

(b) within a reasonable area/radius of the proposed site, and (c) once people had had 

enough time to read through and digest the many hundreds of pages of the EIS, were 

refused by GHD.  

- When asked why the sessions were being in Exeter, as opposed to Moss Vale, responses 

ranged over time from there being no suitable venues available in Moss Vale 

(demonstrably incorrect) to fears people may become intoxicated if the sessions were held 

in the Moss Vale Services Club (despite multiple pre-EIS sessions being held there 

without incident). 

- Ultimately, we organised our own community information session on 16 March at Moss 

Vale Services Club, which was attended by over 100 people. Many people had only heard 

about the proposal due to community-led efforts, including Moss Vale Matters Facebook 

page, letter-box drop flyers, local media advertising, and word-of-mouth. 

- Clearly, if GHD had ‘built and maintained relationships with the community’, or given us 

a chance to ‘ask questions and identify areas of concern’ in a genuine and authentic way 

throughout the pre-EIS and EIS Exhibition process, we would not have had a situation 

where so many members of the community were so distressed at such a late stage in the 

process about a proposal they had heretofore heard nothing about.  

Neither would we have had to ask for an extension of time to be able to review the detail 

of the proposal–mostly for the first time–in the EIS documents and during the exhibition 

period. We should already have been aware of the key tenets of the proposal. 

‘Provide direct feedback to the project team during all stages of the proposal’, ‘develop 

solutions to address community expectations, where possible, and identify and manage 

issues, effectively and proactively’ and ‘manage stakeholder feedback’: 

- This objective has most clearly not been met. The opportunity to work with GHD or the 

proponent to co-develop solutions and/or manage issues effectively has not been 

evidenced at all throughout the entire pre-EIS and EIS exhibition process. 

- On the few occasions when GHD has met directly with the community, the format has 

been about providing very high-level information and expecting the community to either 

provide on-the-spot feedback or via a community hotline or email, neither of which 

provides an opportunity for informed discussion or co-developing solutions and better 

community outcomes over time. 

- This does not meet GHD’s own objectives and it does not satisfy the Department’s 

criteria for effective and genuine engagement either. 

- GHD’s approach to engagement has been muddled and lacking in transparency. 

During conversations with the community, it was never made clear what could or could 

not be influenced as part of the engagement process. Rather, some feedback would appear 

to be actioned (e.g. changing number of truck movements) but no substance provided as 

to what that might actually look like (e.g. routes, size, capacity, operation). By the next 

interaction, it would be changed again to something different. Again, with no apparent 

logic or substance. 

- Details of which route would be used to gain access to and from the proposed site were 

confused at best and obfuscatory at worst.  
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- Wingecarribee Shire Council has clearly stated that they will not allow Beaconsfield 

Road to be used to access the site either during construction or operation, yet the EIS 

states that : 

During preparation of the EIS and in consultation with Council, it has been 

identified that if construction of the new access road is delayed due to land 

acquisition issues, the proponent would need to use Beaconsfield Road for 

construction access until the new road is available. During this period, limitations on 

the number of heavy vehicle movements allowable on Beaconsfield Road would be 

implemented to ensure compliance with the noise criteria stipulated in the 

Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline (Transport for NSW 2016). 

- The continued lack of clarity and contradictory statements about issues as fundamental as 

access to and from the site is indicative of the muddled and rushed nature of the EIS 

process and documents submitted.  

Satisfy engagement requirements of the SEARs 

- While in principle most people support initiatives that help reduce emissions, increase 

recycling and help achieve net zero aims, this proposal does not have community support 

or buy-in because it is, quite simply, not justified or in the public interest given its size 

and scale, position and noise, transport and access issues, and complete lack of adequate 

assessment of environmental impacts. 

- We have repeatedly asked GHD/proponent to conduct a social impact assessment in order 

to fully explore impacts to amenity, social connections, safety and other issues with the 

community in a meaningful way.  

- Council too has asked for a social impact assessment, as has, we believe, Wendy 

Tuckerman MP. GHD has consistently declined to conduct this, stating that it is not a 

requirement of the SEARs. 

- In the absence of a social impact assessment, a meaningful, genuine and authentic 

engagement process with community and stakeholders becomes doubly justified and 

important in order to adequately canvas, address and respond to concerns and questions. 

It is also important for the proponent to understand any limitations of the proposed site 

and surroundings, and to ensure design and operation considerations are reflected in the 

EIS. 

- Engagement with GHD has consistently been on their own terms, not that of the 

community. While GHD may cite the volume of interactions with the community as 

evidence of a functioning engagement process, we would counter that it instead indicates 

confusion and a desperate need for adequate and meaningful information about the 

proposal–which we have never received and which is clearly still absent from the EIS 

documentation submitted.  

- As far as managing stakeholder engagement to a standard expected of an EIS process is 

concerned, separate submissions from relevant and primary stakeholders (e.g. WinZero, 

Wendy Tuckerman MP, WSC) will also, we are confident, demonstrate that this process 

was sub-par and not in line with community expectations. 

- We recognise that community engagement around SSD proposals cannot always yield all 

the outcomes a community desires. Nonetheless, transparent and authentic engagement 

means the community can have confidence in the process, if not the outcome. 

- In this case, the community has no such confidence, noting the due diligence lacking in 

both the engagement process and the resulting EIS documents.   

         

Not in the Public Interest  - The negative impacts of the proposal, including not least the traffic, visual,  noise, odour, 

air quality, water and associated social impacts outweigh any economic and other public 

benefits that the proposal may offer and which may be secured elsewhere on a more 

suitable site. The responses from the community are entirely reasonable and despite the 

deficiencies in the proponent’s application, it is still clear that an adverse effect on the 

amenity of the local area will result from this proposal. The proposal therefore must be 

refused.  
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